Perkins Eastman

07.24.12

Robert W. Healy

City Manager

City of Combridge

795 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02139

Re: Martin Luther King Jr School, Putnam Avenue
Carbon Accounting for Design Options

Dear Mr. Healy:

Based upon audience questions and comments at more than one of the four
neighborhood meetings where Perkins Eastman presented the evolving studies and
options during the MLK Jr. Feasibility Study process, it became apparent that certain
attendees are concerned about the impact of Embodied Energy on the overall long-
term sustainability of the project.

The City instructed Perkins Eastman to retain the services of an independent consultant
capable of calculating and comparing the three proposed options to a “no-build”
option, which retains the existing building largely “as-is”, merely upgrading its thermal
and mechanical performance by approximately 30% (Current Updated Building). It
must be noted that this “hypothetical project” does not meet the program space needs
of 740 students in 3 schools (preschool, preK-5, 6-8). Alterations and additions would
be required fo accommodate the increased student body, which is the design

proposed as the Existing Modified Option.

In addition to the crucial issue of program-fit, this “no-build” scenario does not
provide a building that could accommodate the City’s Net-Zero requirement, begin to
address the parking and associated open space issues, solve the seismic issues, re-
orient the classrooms north/south for sun-control, increase the floor-to-floor heights or
provide for natural light and ventilation to many underprovided spaces. This scenario
was proposed and analyzed as a “base-line” for measuring the environmental
performance of the new-build Clover and Pi (Preferred) Options which address all of
these issues, or the Existing Modified Option which addresses some of these issues.

Perkins Eastman contacted the existing project MEP/FP engineers, the Net-Zero
engineers and the project’s proposed LEED consultants and determined that they were
not properly equipped to perform this task. The LEED consultant, formerly of the
Green Roundtable, recommended Jim Newman of LINNEAN Solutions to perform this
specialized work. Coincidently, Mr. Newman is not only a Cambridge resident, but
also a graduate of MIT. Prior to founding LINNEAN solutions, Mr. Newman was
Director of Building Green.com, an online product and systems research and festing
company. His bio is attached.
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Perkins Eastman and our engineers provided all the available project information to
Mr. Newman, including drawings of the existing building, three-dimensional computer
models depicting area, surface and volume of the proposed alternative options, and
potential material and system selections. The City provided energy-use invoices to
calculate existing energy use. Links to articles on the program used by LINNEAN
Solutions include:

http://leedcasestudies.usgbc.org/overview.cfm? ProjectiD=1385
http:// Ieedcasesfudies.usgbc.org[mciericlls.c‘fm?ProiecﬂD= 1385
http://www.athenasmi.org/

The outcome of Mr. Newman’s work is described in the attached Carbon Accounting
for Martin Luther King Jr. School Design Opfions, dated 07.23.12. In summary, Mr.
Newman concludes that by year 15, all three of the proposed design opfions surpass
the “no-build” scenario for embodied carbon plus operational carbon emission
reductions. After that point, both new options (Clover or Pi/ Preferred) and the
extensive renovation/addition option (Existing Modified Option), begin to perform
progressively better and better on behalf of the environment as the years go by.
Assuming an hypothetical 50-year life-expectancy for the building, a new building is
substanfially better for the environment than merely keeping the existing building, with
all its programmatic, educational and design shortfalls.

When correcting for some of these significant deficiencies, as per the Existing Modified
Option, the building becomes unrecognizable from its origins, equally intensive in
construction effort, duration and disruption, and identical in cost to the Pi (Preferred)
Option.

Given the unequivocal outcome of this carbon study by LINNEAN Solutions, Perkins
Eastman strongly recommends the Pi {Preferred) Option over all others, as it provides
all the benefits of the Existing Modified Option plus the added benefit of solving
classrooms orientation, increasing floor-to-floor heights and then goes on fo
outperform all other options on all environmental measures, and does so for the same
cost.

Sincerely, /

John R. A\Pelirs, RIBA
Managing Principal

cc: File/Alicia Caritano - PE
Richard Rossi; Michael Black — City of Cambridge

Enclosure Carbon Accounting for Martin Luther King Jr. School Design Options,
dated 07.23.12
Bio for Jim Newman of LINNEAN Solutions
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Carbon Accounting for Martin Luther King Jr. School Design
Options
Jim Newman

Linnean Solutions
July 23,2012

Conclusions
This study looks at the embodied carbon and the operational carbon emissions in
the three proposed design options against the current Martin Luther King Jr. School

(MLK) building upgraded to use approximately 30% less energy than the current
building.

The upgraded current MLK building is estimated to surpass all three of the
proposed design options in total emitted carbon dioxide equivalent emissions after
15 years of expected operation. ~
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This graph shows the total accumulated carbon equivalent emissions for each of the three building
options, as well as for the existing building with energy use upgrades. The upgraded current building
surpasses the total carbon emissions for the three design options after approximately 15 years of
operation. The three design options are essentially equivalent over time.

Figure 1
Total combined carbon equivalent emissions comparison for the three design options and the
current building, upgraded for energy efficiency.
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Introduction to Carbon Analysis

This study looks at the actions related to materials manufacture, transport,
construction, operation and the demolition and disposal of building materials and
the building assemblies that they make up for the proposed options for the Martin
Luther King Jr. School in Cambridge. This study provides comparisons expressed in
terms of carbon equivalent emissions that many scientists and policy makers
suggest are related to climate change. This framework enables a look at how
building life span and building operating energy efficiency may affect the decision to
reuse buildings versus build new.

The goal of this study is to provide an embodied energy and embodied carbon
analysis for the Martin Luther King, Jr. School Project in Cambridge, MA.

Becoming aware of environmental issues and actively participating in reducing
Cambridge’s carbon footprint is crucial work towards restoring the Earth’s natural
systems on a local level. While the effects of any carbon reduction strategies
undertaken on this project won't be instantaneous, this report recognizes our
responsibility to reduce carbon emissions resulting from our activities over time.

This is a preliminary analysis of the building options. The calculations are based on
information provided by Perkins Eastman and their subcontractors, and the City of
Cambridge. Energy use characteristics of both the existing building and the design
options are estimates and have not been verified. The information about the
building design options and energy reduction strategies for the existing building are
also preliminary, and thus, should not be considered as exact and definitive, but
rather, useful for comparison.

Introduction to Embodied Carbon

Embodied energy is required to produce a building, It includes the up-front energy
investment for extraction of natural resources, manufacturing, transportation,
installation, and disposal of materials, referred to as initial embodied energy.

Embodied carbon represents the carbon emitted by the fossil fuel used to extract,
manufacture, transport, and dispose of the materials used to produce a building.
Since different materials use different types and amounts of energy, determining the
embodied carbon for each material, or in this case, each set of materials that make
up parts of the building (called “building assemblies”) is a complex process. For this
study, Linnean has used several carefully researched databases of material and
assembly carbon values, including:

* The Athena Sustainable Materials Institute’s Impact Estimator and

Ecolmpact Calculator,
* The Inventory of Carbon and Energy (ICE) from University of Bath, UK,
* Boston Community Greenhouse Gas Inventories, portion of the 2009 City of

Boston Climate Action Plan,
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* The City of Cambridge Climate Protection Plan,
* The Greenest Building, a recent study from Preservation Green Lab, and
* The Influence of Construction Materials on Life-Cycle Energy Use and Carbon

Dioxide Emissions, a thesis submitted to Victoria University of Wellington,
New Zealand.

This study uses the “Avoided Impacts” methodology, as described in The Greenest
Building study of building Life Cycle Assessment.
The Avoided Impacts methodology considers any building or equipment
already in place as having no environmental impact. Impacts can be “avoided”
by re-using materials and systems. Only newly constructed materials and
systems are counted as having an embodied energy and CO2e impact in this
study.

Building Options Data and Analysis

Analysis Scope

The current building, with some updates, and the three building design options
were analyzed for embodied carbon equivalent emissions and embodied fossil fuel
energy. Operational energy characteristics for the three design options were based
on the energy modeling report provided by in:posse.

This study considers energy and carbon effects over a projected 50-year life for the
MLK School building,.

The energy and carbon analysis includes materials and activities associated with
constructing the three building options and updating of the current (or “existing”)
building. Some activities and materials that are projected to be the same for all 3
options were not included in this preliminary analysis - such as walkway and
parking lot materials and site-work, playgrounds, installed kitchen equipment,
woodshop equipment, etc. This carbon analysis is based on materials listed in the
Feasibility Study Cost Estimate prepared by Davis Langdon.

The energy use of the current MLK building is based on information provided by the
City of Cambridge.

This analysis was done using the Athena EcoCalculator to look at building
assemblies, the ICE Carbon Database to look at specific materials, and the
Retroficiency Automated Energy Analysis to look at the energy and carbon
emissions of the existing building.

The current building option (also called the “current updated” building to
distinguish it from the design options) assumes that systems and infrastructure for
the building are updated to provide lower operating energy, and that changes are
made to the interior and exterior finishes of the building to both help with energy
improvements and upgrade the building, in general.

Proposed Changes:
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* Updated plumbing systems and fixtures

* New heating and cooling equipment and systems

* Updated fire and IT infrastructure

* Added insulation to the foundation and exterior

* Replacement of up to 30% of interior walls and fittings

* Replacement of all interior paint, flooring and surfaces

* Other minor changes

Effects of these changes to the operational energy and carbon emissions of the
existing building were modeled using the Retroficiency Automated Energy Audit
software system. Results of that audit are in the appendix. Changes and updates
to the building that do not affect the building energy performance were not
modeled.

The embodied energy and carbon associated with these changes were modeled
using the Athena EcoCalculator and the ICE database.

Tons
Catogory CO2e
Building Systems  256.0
Insulation 33.2
Equip (incl.
Kitchen) 150.0
Interior Finish 591
Casework 50.0
Misc. 270.0
Total 1350.3

Table 1

Embodied CO2e accounting for upgrades to the current updated building.

The Existing Modified option assumes that some portion of the existing building is
demolished, the rest of the existing building is stripped to the structure, and the new
building is constructed with a mix of new and re-used structure, as described in the
Perkins Eastman documents.

The operational energy of the Existing Modified option was modeled by in:posse
for Perkins Eastman. Operational carbon emissions were modeled using the
Boston Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions data, by Linnean.

The embodied energy and carbon associated with the Existing Modified option
was modeled using the Athena EcoCalculator and the ICE database.

The Clover and Pi options assume that all of the existing building is demolished
except a portion of the foundation, to be replaced with new construction.

The operational energy of the Clover and Pi options were modeled by in:posse
for Perkins Eastman. Operational carbon emissions were modeled using the
Boston Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions data, by Linnean.
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The embodied energy and carbon associated with the Existing Modified option
was modeled using the Athena EcoCalculator and the ICE database.

Embodied and Operational Energy and Carbon

Operating energy is a prime factor in evaluating building-related energy and CO2e
impacts. Analyses of building operating energy and related impacts have become
common, as concern about resource depletion and climate change have grown. The
operating energy of buildings varies greatly, due to differences in building envelope
and system performance, as well as building management and maintenance,
occupant behavior and building life span. Thus, the ratio of buildings’ annual
operating energy to total embodied energy can diverge substantially - between 5:1
and 30:1.

According to The Greenest Building study, schools typically have a lower ratio of
embodied to operational energy. In other words, schools use a lot of energy relative
to the energy to make the building, This study cites their research showing that
school buildings in cold climates (like Cambridge’s) take only 10 to 15 years of
operational efficiency to pay back the embodied energy in a new building.
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Year Of Carbon Equivalency For Existing Building Reuse Versus
New Construction

process. This table illustrat
ergy efficient new buiidings to ov

Building Type Chicago

Urban Village Mixed Use 42 years 80 years

Single-Family Residential 38 years 50 years
Commercial Office 25 years 42 years
Warehouse-to-Office

: 12 years 19 years
Conversion
Multifamily Residential 16 years 20 years
Elementary School 10 years : ' 16 years
Warehouse-to-Residential

Never Never

Conversion®

“The warehouse-to-multifamily conversion (which operates at an average levei of efficiency) does not
offer a climate change impact savings compared to new construction that is 30 percent more efficient.
These results are driven by the amount and kind of materials used in this particular building conversion.
As evidenced by the study’s summary of results, as shown on page Vi, the warehouse-to-residential
conversion does offer a climate change advantage when energy performance for the new and existing
building scenarios are assumed to be the same. This suggests that it may be especially important to
retrofit warehouse buildings for improved energy performance, and that care should be taken to select
materials that will maximize environmental savings.

Table 2
From The Greenest Building, a Life Cycle Assessment study of building re-use by Preservation Green
Lab, 2012,

As noted above, embodied carbon is determined by the fuel types and amounts used
in materials and construction of the building, whereas operational carbon is
calculated from the energy types and amounts used to operate the building.
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Preliminary Comparisons

Embodied Carbon of the 4 Alternatives
Tons of eCO2
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Figure 2
This figure shows the scale of the relative carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) embodied in updating
the existing building and building each of the three design options. The embodied CO2e for the
existing building upgrades is substantially lower than that for the other options because this option
does not include new construction, only new systems, finishes, and some interior walls.

What does this much carbon look like?
B = CO2 emissions from burning railcar's worth of coal
15

Proposals: | Current Updated Exist, Modified

Figure 3

This figure provides a way to understand how much CO2e each building option embodies.

Carbon Equivalents Embodied in Constructing the 4 Building Options
The COZe embodied in the updating of the current updated building is
substantially lower than any of the three building design options. This
reflects the fact that much less work and materials go into updating the
existing building than in constructing the design options.
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Of the design options, the Existing Modified option embodies less CO2e than
the Clover and Pi options, due to the re-use of substantial structure in the
Existing Modified option.

Annual Carbon Equivalent Emissions from Building Operations
The annual COZe emissions from operating each of the four building options
are shown below. This analysis includes the operational CO2e reductions
from proposed photovoltaic electricity production on the Existing Modified,
Clover, and Pi design options. Even with updating to reduce the operating
energy of the existing building, it performs substantially worse than the
design building options.

Solar Operational
EUI Total KWh  Contribution CO2e
Current 44.0
Updated 2,049,810 - 804 tons
Existing
Modified 30.9 1,430,110 328,310 504 tons
Clover Option 30.2 1,392,980 316,125 492 tons
Pi (preferred)
Option 30.7 1,405,980 403,473 458 tons
Table 3

This table show the Solar PV contribution to operational energy for the four building options, and the
operational COZ2e in tons. All forms of operational energy have been converted to KWh for this table.

Note also that carbon emissions from electricity use are higher per unit of
energy used at the existing building, due to electricity transmission losses.
This is factored in to the CO2e figures.

Operational Carbon Emissions
Tons of eC0O2
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Figure 4
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This figure shows the estimated CO2e emissions from the annual operations of the four building
options: the current updated building, the Existing Modified option, the Clover option, and the Pi
(preferred) option.

Embodied and Annual Operational Energy for the Four Options (in KBtu)

Embodied and Operational Energy

in kBtu
60000000 r v
56,171,719
53,207,744
50000000 '
42,570,013 "
40000000 -
30000000
20000000 S L b ety ol
10000000 :
10530 : . -
Current Updated Existing Modified Clover Option Pi Option
(preferred option)
Figure 5

This figure shows the estimated embodied and operational energy for each building option: the
current updated building, the Existing Modified option, the Clover option, and the Pi (preferred)
option. Energy and CO2e emissions are equivalent, because of differences in carbon emissions from
different energy sources.
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Distributions of CO2e Emissions for Each Building Option

Embodied Carbon of Assembly Componenets
Tons of eC0O2
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Figure 6
This figure shows the relative estimated contribution of 8 building assemblies to the estimated
embodied CO2e emissions for the three building design options: the Existing Modified option, the
Clover option, and the Pi (preferred) option.

10
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Appendix A

Energy Analysis of the Existing Building

Linnean Solutions calculated the Energy Use Intensity (EUI) of the existing Martin
Luther King Jr. School (MLK) building by examining the energy record for the
building for the previous 10 months and then adjusting the data for a standard
weather year. (The heating load was low due to a warm winter and the cooling load
was approximately right.) A modeling study was done to determine the possibility
of improving the energy performance of the existing MLK building by 30%. The
energy improvements suggested by this study are shown here. The goal of the study
was to test the feasibility of gaining a 30% reduction in energy use, and not to
consider the cost of doing so.

Energy Use Intensity Comparison
Kbtu per Square Foot
Current Building | Current TGB Existing Pi
(asis) Updated TCB Unaltered Updated | Modified | Clover | (preferred)
61 a4 80 56 30.7 30.2 30.4
Solar PV
Contribution -6.9 -6.9 -8.5
Design Option Totals 23.8 23.3 21.9
Table 4

This table shows a comparison of Energy Use Intensities (EUI) for the current MLK building and the
current building with 30% reduction in EUI (Current Updated), compared to an un-improved and an
updated building in a similar cold climate (Chicago) from The Greenest Building (TGB) study, as well
as the three proposed design options for MLK. The estimated reductions in EUI from the proposed
solar arrays for the proposed design options are shown, as well.

It proved difficult in the study to get greater than a 30% energy use reduction in the
current MLK building. Greater levels of insulation did not yield greater savings,
primarily due to the overall energy load structure of the school operations.

Potential Kitchen Energy Use

Cooking (gas) 337,400
Washing (hot water) 420,000
Equipment (elec) 269,968
Total Kbtu 1,027,368
% Current 10.6%
% Current Updated 14.7%
% Exist. Modified 27.3%
% Clover 28.0%
% Pi (preferred option) 30.0%

Table 5

This table shows the estimated energy load from the existing kitchen operations at the MLK School.
These loads are likely to stay approximately the same under any of the design scenarios. The table

11
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show what proportion of the EUI these loads represent under the different scenarios. The
percentages do not reflect energy use effects of the proposed solar arrays.

12
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Energy Use Reduction Strategies

Suggested energy use reduction strategies include a number of options. The
information below includes changes to the current MLK building that affect the
energy use of the building. They do not include any analysis of necessary upgrades
to the building that do not affect the energy use or CO2e emissions of the building.

Suggested Current Building
Load Reduction

Heating System 6.5%
Cooling System 1.0%
Lighting Systems 1.7%
Insulation 12.0%
Hot Water 5.9%
Ventilation 0.5%
Total Reduction 27.5%

Table 6

This table shows the percentage of load reduction in each category, from the suggested energy use
upgrades to the current MLK building. The total load reduction from the suggested upgrades is
27.5%.

The recommendations in this study are estimated to reduce overall energy usage
from 9,699 MMBtu to 6,996 MMBtu, a savings of about 27.5%.

Suggested energy upgrades to the current MLK building include the following
Energy Conservation Measures for lowering energy use. The modeling process also
takes into account the interactive effects of multiple measure, such as the way in
which lowering the lighting load in the building will also lower the cooling load and
increase the heating load.

Replace existing water heater with electric water
Hot Water heater with R-24 insulation, insulate pipe near
tank, aerators

The existing distilla
consumes 4,065 gal of di:

Annual Energy Savings

13
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Replace distillate oil conventional boiler with new
gas boiler

A gas boiler \
efficiency will consume onl
naturalgasiperyear.
CO2 Equivalent Reduction
Annual Energy Savings

Upgrade to new Super T8 fluorescent lighting
with electronic ballasts

CO2 Equivalent Reduction |
Annual Energy Savings ?

Upgrade to new 0.35-watt electroluminescent exit
sign retrofit kits

existing lation R aI e fro

CO2 Equivalent Reduction
Annual Energy Savings

14
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Insulate perimeter of slab on grade with R-15
insulation

Upgrade to a new ultra high efficiency water-
cooled centrifugal electric chiller

water-cooled centri ug
a COP of 7.37 will det
consumpt'[:c_)n_b '

Annual Energy Savings

15
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Jim Newman

Principal
Mr. Newman is a founder and principal of Linnean Solutions, which provides environmental planning services and tracks energy,
environmental, and community impacts for companies, non-profit, and governmental organizations. Mr. Newman has over 20
years of experience in the presentation of complex information for decision-makers at Linnean, and before that, as Director
of Strategy and Business Development at BuildingGreen, LLC, publishers of Environmental Building News. Mr. Newman lead
research and production of the Cost of LEED report for BuildingGreen and was the project manager for the EPA-funded Green
Guideline Specifications project. Mr. Newman's project experience includes energy audits for the Boston Architectural College as
part of creating their Climate Action Plan, comprehensive environmental auditing for several other educational institutions, and
managing the Atrium School renovation for the client.
Discipline Enivronmental Analysis and Reporting
Qualifications  BSAD, MIT

MS Management Science, Lehigh University

Project Management Training, Pracmatic Management

LEED AP O+M
Memberships  USGBC and USGBC MA (Vice-Chair of the Board of Directors)
Experience 22 years

Key project information

Linnean, 2010 - Present

BAC Climate Action Plan Energy Audit and Planning

Yestermorrow Design/Build School Environmental Audit

Boston Society of Architects Design Research grant proposal,

Greenbuild Green Health Design Roundtable participant

BuildingGreen, LLC - 2003 - 2010

Cost of LEED research report, LEEDuser.com LEED project tool development, EPA Green Guideline Specifications, Greening Your
Firm research and Environmental Building News article, BuildingGreen customer management system design and implementa-
tion, NYSERDA funded BuildingGreen Suite design and implementation. ‘

Atrium School Green Design and Construction - Client project manager

Teaching
Boston Architectural College - 2009 - 2010
Masters of Design Studies - Sustainable Urbanism,

Building Envelope Design,

Lecturer, Defining Green Products
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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

A road map to becoming carbon balanced

LUl LINNEAN
Solutions

Contents
u Overview
8 Energy Comumption
& Tnerpyand Emissiors Anabis
u Water and Site Uses
8 Occupancy and Purchasing
§ STARS Benchmark Comparisan
u Appendices
o

Yestermorrow Comprehensive Environmental Report BAC Climate Action Plan Cost of LEED Report



