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Foreword

The built environment is a
critical sector to tackle if

we are to reach the climate
mitigation targets set out

in the Paris Agreement,’ as

it represents close to 40%

of global energy-related
carbon emissions. In 2020,
the World Business Council
for Sustainable Development
(WBCSD) published the
Building System Carbon
Framework to provide

a common language to
companies and other
stakeholders involved in the
built environment on how they
can collaborate to achieve
decarbonization across the
full life cycle of buildings.

The Framework provides a
clear overview of all the carbon
emissions in the building
system over a full life cycle,
and it enables reflections and
opportunities for dialogue
between all stakeholders.

This report presents and
discusses the results of six case
studies developed from Arup
projects using whole life carbon
assessment of buildings based
on the WBCSD Framework.

The work shows that it remains
difficult to collect all the
necessary data from across the
full life cycle of building projects.
Despite this, it is critical that we
start using this information to
inform the earliest phase of the
decision-making process when
the opportunity to reduce whole
life carbon emissions is greatest.

The case studies, all of which
focus on some degree of

low carbon design, indicate
a potential for clear targets
to emerge, and the halving
of global buildings related
emissions within the next
decade to be a possibility.

The high-level milestones being
proposed by 2030 globally on
the path to net-zero, are not out
of reach, but to achieve them,
whole life carbon assessment
is critical and needs to inform
widespread decision making.

The case studies also help us

to better understand the key
levers that will drive the built
environment decarbonization,
for example, in new building
projects more than 50% of
emissions may be from the
embodied carbon associated
with the construction, and 70%
of this comes from six materials.
As much as 20% of life-cycle
emissions come from the
maintenance and refurbishment
of installations during the
lifetime of a building. Hence it is
paramount that we tackle these
emissions alongside a continued
focus on driving down emissions
from the energy used to operate
buildings. The report discusses
some approaches and potential
targets to accelerate action.

Based on this work we call on
companies from across the
built environment and around
the globe to conduct whole
life carbon assessments of
their projects as a matter of
course, openly publishing

the results so we can create
and build a body of evidence
and shared learning.

By doing so, we can help inform
and educate all stakeholders and
provide greater opportunities

to reduce emissions, driving
more immediate action.

For WBCSD and Arup, this
report represents an important
collaboration toward better
understanding how we can
reduce all emissions from
the construction and use of
buildings to achieve net zero.
Going forward, we will explore
together with a wider group
of WBCSD members the key
levers, strategies and actions
that will help us reach net-
zero emissions across the
full life cycle of buildings.

We look forward to engaging
many stakeholders in this
work and to sharing and
further developing the learning
widely so that the buildings
and construction sector

can decisively accelerate
collaboration and action
toward net-zero buildings in
the critical next few years.

-
.\/

L

Roland Hunziker
Director, Sustainable Buildings & Cities,
WBCSD

Chris Carroll
Building Engineering Director,
Arup
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Executive summary

This report looks in detail at
the results of six whole life
cycle carbon assessments
(WLCA) case studies to
illustrate some of the current
challenges, barriers, and
opportunities relating to the
buildings industry’s carbon
footprint. It aims to provide
an insight into the industry’s
current performance in
relation to possible net-zero
trajectories and identify some
potential next steps to aid
the sector’s journey toward
total decarbonization.

We ask the reader to consider
the question posed by the
report “Where do we stand?”
with respect to the immediate
demands on the global building
industry to decarbonize as a
key part of tackling the climate
emergency we all face.

KEY OUTCOMES

The six projects represent a
small sample, and likely the
more advanced end of the
industry. However, they provide
a good insight into a building’s
whole life carbon footprint

and how it is broken down into
key constituent parts, further
described in section 1 of this
report. The case studies point
to outcomes regarding current
achievable performance

and alignment against the
developing net-zero pathway.

Upfront embodied A1-A5
Looking across the six case
studies, the upfront embodied
carbon averages between 500-
600 kgCO,e/m?, and it would
seem a global target in this
vicinity could be established
immediately, representing an
achievable level of universal

operationa,

improvement. Should this target
be committed to universally

as a starting point we would
make good immediate in-

roads into significant global
emissions reduction.

In-use and end-of-

life embodied B-C

The case studies point

to a current lack of clear
understanding regarding the
in-use embodied carbon which
averages above 300 kgCO,e/
m? using currently established
accounting methods. Greater
focus is required to design out
this impact through the adoption
of circular economy principles
as opposed to wholesale
replacement of key components
as currently assumed. We also
need more transparent and
accurate understanding across
the industry in relation to the
decarbonization of materials
over time to make the right
decisions to minimize whole life
impacts. The case studies also
show that end of life embodied

Whole life
carbon emissions

kgCO,e/m?

carbon has generally little impact
on overall figures, except when
considering organic material
such as timber where more
clarity on possible end of life
scenarios is still needed.

Operational

The operational energy use
varies significantly across

the case studies from around
75 to 220 kWh/m?/year. The
units here are provided in total
energy consumption rather
than in GHG emissions owing
to regional variability in the
carbon intensity of the grid. Most
of the case studies estimate
energy consumption based on
calculations. Moving forward,
we need to collect better in-
use energy data to verify these
assumed values. In addition, an
improved understanding of the
decarbonization of the supply
grid over the building's life is
required to clearly determine
whether we are on track to
achieve the necessary overall
emissions reductions.

Net-zero buildings Where do we stand? 5



KEY CHALLENGES AND
OPPORTUNITIES

One important observation
has been the difficulty and
time taken to develop the case
studies. Significant effort was
required to collect consistent
levels of WLCA data across

all projects. We must rapidly
improve the process of creating
and sharing transparent WLCA
data. The current availability
and consistency of the carbon
intensity data associated with
building components and
materials in different parts

of the world is of particular
concern. The case studies
indicate that around 70% of all
upfront embodied emissions
are associated with only

six materials. It would seem
plausible that, through industry
focus and collaboration,

we can drive reduction of
embodied carbon emissions
through research, development
and knowledge sharing.

KEY TERMINOLOGY

e Carbon dioxide equivalent
emissions (CO.e)
represents an equal GHG
emissions quantum. It is
commonly use since itis
the major component of
GHG emissions (burning of
fossil fuels, waste, biological
materials, emissions from
chemical reactions).

KEY MESSAGES

Commit to WLCA

on all projects

* Measure everything, at all
stages, on all projects.

» Consistent methodology and
approach.

* Process of open source
sharing of data.

Develop consistent and

transparent carbon intensity

and benchmark data

* Allcomponents, systems and
materials to have a carbon
intensity certification.

* Collect and share in-use
energy consumption data.

» Better understanding of
supply chain and national
energy grid decarbonization
trajectories.

e Embodied carbon refers
to a quantity of CO,e
associated with the
materials used to construct
and maintain the building
throughout its lifespan
(material extraction,
manufacture, construction,
demolition and end of life).

Define explicit targets

* Clear, simple global targets
adopted across the buildings
industry.

* Avalid approach to residual
carbon emissions.

* Supportive international and
country-specific policy and
legislation.

Define net-zero buildings

* Clear and precise definition of
net-zero buildings aligned with
overall global decarbonization,
emerging net-zero definition
and the Paris Agreement.

Establish wider collaboration

* Individual organizations taking
action is not enough.

* Rapid industry-wide systems
change is required.

» All stakeholders across the
value chain must play their
part.

¢ Operational carbon refers

to the emissions associated
with the heating, cooling, and
energy use of the building.

* Whole Life Cycle

Assessment (WLCA) is a
method to quantify both
embodied and operational
carbon emissions of an
asset over its life cycle.

Net-zero buildings Where do we stand? 6
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(@ Introduction

To meet the ambitions of the
Paris Climate Agreement
and limit global warming to
+1.5°C above pre-industrial
levels, we need to manage
and mitigate greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions to a credible
version of zero by adopting

a systems thinking approach
to our anthropogenic
activities and impacts.*

Approximately 38% of energy
related GHG emissions are
attributed to the building
industry, 28% derive from
building operation and 10%
from the materials used in their
construction and maintenance.?
It is estimated that approximately
255 billion m? of buildings
currently exist in the world.

With an addition of roughly

5.5 billion m? every year, a city
the size of Paris is constructed
every single week.®

Clearly, we must significantly
and rapidly address the GHG
emissions associated with
the building industry to be
on track with our overarching
decarbonization emissions.

Currently the industry lacks a
well-established and universal
understanding of the detailed
challenges associated with the
decarbonization of the built
environment. The approach
toward achieving GHG reductions
across the whole industry,
design, construction, delivery
and operation needs to be much
better informed by knowledge
sharing, data transparency,
research and innovation. This also
relates to property developers,
financiers and policy makers

who influence the value chain.

Understanding the whole life
carbon emissions of buildings is
a key step towards meaningfully
creating reductions and credible
pathways towards net zero.

We need to more accurately
understand where we are,

where we want to get to, and
importantly, how we get there.

The purpose of this report
is to put a spotlight on the
carbon footprint range of
existing buildings' projects;
show where and when the
emissions occur during

the building's lifetime and

discuss the results in relation
to net-zero trajectories.

Itis important when assessing
the carbon impact of a building to
understand the constituent parts
as they build up over time (fig. 4
and fig. 5). The WLCA includes

all the building's life stages, often
referred as "from cradle to grave”.
Over the past decade, the focus
has been mainly on reducing the
operational carbon emissions
associated with buildings. As

a result, embodied carbon of
new buildings now represents

a significant contributor to total
emissions, often as much as 50%
of the total life cycle emissions
as illustrated by this study.

This study is only part of a
beginning to the process of
measuring and importantly
reducing whole life carbon
emissions. Currently very few
projects globally have rigorous
carbon assessments and we
need to change this situation
quickly. This is not yet a trivial
exercise as the WLCA requires
assumptions to be made
regarding current and future CO,e
intensities of both the energy and
materials supply.

Figure 3: Global Annual CO, Emissions (Mt), Our World in Data and Global ABC/IEA/UNEP (2020)3©
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We explore these assumptions
in more detail and we point to
the current limitations in relation
to assessing and reporting
whole life carbon and to the
need for consistency and rigor
in the methods adopted with a
particular focus on; the life cycle
stages, the building elements
scope, the general assumptions
made and the decarbonization

scenario adopted for energy use.

Collecting and sharing data
relative to the carbon footprint
of individual projects will help to
build up a better understanding
of where we are currently

and where we need to get to
as global industry in relation

to the high-level vision to
decarbonize all buildings by
the middle of this century.

The case studies address

the need for transparent data
by sharing the information
such as the building general
description and systems, the
highest contributing materials
and components, the energy
consumption and the carbon
factors chosen. It is important
to note that WLCA is still a

Figure 4: Estimated distribution
of carbon emissions per life cycle
stage

50% 30%

20%

@® Embodied A1-A5
@ EmbodiedB-C
@® Operational B6-B7

field in development and it

is not a precise science. The
assumptions are based on
best available information.

The importance here is to
understand the main drivers,
what the biggest contributors
are and what needs to be done
to reduce our carbon impact.

OUR APPROACH

1. Framework. The first section
of this report describes the
methodology adopted for
the WLCA case studies.
We integrate the global 2030
and 2050 decarbonization
vision for the building
industry proposed by
WorldGBC, which is now
widely supported by
key organizations such
as WBCSD, GlobalABC,
WMB and the UNFCCC
Marrakesh Partnership
Climate Action Pathways. To
relate this high-level vision
to our case studies, we
discuss WLCA benchmarks
and potential targets.

2. Case studies. The second
section summarizes the six
case studies providing an
introductory overview of
the buildings and outlining
the results of the WLCAs
using the Building System
Carbon Framework published
by WBCSD in 2020 as the
principal reporting structure.

3. Analysis. The third section
analyzes the results
highlighting common
synergies, challenges and
limitations. The results are
discussed in line with the
targets proposed in the first
section. This seeks to present
an indicative outline of current
achievable performance
against a potential net-zero
trajectory.

4. Supporting data. The fourth
section acts as an appendix
giving detailed information
on each of the six case
studies WLCAs. This fulfills
one of the key objectives
of this study which is to
report transparently the data
used in the case studies.

Figure 5: Whole life carbon emissions, Arup (2020)’
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1. 1 Whole life cycle assessment methodology

GENERAL APPROACH

A key aspect of a WLCA is to
adopt some form of recognized
and standardized methodology
so that benchmarks and targets

can be established in a consistent

way. Currently a number of

methodologies are emerging

with consistent principles
across each. For example:

* International Organization for
Standardization (2006), ISO
14040: 2006 Environmental
Management - Life cycle
Assessment - Principles and
Framework®

» European Standard EN15978
(2011), Sustainability of
Construction Works —
Assessment of Environmental
Performance of Buildings -
Calculation Method?®

* Royal Institution of
Chartered Surveyors (RICS)
(2017), Whole Life Carbon
Assessment for the Built
Environment'®

* WBCSD (2020), The Building
System Carbon Framework'"

As this study is intended to be
internationally representative,
we have built upon the work
of WBCSD and adopted the
Building System Carbon
Framework (BSCF, fig. 6)

to present our results.

In addition, we have integrated
the RICS building elements
classification in the section 4 of
this report, as this is the most
used reporting format so far
owing to its advanced stage

of maturity. This approach will
help when comparing available
industry benchmarks.

The differences between the

BSCF table used to report

the case study summaries

and the extended version

presented in section 4 are:

* The structure is divided
between substructure and
superstructure

* The space planis divided
between internal walls and
internal finishes

Figure 6: Building System Carbon Framework, WBCSD (2020)""

Structure
Foundation, load-bearing

A1-A3

A4-A5 B1-B5

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

The site emissions are
reported in a distinct cell

In both cases, the carbon
compensation row figuring in
the BSCF was removed as it
was out of scope for this work.

SYSTEM BOUNDARIES

The building's life cycle is split
into different life cycle stages
A to D, themselves divided in
modules. These are described
inthe EN 15978:2011%and
summarized below:

Stage A: Product and
construction

The end of this stage marks
the practical completion of
the building. This stage only
relates to embodied carbon.

A1-A3: Product stage and
manufacturing —accounting
for the carbon emissions
associated with the "cradle to
gate" processes: raw material
supply, transportation and
manufacturing processes.

kgCO,/m?

Skin
Windows, roof, insulations

Space plan
Interior finishes

Services
Mechanical, electrical, plumbing

2]
o
>
<
-l
©
=
a
=
>
(a1]

Stuff (optional)
Furniture and appliances

Building carbon emissions

B

Carbon compensation
Removals and offset

® Embodied carbon

Operational carbon

@ Partial and total sums
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A4-A5: Construction stage
process —accounting for the
carbon emissions associated
with the transportation of

the materials to site and the
construction itself (material
wastes, construction plant
and machineries).

Stage B: In use

Throughout this stage, the
building is in function. It is
divided in five modules relating
to embodied carbon and two
relating to operational carbon.

B1-B5: In use embodied -
accounting for the carbon
emissions associated with the
maintenance, repair, replacement
and refurbishment of the

built asset over its lifetime.

For buildings, embodied
emissions generally only concern
B4 — owing to the availability of
data at the time of reporting.

B6-B7: In use operational —
accounting for the carbon
emitted throughout the utilization
of the building (energy and
water). Operational energy

may be calculated using the
current grid energy carbon
factor and accounts for
decarbonization scenarios in

line with national assumptions.

Stage C: End of life

This stage is associated with
the demolition and waste
processing of construction
materials. It generally has a low
impact however when using
biogenic material, the disposal
will release a part or all of the
sequestered carbon to the
atmosphere depending of the
end of life scenario considered.

Stage D: Beyond life benefits
This module accounts for
benefits or burdens associated
with repurposing building
elements e.g. discarded materials
from the built asset or energy

Figure 7: Whole life cycle stages, EN15978 (2011)'°

Whole life carbon

=N

Transport
Manufacturing
Transport
Construction and
installation processes

Raw material supply

recovered from beyond the
project’s life cycle. This seeks

to present a wider picture of the
environmental impacts of the
project and accounts for the
future potential of the products
and the circular economy.

The carbon emissions associated
with Module D are generally not
included within the whole life
carbon emission as they are
outside the building system. The
values are however interesting in
the context of circular economy.

Further information on WLCA
methodology and calculating
embodied carbon can be
found in RICS and IStructE
guidance referenced at this
end of this report.’® 12

In this study, the scope
considers modules A, Band C
and reports module D separately.

Embodied carbon :

Maintainance
Replacement
Refurbishment
Deconstruction and
demolition
Transport

Operational carbon

| |
| |
1 m Operational energy Qi
| |
| |
| |

Operational water

& - - - - - - - - -—--0- - - -0

Cradle Gate Site

______________ @ = = = - -
Practical completion

End of life
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BUILDING ELEMENTS SCOPE
The scope of an WLCA also
needs to specify which parts and
elements of the building are to
be assessed. This is essential to
be able to create benchmarks
and is often not clearly defined.

In this study, the scope
encompasses the elements from
the table below which uses the
WBCSD BSCF reporting structure
linked back to the RICS categories.

Each building element category
refers to a particular color used
consistently throughout the
report as per the table below.

OO

Table 1: WBCSD (2020) and RICS (2017) building elements categories'® !

WBCSD

BSCF

Structure

Skin

Space Plan

Stuff

Services

RICS

Level 1 Element Group Level 2

- Substructure

Superstructure 2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
Facade 25
26
Internal walls and partitions 2.7
2.8

Internal finishes 3.1

3.2

38

FraE 41

Element Group
Substructure

Frame

Upper floors

Roofs

Stairs and ramps

External walls

Windows and external doors
Internal walls and partitions
Internal doors

Wall finishes

Floor finishes

Ceiling finishes

Fittings, furnishings and equipment

5 Building services 5.1-5.14 Building services

Net-zero buildings Where do we stand? 12



GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS
While creating these case
studies, we realized that itis
not yet trivial to gather data
on all parameters influencing

the results (material quantities,
specifications, carbon factors,

etc.). Therefore, we need to

make assumptions based to make good comparisons.
on the best available data. To this end we have for this
Ultimately it will be important as particular study used the

we grow the database of WLCA following key assumptions
for projects globally that there is which can be developed

a general level of transparency and adapted in the future.
and consistency allowing us

Table 2: Whole life cycle WLCA case studies — general assumptions

General

Transportation scenarios'®

Element lifespan’®

Building life

Services

Construction site impacts
(ABw + Aba)'3

Carbon factors data sources’®

Best guesses are made on build-ups, thicknesses and material
selection at the time of the project assessment.

Allowances are made for categories where material quantities are
unknown (typically building services) based on past projects.

50km — Locally manufactured
300km — Nationally manufactured
1,500km — European manufactured

Structural frame and foundations — 60 years
Roof coverings — 30 years

Partitions — 30 years

Finishes — 30/20/10 years

Facade elements — 35/30 years

FF&E - 10 years

Services — 20 years

60 years

Factor assumed of 120 kgCO,e/m? for services within office buildings; and
70 kgCO,e/m? for services within residential buildings. CIBSE (2013).'

OneClick LCA Europe factor of 30.34 kgCO,e/m?
GIA which assumes an average production of construction waste of 5 kg/
m?, an electricity use of 37 kWh/m? and a total use of diesel 4.5 I/m?.

Environmental Product Declarations (EPD) from manufacturers
Databases: Inventory of Carbon and Energy (ICE), Ecoinvent, Okobaudat, Inies
OneClick LCA carbon factors

Material carbon factors assumed constant throughout the

WLCA (not accounting for material decarbonization)

Net-zero buildings \Where do we stand? 13



ENERGY USE -
DECARBONIZATION
SCENARIOS

The energy use intensity (EUI)

of a building over its life span is
typically calculated in kWh/m?
—most regulations relate to this
energy use intensity and not
specifically to carbon emissions.

It can be challenging to convert
the EUlinto CO»e as it involves
both a clear understanding of the
current production intensities
as well as a clear understanding
of how the production (i.e. the
grid) will decarbonize over time.
Current predictions on grid
decarbonization rely heavily on
having a clear understanding

of specific long-term national
strategies and the outcomes

in terms of available clean
energy mixes over time. There
is a lot of uncertainty globally in
relation to real and verified grid
decarbonization trajectories.

Since itis hard to gauge,
especially in a country-specific

way, we have been forced for this
particular set of case studies to
make a series of assumptions.

The electricity operator for the
UK issued a series of Future
Energy Scenarios (FES).’®

The projections show how
governments decisions —
currently in place to reach
2030 and 2050 targets — affect
the grid carbon factor.

The different scenarios relate to
the development of technologies
in renewable energies and the
strategies in place to reduce
demand such as consumer
engagement, improved

home insulation and growth

in electric vehicles usage.

For the purpose of this work,

the FES scenario “steady
progression” projection is applied
to each country's or region’s
currently available data, unless
specified otherwise. For example,
in the UK, the data set has been
adjusted such that the 2020

Figure 8: CO, intensity of electricity generation — estimated progression

300

250

200

150

GCO,/kWh

50

100 S

figure matches with the latest
measured value while the 2050
targets would still be reached.””

This is viewed as a conservative
approach as the "steady
progression” scenario paints a
rather carbon heavy progression
compared to others that rely

on the grid to decarbonize
completely by 2050.

This means that this approach
also pushes for optimization

of energy strategies and for a
reduction of the global demand.

Decarbonization scenarios have
not been applied to the building
materials/components replaced
through stage B. This is owing
to a lack of data availability for
the context of the case studies.

Each country needs to develop
a better understanding of their
national grid decarbonization
trajectories and clear and
simple process should be
agreed to undertake operational
carbon calculations.

@® FESadjusted

® Simplified

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070 2075 2080
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1.2 Net-zero buildings, benchmarks and targets

In the context of the building
industry, the definition from the
IPCC means that the demand for
construction materials and the
demand for energy to operate
buildings need to be reduced to a
point where it can all be sourced
without emitting additional GHG
emissions (figure 10). This needs
to be considered at systems level
but also accounted for at the level
of individual building assets by
applying the following principles:

1. Designing more efficient
buildings — reduce material
and energy demand

2. Using circular economy
principles — reuse existing
material and design new
buildings to be dismantlable
and reusable

3. Using renewable energies and
low carbon materials

4. Neutralizing residual carbon
emissions.

Although consensus is still
building, certain types of offset
are possibly an option to
balance the minimised residual
emissions and pursue a global
net-zero built environment.

0
Net-zero carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions are
achieved when anthropogenic CO, emissions
are balanced globally by anthropogenic
CO, removals over a specified period.* © £

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Figure 9: Embodied carbon reduction strategy

Repurpose / refurbish buildings
Build nothing (Design flexible and
adaptable structures)

Build only to meet needs of
Build less communities / cities
Maximize utilization of buildings, Less fit-out

Reuse materials
Build clever (Design for deconstruction and reuse)
Use low carbon materials / products

Minimize design loads
Use efficient forms and grids
Maximize material utilization

Prefabricate
Improve construction practices
Utilize reuse or recycling streams

Figure 10: Net-zero strategy for the built environemnt, Arup (2020)’

Incr

ease low carbon materials SuUp

Supply /
demand
balance

ply and renewable energy

2020

2050
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EMERGING BENCHMARKS
AND TARGETS TOWARD
NET-ZERO

To meet the targets outlined
within the Paris Agreement,
scientists have estimated that
the building industry needs

to reach net zero by 2050."

The World Green Building
Council broke down the net-zero
objective between embodied
carbon and operational

carbon, implementing a

major milestone in 2030.'8

This high level vision is becoming
arecognized objective by
influential organizations such as
WBCSD, GlobalABC and UNEP
and is being adopted more
widely as awareness builds.

The definition of net-zero
carbon and the short period of
time allowed to reach it unveils
a massive challenge for the
construction industry which
needs to adopt immediately
new ways of designing much
more efficient buildings with
sustainable resources.

In order to reactin time, the
construction industry needs

to set clearer and more explicit
targets. This will encourage
universal measurement of
carbon emissions, set short
and long term priorities on how
to reduce them and accelerate
the transition toward a net-zero
carbon built environment.

EMBODIED CARBON TARGETS
The list below outlines some
examples where more defined
targets are beginning to emerge.
The representative sample
further showcases where
different parts of the building
industry can collaborate towards
a single goal. This section

also attempts to understand
what business as usual carbon
impact might look like —to be
able to assess and frame the
40% reduction on embodied
carbon aimed at by 2030."

Royal Institute of British
Architects (RIBA) — Institution
RIBA is the main professional
body representing architects

in the United Kingdom and well
recognized internationally. RIBA
sets the following targets:

* Embodied: 1,700 kgCO,e/
m? as a business as usual
benchmark over the whole
life with best practice
representing 500 kgCO,e/m?
by 2030 for non-domestic
buildings.

London Energy Transformation
Initiative (LETI) — Initiative

LETI regroups professionals
from the built environment
dedicated to put London on

an exemplary path to reduce
carbon emissions. They
recommend the following:

* Embodied: Baseline of
1,000 kgCO,e/m? and a
best practice 2020 target of
<600 kgCO,e/m? for office
buildings.

Greater London Authority
(GLA) - Policy

The GLA is the official
governance body of London
which notably regulates the
built environment and provides
construction permits.

* Embodied: For office
buildings, GLA estimated the

business as usual embodied
carbon at practical completion
to be 950 kgCO,e/m? and
1,400 kgCO,e/m? over the
whole life. They recommend
aspirational targets at
respectively 500 kgCO,e/m?
and 850 kgCO,e/m?2.?'

Carbon Leadership

Forum (CLF) - Initiative

The CLF (based in the United
States) unites professionals
from the built environment
to accelerate the transition
to net-zero with a focus

on embodied carbon.

Embodied: CLF estimates
the Stage A carbon impact
of the structure, substructure
and facades to be less

than 1,000 kgCO,e/m?. In
addition, their studies show
that the substructure and
superstructure (for offices)

is typically responsible for
500 kgCO,e/m?. As these
generally represent 50-60%
of the total upfront carbon
emissions, we deducted from
the CLF studies, a benchmark
figure of 950 kgCO,e/m? for
BAU.??

One Click LCA Ltd -
One Click LCA Ltd. is the
developer of the LCA and
LCC Software, One Click.

Embodied: Based on an
extensive dataset of office
buildings in twelve Western
European countries, they
estimate the current
benchmark (2021) for
embodied carbon at practical
completion as 600 kgCO,e/
mZ. This number corresponds
to a minimum scope of
substructure, structure and
facade, which are generally
responsible for approximately
70% of the upfront carbon.
Therefore, the full scope
should approximate 900
kgCO,e/m? .23
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By 2030,

new buildings, infrastructure and renovations will

have at least 40% less embodied carbon with
significant upfront carbon reduction, and all new
buildings must be net-zero operational carbon.™

Whole life carbon vision (WorldGBC)

Figure 11: Upfront embodied carbon targets

1,200 ® A1-A5GLA
A1-A5 CLF
1,000 o
v ® A1-A5LETI
v
- 800 hd
< v
o -40%
£
3 600 O
%)
%
< 400
2020 BAU A1-A5
200 1,000 kgCO,e/m?
2030 Targets
0 600 kgCO,e/m?
Business 2030 Targets

as usual

Figure 11 presents current
business as usual (BAU)
figures in comparison to
indicative 2030 targets for
upfront embodied carbon and
whole life embodied carbon
within the industry context.

Although by no means a
rigorous process, a number
of the key organizations
referenced within this report
point to a value of circa 1,000
kgCO.e/m? as a credible
value to capture global BAU
upfront embodied carbon
benchmarks (A1-A5).

If this was accepted, the 2030
target of a minimum 40%
reduction would establish a
future target for all projects of a
maximum of 600 kgCO,e/m?.

Although this would represent
a progressive target if achieved
on a global scale, consideration
should be given based on
these, albeit advanced, case
studies as to whether this

is ambitious enough.

Further to proposing a
construction (A1-A5) BAU value
we have subsequently estimated
an extra 30% for the whole life
embodied benchmark (based
on RIBA, GLA and Arup past
projects). This would give a
WLCA (A-C) embodied carbon
BAU reference value in the
region of 1,300 kgCO,e/m?
against which we can compare
our case study results.

Should this be the agreed
baseline for comparison, the
case study selection would
suggest already progressive
whole life embodied carbon
results. Clearly, much more
global data is required in this
field to establish clear BAU
benchmarks and from there
set clearer and fixed targets.

Where targets are not
aspirational enough, the industry
should revisit these in line with
emerging research, innovation
and collected data to better
establish, assess and ultimately
reduce the in-use embodied
carbon emissions associated
with our building projects.
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OPERATIONAL

CARBON TARGETS

Similarly, the organizations
referenced below are beginning
to propose targets on buildings
Energy Use Intensity (EUI) and
their respective carbon impact
aligned with a view of achieving
a credible reduction in EUI
demand by 2030 to guide the
industry toward decarbonization.

Royal Institute of British
Architects (RIBA) — Institution

e QOperational: The energy use
intensity should progressively
regress from 225 kWh/m?
(usual benchmark) to 55
kWh/m? for non-domestic
buildings.™

London Energy Transformation
Initiative (LETI) - Initiative

* QOperational: LETI also targets
55 kWh/m? for office buildings
with 15 kWh/m? attributed to
heating.?

The Real Estate Environmental
Benchmark (REEB) - Initiative
Set by the Buildings Better
Partnership, the REEB
benchmark is a publicly available
operational benchmark for
commercial buildings in the UK.
The benchmark is based on the
buildings 'in-use' data adopting
a 3-year rolling average.
* QOperational: For office
buildings, REEB presents
a 2019 benchmark for
operational energy threshold
of 233 kWh/m? for air-
conditioned offices.?*

Climate Risk Real Estate
Monitor (CRREM) - Tool
Climate Risk Real Estate
Monitor is a tool developed
with funds from the European
Commission Horizons 2020
program by a consortium of 5
partners including academic
institutions and SMEs. CRREM
defines the decarbonization
pathway for buildings in
alignment with the commitments
of the Paris Agreement.

* QOperational: CRREM
developed building use
specific decarbonization
pathways for all EU countries
and the largest international
real estate markets. The
pathways are bespoke to the
buildings' country of origin
and the sectoral market.

The pathways are expressed
in both kgCO,e/m? and kKWh/
m?. For the purpose of this
report, we are expressing

the CRREM pathways as
decarbonization targets. Refer
to Figures 12 and 13.%

Swiss Engineers and
Architects Association (SIA)
— Association

* QOperational: The SIA 2000-
Watt Society Energy Efficiency
Path sets an operational
energy 2050 target for
new and refurbished office
buildings at 80kWh/m? and
100kWh/m? respectively. By
2050, this would correspond
to 4 and 6 kgCO,e/m?/year
respectively in Switzerland.?

Typically, the energy use
intensity (EUI) of a building over
its life span is calculated and
reported in KWh/m?, as opposed
to kgCO,e/m?, to reduce the
level of assumptions needed to
account for particular national
energy grid carbon intensity and
decarbonization trajectories.

If a projectis to be zero carbon
in operation by 2030, the EUI
needs to reduce to a point
where it can be fully provided

by renewable energy supply.

The data shown in the diagram
opposite corresponds to office
buildings as an example. Clearly,
each country should establish
and clarify specific target data
in line with their own national
energy system decarbonization
trajectory as a key next step.

The second graphic translates
the EUl in carbon emissions of
UK initiatives (LETI/RIBA/UKGBC)
using the UK grid carbon factors
(as available at the time) and
applying the decarbonization
trajectory scenario described
previously in the report. It shows
that to meet the suggested UK
demand target by 2030, 10kg/
CO,e/m?/year will need to be
provided via clean energy. As a
mean of comparison, the CREEM
pathways for UK, DK and ND are
also plotted on the graphic.

Clearly, there is a great need
for better, clearer data and
more transparency from a
wider number of individual
countries in relation to setting
targets aligned with credible
national energy system
decarbonization scenarios.
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Figure 12: Energy use targets
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@ Case studies summary

01. Office building - London, UK | 21

02. All electric office building - London, UK | 23

03. Complete transformation, office building - London, UK | 25
04. Refurbishment, office building - London, UK | 27

05. Mixed-use building - Copenhagen, DK | 29

06. Residential timber tower - Amsterdam, NL | 31

This section gives summary data only.

For more detailed information on the case studies including key factors related to
their design development the reader should reference section 4 - additional data
on case studies.

Net-zero buildings \Where do we stand? 20



01. Office building, London, UK

» 1 I 1
ol i ! Composite concrete
2l I / steel columns
2l 1 -
=1 - - ! Steel braced
1 - ] T i
. : . stability system
1 1
: o 7 | Exposed soffit
: ° } : Post-tensioned flat slab
1 3 1
! . . Services
1 | 1
1 1
| [ . Unitized curtain walls
A !
025
S g 3 |
e 28
2858
Reinforced concrete
raft and piles
Q @ Oversite
development
Figure 14: Whole life carbon (A-C)
TYPE
Office, New build
LOCATION
London, UK 9%
DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Manufacturing and construction
GIA
29,819 m?
RATING SCHEME
LEED V4 Gold
BREEAM 2014 Outstanding 2,450
ToOL kgCO,e/m?
OneClick LCA
PROJECT DATA

0
Late design stage information: cost plan, 15%

drawings and specifications. Structural material
quantities issued directly by contractor.
Allowance made for services embodied carbon.

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
222 kWh/m?/year
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Main results

Figure 15: Embodied carbon at practical Figure 16: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)
completion (A1-A5)
6% 7% 3% 4%
39% '
. ) 23%
22% 39%
545
kgCO.e/m?
| : 935
4% kgCO.,e/m
3%
18% l 21%
5% 3%
@ Substructure Internal walls and partitions @ Building services
® Superstructure Internal finishes @ Energy and water use
@® Facade ® FFR&E Site emissions

Table 3: Building system carbon framework

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

A1-A3 A4-A5 B1-B5 B6-B7 kgCO.e/m?

Structure

Substructure and superstructure 240 9 6 4.1 258 -53

Skin

Facade 100 1 94 0.2 195 N

Space plan
Partitions and internal finishes 39 0 39 0.2 78 -2

Services
Building services, energy 120 1 240 1512 1.4 1873 -56
and water use

®
24
~
<
-l
)
=
a
=
=]
m

Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and 5 10 15 -5
equipment (FF&E)

Site emissions
Waste, electricity and fuel S0 BY

Building carbon emissions
Embodied and operational 503 40 388 1512 6 -227
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02. All electric office building, London, UK

1 1 Steel / pre-cast
% ,l II I ._Ii l. concrete frame
S I | 1 -
2 : o T : Exposed soffit
: _ ° : Curtain walls
1 ! 1 Steel beams and
: | : steel columns
Services : 4 | ! Precast pre-stressed
. | X concrete slab
1 1
1 L
1o : Reinforced concrete
L g C ®
o g central core
Qf 2
£e93 Deep piles and
O O ®©® @ .
@ O Q0 pile cap
Figure 17: Whole life carbon (A-C)
TYPE
Office, New build
LOCATION
London, UK 09
10%
DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Building's handover
GIA
0
40,065 m? 15%
RATING SCHEME
LEED 2014 Gold

BREEAM 2014 Excellent
Ecohomes Excellent

TOOL
OneClick LCA and Arup PECC tool

PROJECT DATA

Late design stage information: engineers’
quantities from calculations and

models and cost plan. Allowance made
for services embodied carbon.

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
109 kWh/m?/year

1 1650
kgCO,e/m?

7%

22%
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Main results

Figure 18: Embodied carbon at practical Figure 19: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)
completion (A1-A5)
4% 3%
16%
18% 24%
665
v)
7% kgCO,e/m? 1,025
kgCO_e/m?
2 24%
9%
37%
9% 12%
@ Substructure Internal walls and partitions @ Building services
® Superstructure Internal finishes @ Energy and water use
@® Facade ® FFR&E Site emissions

Table 4: Building system carbon framework

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

Structure

Substructure and superstructure 392 i 0 50 408 -107

Skin

Facade 59 1 59 0.6 120 -33

Space plan

Partitions and internal finishes 51 2 53 09 107 -7

Services
Building services, energy 120 1 240 620 1.3 981 -60
and water use

®
24
~
<
-l
)
=
a
=
=]
m

Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and 0 0 0 0
equipment (FF&E)

Site emissions

Waste, electricity and fuel S0 BY

Building carbon emissions
Embodied and operational 623 44 352 620 8 -208
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03. Complete transformation office building,

London, UK

Roof cladding:

—

laminated zinc

7 storeys

Steel frame with
concrete columns

‘

Precast frames

Exposed
soffit

Services

mainly retained, minor
strengthening

Precast and lightweight

slab on steel deck

Curtain walls (semi

and glazed), opaque

TYPE
Office, Complete transformation

LOCATION
London, UK

DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Concept design

GIA
42,776 m?

RATING SCHEME
Aiming for BREEAM 2018 Outstanding

TOOL
OneClick LCA

PROJECT DATA

Concept design information: cost plan and
drawings. Industry averages as material
specifications. Energy consumption predicted
through building energy modelling.

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
118 kWh/m?/year

Piled foundations
————— and mini-piles
(local reinforcement)

Figure 20: Whole life carbon (A-C)

6%

1,580
kgCO,e/m?

8%

-y

19%
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Main results

Figure 21: Embodied carbon at practical Figure 22: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)
completion (A1-A5)
5% 5% 3% 3%
19% . '
33%
555
kgCO_e/m?
7% 9=,
2%
51%
10% ’
@ Substructure Internal walls and partitions @ Building services
® Superstructure Internal finishes @ Energy and water use
@® Facade ® FFR&E Site emissions

Table 5: Building system carbon framework

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

A1-A3 A4-A5 B1-B5 B6-B7 kgCO.e/m?

Structure
Substructure and superstructure 303 5 14 27 526 -108

Skin

Facade 54 0 38 0.1 98 -21

Space plan
Partitions and internal finishes 51 0 84 05 136 -3

Services
Building services, energy 104 1 200 670 1.0 976 -51
and water use

®
24
~
<
-l
)
=
a
=
=]
m

Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and 4 18 21 -8
equipment (FF&E)

Site emissions
Waste, electricity and fuel S0 BY

Building carbon emissions
Embodied and operational 516 37 354 670 4 -145
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04. Refurbishment office building, London, UK

9 storeys

Exposed soffit

Lightweight steel frame

®

Composite floors

Concrete and
steel columns

Aluminum and

stone facade

Services

Reinforced
concrete
basement

TYPE
Office, Refurbishment

LOCATION
London, UK

DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Refurbishment completed

GIA
47,264 m?

RATING SCHEME
LEED V4 Gold
BREEAM 2014 Outstanding

TOOL
OneClick LCA

PROJECT DATA

Late design stage information — cost plan,
drawings and specifications. Structural
material quantities issued by contractor

as well as emissions due to site activity.
Services embodied carbon calculated from
quantities issued by the engineers.

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
149 kWh/m?/year

-t e = b o - = -

e——— RCraft and piles

Figure 23: Whole life carbon (A-C)

9%

N

=
1,515

kgCO,e/m? 13%
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Main results

Figure 24: Embodied carbon at practical

completion (A1-A5)

6% 7%
22% .
315
= kgCO,e/m?
3%
7%

13%
Substructure
Superstructure
Facade ® FFR&E

Internal finishes

Figure 25: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)

4% 4%

380/0 250/0

535
kgCO_e/m?

41%
16%

/

4%

8%

Internal walls and partitions @ Building services

© Energy and water use

Site emissions

Table 6: Building system carbon framework

®
24
~
<
-l
)
=
a
=
=]
m

BUILDING STAGES

A1-A3 A4-A5 B1-B5

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

kgCO.e/m?

Structure
Substructure and superstructure

146 3 2 32 155 -62

Skin
Facade

41 0 41 0.1 83 50

Space plan
Partitions and internal finishes

31 1 33 1.0 66 -18

Services
Building services, energy
and water use

67 0 983 0.8 1,185 -21

Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and
equipment (FF&E)

Site emissions
Waste, electricity and fuel

20 20

Building carbon emissions
Embodied and operational

289 24 214 983 5 -155
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05. Mixed-use building,

Copenhagen, DK

|: Rooftop solar PV

T}— Steel frame

6 storeys

Services

Hollow core prefab

concrete slabs

Mixed curtain walls:

T aluminum / steel / glazing

Reinforced
concrete
basement

Automated mechanical

TYPE
Mixed-use, New build

LOCATION
Copenhagen, Denmark

DEVELOPMENT STAGE
Building in use

GIA
26,366 m?

TOOL
OneClick LCA

PROJECT DATA

Material quantities, transportation distances,

construction drawings and specifications
issued by contractor and design team.

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
117 KWh/m?/year

car park system

Figure 26: Whole life carbon (A-C)

4%
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Main results

Figure 27: Embodied carbon at practical Figure 28: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)
completion (A1-A5)

2% 10% 7%

14%

. 23%

3% AN

30%

880
kgCO,e/m? — 1,390
kgCO.e/m?
o g 2e m
4%
25%
45%
31%
@ Substructure Internal walls and partitions @ Building services
® Superstructure Internal finishes @ Energy and water use
@® Facade ® FFR&E Site emissions

Table 7: Building system carbon framework

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

A1-A3 A4-A5 B1-B5 B6-B7 kgCO.e/m?

Structure
Substructure and superstructure 466 13 2 224 504 -69

Skin

Facade 215 3 215 0.6 434 -197

Space plan
Partitions and internal finishes 34 1 34 82 78 -12

Services
Building services, energy 120 1 201 692 1.7 1,009 -46
and water use

®
24
~
<
-l
)
=
a
=
=]
m

Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and 5 24 29 -1
equipment (FF&E)

Site emissions 19 19
Waste, electricity and fuel

Building carbon emissions
Embodied and operational 842 36 476 692 33 -336
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06. Residential timber tower, Amsterdam, NL

| 1 - Aluminum /
| i o glazing facade
ol I |
FHE T ; Exposed soffit
ol 1
Zlk : : CLT internal walls and
o ; : glue laminated beams
| : : CLT / concrete floors
i ; i
| 1 : RC concrete structure
1 | 1
: ¢ : Services
1 1 |
i : :
§ o C© : Diaphragm retaining wall
O v O 1
255
< = A Precast reiljforced
@ oo concrete piles
Figure 29: Whole life carbon (A-C)
TYPE
Residential, New build
LOCATION 0
Amsterdarm, Netherlands 4%
DEVELOPMENT STAGE 14%
End of construction
GIA
14,544 m?

RATING SCHEME
BREEAM 2014 Outstanding

TOOL
OneClick LCA

PROJECT DATA

Design information from tender documents,
material quantities from 3D models.
Assumptions taken for services embodied
carbon (lower than for office buildings). 15%

ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION
74 KWh/m?/year

7%
1,440

kgCO,e/m? 2%

—
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Main results

Figure 30: Embodied carbon at practical Figure 31: Embodied carbon over the life cycle (A-C)
completion (A1-A5)
7% 12% 5% 8%

_ 4

17%
32%

420 31%

3% kgCO,e/m? 660
2
4% kgCO.,e/m
44%
12% ,
5% 16%

@ Substructure Internal walls and partitions @ Building services
® Superstructure Internal finishes @ Energy and water use
@® Facade ® FFR&E Site emissions

Table 8: Building system carbon framework

BUILDING STAGES

PRODUCTS | CONSTRUCTION “ END OF LIFE m BEYOND LIFE

a3 aeas  ses (BN e~

Structure
Substructure and superstructure 225 9 9 14.4 257 -105
Skin
Facade 51 1 51 1.4 104 -37
()
E Space plan
E Partitions and internal finishes 28 ! 16 07 5y 4
-
g Services
=l Building services, energy 70 0 140 781 08 993 -1
9 and water use
=)
ol Stuff
Fittings, furnishings and 3 7 10 -2
equipment (FF&E)
Site emissions
Waste, electricity and fuel 30 =0
Building carbon emissions 377 41 224 781 17 -158
Embodied and operational

Biogenic carbon storage: -146kgC0,e/m? (2116t CO.e) PV Offset: -61 kgCO,e/m?
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@ Results and discussion

3.1 Whole life carbon analysis | 34
3.2 The role of offsetting | 45
3.3 Challenges and opportunities | 47

3.4 Where do we stand? - Conclusion | 48
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3.1 Whole life carbon analysis

UPFRONT EMBODIED
CARBON (A1-A5)

Figures 32 and 33 display the
embodied carbon

impact at “practical completion”
(modules A1-Ab)

—the end of the initial
construction phase —looking

at an average value taken
across all six case studies.

As a reminder, this corresponds
to all the carbon emissions
associated with the
manufacturing of materials and
the construction process.

The doughnut chart represents
the average distribution

per building element.

At this stage, the substructure
and the superstructure are
consistently responsible for
the largest impact across

all case studies. Together,
they represent 54% of the
average emissions whereas
15% and 18% are attributed
respectively to the facade
and to the building services.

The distribution per building
element also highlights the
respective impact of each

part of the value chain. Over

the first life cycle stage (A1-

Ab), a focus on the sub and
superstructure have the greatest
potential to reduce the upfront
embodied carbon emissions.
This is not to say other elements,
such as fagade and building
services, are not important
contributors and deserve
attention at this stage.

The results also highlight

that the geography is a non-
negligible parameter. The energy
invested in the extraction of raw
materials and the manufacturing

of products has a different
carbon impact depending on
where it takes place. Case
study 05 —in addition to being
material intensive —is located
in a region which has a higher
energy grid carbon factor than
the other case studies. The
material sourced locally have
therefore a higher embodied
carbon impact or are transported
from a further location.

Case study 04 (refurbishment) is
a key example where the design
team collaborated with the
client to reduce the extent of the
structural works to an absolute
minimum by undertaking in-
depth design studies which
allowed for the re-use of most
of the existing structural frame.
The impact of case study

04 at practical completion is
449% less than the average

over the six case studies.

The first chapter looked at the
industry's current averages and
proposed a 2020 business as
usual (BAU) figure at practical
completion of 1,000 kgCO,e/
m?. Looking at values across
the six projects, it can be seen
that the BAU figure could be
challenged and potentially
lowered, suggesting that with
an increased focus on low
carbon design, the industry
could aim at significantly more
challenging targets for 2030.
This also raises the question
of what actually is the baseline
in the WorldGBC definition

for embodied carbon targets.
In other words what are

we proposing to reduce

by 40% by 20307 Perhaps
this target should be made
more explicit and refined on

a region by region basis?

From the case studies, we are
able to identify a range of results
for A1-A5 which spread from
310 kgCO,e/m? for an efficient
refurbishment to 880 kgCO,e/
m? for a more typical building,
with an average at 560 kgCO,e/
mZ. This demonstrates that

a 40% reduction on average
compare to a BAU of 1000
kgCO,/m? is already achievable.

Challenge: could a 2030
target of 400 kgCO,e/m?
(A1-Ab5) be set for all projects?

Overall, there is a need

for better clarification and
transparency of specific
targets related to the overall
decarbonization ambitions. As
exemplified in case study 04, a
more collaborative approach
between project stakeholders
will support decarbonization
through better understanding
of the building design and
opportunity areas and technical
challenges. Research and
development should focus

on the areas with the largest
impact to drive decarbonization
although smaller contributors
should not be ignored.

A1-A5 IN NUMBERS

e (Case study results range
310-880 kgCO,e/m?

* 549% substructure and
superstucture (average)

¢ Business as usual
assumed benchmark
(2020) 1,000 kgCO,e/m?

» (Case studies average
560 kgCO,e/m?
(44% reduction)

Net-zero buildings Where do we stand? 34



Figure 32: A1-A5 Average Distribution across all six case Studies
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Figure 33: A1-A5 per case study (kgCO,e/m?)
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IN-USE AND END-OF-LIFE
EMBODIED CARBON (B-C)
Figures 34 to 37 display the
embodied carbon impact “in
use” and "end of life" (Modules
B1-B5 and C1-C4) across all six
case studies. For buildings, this
corresponds to all the carbon
emissions associated with the
building elements that will be
replaced as their lifespan is

shorter than the building lifespan.

The doughnut chart represents
the average distribution across
all six case sudies per building
element. Through the in-use
stage, the building services
equipment is responsible for
the largest impact. Building
services equipment represents
57% of the emissions, and
25% is attributed to the facade
whereas the primary structural
elements are designed to

last the whole building life.

This also highlights the impact
of each part of the value chain
over the in-use stage. A focus
on the building services and the
facade design has the greatest
potential to reduce the in use
embodied carbon emissions.

Following the RICS methodology
—which is the clearest WLCA
guidance published at the
moment —where no specific
information is given, the life
span of the building services
and of the facade are taken

as 20 years and 30 years
respectively. WLCA is still an
emerging field, and a great deal
of work is being undertaken to
increase the amount of data
available on building services to
develop a better understanding
of their carbon impact over
their life span such as the
TM65 CIBSE guidance.™

There is a lot of potential to
improve this part of the WLCA,
the big equipment pieces may
be designed to last longer
and the facade can partially
be dismantled or reused

to avoid full replacement

of the entire system.

The BAU figures for embodied
carbon over life cycle stages B
and C are currently estimated
to be around 300 kgCO,e/

m? (see chapter 01). More
thought and rigor needs to be
considered in terms of this stage
of the life cycle assessment.
The initial design process

must better assess the future
impact of the elements that

will need to be replaced and
evaluate this against better
established criteria and targets.

However, for buildings designed
today, the average first major
replacement cycle would
occur around 2050. By this
stage, further supply chain
decarbonization will likely
have occurred across all
materials use. It is unclear at
the moment how to account
for this, and targets should
therefore be reviewed as

new knowledge, research,

and guidance emerges.

A better methodology to

deal with the supply chain
decarbonization is needed
which will allow the in-use
embodied carbon to be
estimated in a consistent

way. The methodology should
seek to define an industry-
wide and unified approach to
supply chain decarbonization
including a verified data source
for carbon factors; a defined
scope of assessment; and key
enablers and interventions.

Meanwhile, the IEA outlines a
trajectory for the global CO,e
emissions emanating from the
energy sector and industrial
processes which suggest that
emissions will have reduced by
two-thirds by 2050.32 This could
be used to estimate material
carbon factors in 30 years.
Generally, if we are to
decarbonize this portion of the
WLCA, we need to optimize the
systems to have fewer elements
to replace, use products with
longer life span and apply
circular economy principles, to
reduce the in-use embodied
emissions to a minimum.

Challenge: could a 2030 target
of 0 kgCO.e/m? (B1-C4) be

set for all projects to drive
innovation, better practice
and circular principles?

EMBODIED B AND

C IN NUMBERS

» Case study results range
220-510 kgCO,e/m?

* 56% building services

e Business as usual assumed
benchmark (2020)
300 kgCO,e/m?

» Case studies average
347 kgCO,e/m?
(12% higher)

EMBODIED A-C

IN NUMBERS

» Case study results range
530 - 1390 kgCO,e/m?

e Business as usual assumed
benchmark (2020)
1300 kgCO,e/m?

» Case studies average
910 kgCO,e/m?
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Figure 34: B1-B5 - Average distribution Figure 35: C1-C4 - Average distribution
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Figure 36: A-C - Average distribution per building element
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OPERATIONAL

CARBON (B6-B7)

The graphics display the
operational carbon impact in-use
across all six case studies. As
a reminder, this corresponds
to the carbon emissions
associated with all the energy
and water needed to operate
the building over its 60 years
lifespan (module B6, B7).

The first bar chart illustrates the
annual energy consumption

of each project accounting

for regulated and unregulated
loads in kWh/m?. This is easier
to assess as it removes a

layer of assumptions taken

on the grid's carbon factor.

It can be seen that the case
studies typically perform better
than the current BAU for office
buildings, estimated at 220 kWh/
m? (REEB/RIBA benchmarks
described in chapter 01). Note
that case study six is a residential
building and belongs to a
different benchmark (150kWh/
m? REEB/RIBA benchmarks).

The enregy use intensity is
typically estimated using
advanced energy modelling
tools and benchmarks. The
energy consumption of case
study 05 was measured via the
use of actual energy bills since
the building has been in use

for two years. In this particular
case, itis interesting to observe
that the actual demand was
actually 50% lower than originally
estimated. This highlights

the difficulties to accurately
foresee the operational carbon
emissions and the need to
measure continually the energy
consumption of our buildings
to gather better data.

Based on the targets described
in chapter 01, the industry is
pushing to lower office buildings'
energy use to 75kWh/m?. This
represents a 65% reduction
compared to 2020 BAU. It can
be seen that the case study
estimated EUl are in some cases
getting closer to the 2030
targets but much progress is still
needed. All these case studies
are close to practical completion
or already completed, except
case study 03, which might
reach practical completionin
2025. This is reinforcing that we
need to be able to design for the
2030 targets by 2025 the latest.

To achieve the required levels
of decarbonization we will need
to design buildings to be much
more energy efficient than we are
currently to provide the energy
that is required via clean, zero-
carbon supplies. It may also be
necessary in terms of achieving
the required demand levels to
change the expectations of

the occupants as to the level

of environmental conditioning
they can always assume.

More work is required to
validate the setting of energy
use (demand) targets that are
aligned with regional supply grid
decarbonization in order that
we better understand where we
sit in terms of genuine net-zero
carbon operation trajectories.

Figure 39 estimates the
equivalent operational carbon
(kgCOLe/m?/year) in three key
scenarios: 2020 grid factor,;
2030 grid factor projection;
and as an estimated average
over the next 60 years. To set
the benchmark for comparison
(e.g. the BAU baseline and

the aspirational target levels),
the benchmark converts

the EUl in carbon equivalent
emissions based on the current
UK grid BEIS factor.'®

The case study results adopt
national grid carbon factors
amended to the geographical
context of the case study.

On average, it appears
operational emissions

are responsible for 1,860
kgCO,e/m?, not accounting
for decarbonization and

870 kgCO,e/m?, accounting
for decarbonization over

a 60 year building life.

Are maximum EUI targets being
established regionally for all
countries? Are they aligned with
national grid decarbonization
trajectories? Do they represent
sufficient demand reduction to
match clean supply potential?32

These questions need to be
addressed collaboratively by
the industry to help shaping
realist targets aligned with the
remaining carbon budget.

OPERATIONAL B

IN NUMBERS

* Case study results range
110-220 kKWh/m? for
offices 75kWh/m? for
residential

¢ Business as usual
benchmark (offices)
220kWh/m?

* Target 2030
75 kWh/m?

e Case studies average
140kWh/m? (offices only):
+87%
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Figure 38: Energy use intensity (kWh / m?/ year)
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WHOLE LIFE CARBON (A-C)
Figure 39 and 40 display

the whole life carbon impact
looking at all six case studies.

As reminder this accounts for
both embodied and operational
carbon from stages Ato C

over a 60 year building life span.
Some of the projects presented
here are innovative and
represent a growing focus

on low carbon designs.

Figure 40: Case studies results

Case Study 01

2,450

kgCO0.e/m?

Case Study 04

65% 21%
\ 33%

1,515

kgCoO,e/m? 14%

16%

A wider, easily-accessible data
setis required is requiredin
order to establish clear targets
in terms of demand reduction
both from and embodied and

operational carbon perspective.

However these few studies
perhaps point to possibilities in
terms of raising our immediate
sights and establishing clearer
and more widely ambitious
targets going forwards.

Challenge: could a maximum
2030 target of less than
1,000 kgCO,e/m? (A-C)

be set for all projects?

Case Study 02

37% 41%

22%

Case Study 05

2,080
kgC0.e/m?

) X

25%

42%

A-C IN NUMBERS
* Case study results range
1,440 to 2,450 kgCO,e/m?

* Average breakdown
across all six case
studies
32% A1-A5
19% B1-B5and C
49% B6-B7

* Case studies average
1,790 kgCO,e/m?
(30% reduction)

Case Study 03

42% 35%

1,580

kgCO0.e/m?

T 4

23%

Case Study 06

29%

54%
1,440

kgCO,e/m?
l 7%
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Setting up explicit targets will
contribute to drive the required
immediate decarbonization of all
future building projects towards
much more ambitious outcomes.

Based on growing a better
understanding and focus on
whole-life decarbonization
could we imagine figure 42,
representing an aspirational
maximum carbon footprint
target for all buildings being
delivered in 20307 Is this too
much of a stretch and if so why?

Can we design all future
projects to avoid any further
carbon emissions are required
during their life span (B1-B5)
via adopting genuine circular
economy principles?

Clearly the whole industry

must come together and work
collaboratively to achieve the
desired ultimate outcome of
decarbonising all elements of the
built environment and to do this
we need clear and unambiguous
objectives and targets.

Figure 41: Whole life carbon (A-C) average across all six case studies

49%

Figure 42: Whole life carbon (A-C) aspirational performance by 2030

0
50% 50%
<1,000

kgC0.e/m?
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Figure 43: A-C per case study (kgCO,e/m?)
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BEYOND BUILDING LIFE (D)
Figure 44 and 45 display the
stage D emissions looking

at all six case studies. As a
reminder this represents the
potential benefits (or loads)
associated with the material
to serve a purpose beyond
the 60 years life cycle.

Itis notincluded in the scope

of WLCA, often owing to the
difficulty in drawing assumptions
post the end of the building's life.
However, it is potentially non-
negligible and the impacts and
benefits can appear significant
especially in regard to metals
and biogenic materials.

Steel can be 100% recycled and
represents a benefit for future
projects which can be procured
with recycled steel, lowering
their upfront carbon impact.

This valuable as currently the
demand for steel far outstrips
the availability of scrap.

Timber different end of life
scenarios need to be considered
carefully at the outset of a
project. Timber placed in landfill
to decompose emits methane,
this has a further detrimental
carbon emission impact. On
the other hand, timber can be
reused as a product, incinerated
or used as biomass to create
energy in which cases the
carbon initially sequestered

in the trees is stored longer

Or serve a new purpose

beyond the buildings life.

Figure 44 illustrates the
reduction —averaged across
the six case studies —in WLCA
emissions that would appear

if stage D was theoretically
accounted for. This number

Figure 44: Stage D - Average distribution

19% 4%

’.

-210

kgCO, e/m?

35%

RESULTS SUMMARY
Figure 46 demonstrates
the total distribution of
carbon emissions over the
six case studies throughout
the building's life cycle.

Over the past decade, design
teams have focused mainly

on reducing the operational
carbon emissions associated
with the building sector. On
average, the case studies
demonstrate that the embodied

35%

Substructure

Superstructure

® Facade
Internal walls and partitions
Internal finishes

® FF&E

@ Building services

carbon is now estimated to be
approximatively 50% of the life
cycle emissions of a building
which clearly further emphasises
the importance of addressing
embodied carbon now.

The WLCA graphic presented

in time domain highlights the
significance of the A1-A5
emissions. These immediate
embodied carbon (construction)
emissions represent on average
30% of the WLCA and in the

represents about 38% of the
upfront embodied carbon
emissions. Figure 45 show the
A-D total carbon impact for each
case study. Although stage D
reduction is not negligeable, it
doesn't by itself provide carbon
return on our investment.

As circular economy principles
are starting to emerge for the
building industry, Module D will
have increasing importance in
the WLCA process and materials
will have a growing potential for
reuse without being downcycled.

STAGE D IN NUMBERS
» Case study results range
-150 to -340 kgCO,e/m?

* (Case studies average
-210 kgCO,e/m?

* 35% superstructure and
35% facade

context of the climate emergency
- we are all faced with - are
released in the short term with
currently little focus on real global
abatement. Without question, we
must reduce these emissions.

However, the case studies
also show on average
70% of the average WLCA,
using current assumptions
and methodologies, will

be emitted during the life
time of the buildings.
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Figure 45: Whole life carbon - A-D (kgCO,e / m?)
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Figure 46: Whole life carbon emissions through time - average distribution
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BIGGEST CONTRIBUTING
MATERIALS

The first graphic summarizes the
highest contributing materials
to the overall embodied carbon
footprint across the first five
case studies. Together, steel,
concrete, aluminum, steel
reinforcement, glass, and raised
floor account for approximately
75% of the overall A1-A3
emissions. The contribution of
services to embodied carbon
accounts for approximately 20%

with all other residual emissions
comprising 6% of the footprint.
The second graphic highlights
the average most contributing
materials to the overall
embodied carbon of case
study six — a residential timber
building. The average material
contribution deviates from

the other case studies owing

to the timber frame rather

than the mixed concrete and
steel frame. Together, steel,
concrete, aluminum, steel

Figure 47: Total tCO.e per material across the first five case studies
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reinforcement, and glass
account for approximately 60%
of overall AT-A3 emissions.

The timber within the building
accounts for approximately 10%
of the embodied carbon total.
The contribution of services

to embodied carbon accounts
for approximately 20% with

all other residual materials
comprising 10% of the footprint.
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Figure 48: Total tCO.e per material for case study 06 — Residential timber building
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3.2 The role of offsetting

Currently carbon offsetting

plays a role in the achievement
of most global carbon-neutral
and net-zero commitments.

At present there is a lack of a
unified and precise definition and
accountability in relation to valid
offsetting for both terminologies.

In fact, when it comes to net zero,
the prefix "net” implies some
form of balancing of the emitted
carbon. Various organizations
and institutions, such as the
Science Based Target Initiative
(SBTi) and the University of
Oxford on behalf of the Race To
Zero, are working toward creating
clarity of the net zero definitions,
terminologies and its application
toward net zero claims.

Agreement is mounting

toward a firm emphasis of
mitigation first, followed by

how much and when carbon
can be compensated (residual
emissions) and what type of
“offsets” are allowed to be used.

The six case studies presented
here demonstrate an average
upfront embodied carbon of
560 kgCO,e/m? and a whole

life cycle carbon footprint

of around 1800 kgCO,e/m?,
hence for any of these buildings
to hypothetically claim to be
net-zero now, some offsetting
would need to be employed.

Currently building projects make
use of offsetting by either direct
procurement (using energy

from clean, renewable sources)
or by purchasing equivalent
carbon credits from a recognized
emissions reduction scheme.?’
Several internationally recognized
and certifiable schemes exist,
including the Gold Standard,?
and those recognized schemes

within the International Carbon
Reduction and Offset Alliance.*®
Types of investment projects
include afforestation, direct

air capture with carbon
storage, renewable energy,
and community initiatives. In
the current offsetting market
(e.g. Gold Standard) credits
could be purchased to offset
business as usual carbon
outcomes for as little as 1% of
the total construction cost.

The primary aim of the

industry needs to be to focus
on widescale, systematic
reduction as a priority if we are
to achieve the global emissions
reductions needed. Hence the
strategi