MEPS: Material Performance Evaluation System

Group Exercise

Packet Includes:

· Rationale and Objective statements

· Information on individual category assessments and instructions for scoring

· Glossary of relevant terminology

· Product evaluation forms

· Feedback sheet

Rationale:

What is strikingly apparent about dialog pertaining to environmental design within interiors is that the discussion has not even begun yet.  Although debate has developed concerning issues of energy efficiency and urban context, the details specific to interior design (i.e. finishes and furnishings) have been noticeably absent. The gap is particularly poignant when examining material applications.  This is because, while many building exteriors are fairly static in terms of material exchange, most building interiors are inherently dynamic.  This means that analyzing the true “cost” of production, application, and waste disposal for interior environments becomes a huge challenge.  How can a designer create a sustainable interior using mass-produced items, at a fixed cost structure, with a turnover rate of potentially 5 to 7 years?  The structure of the system itself is intrinsically UN-sustainable.

The question of sustainable design becomes even more complicated when viewed from the perspective of the student designer.  This is because students of architecture and interior architecture are often caught within a microcosm of professional design.  Many of the same exterior stimuli such as books, magazines, trends, society, time etc. play as a much a part in design decision making for student work as they do in professional practice. The symbiotic relationship separates dramatically however, when factors such as cost, performance, and impact come into view.  This division is due to two factors.  One, consequences associated with perimeters such as cost or impact are not felt within the confines of the “made-up” world of student work. If a student goes over budget on a studio project, the repercussions might only be a comment on how to  “analyze deeper next time” rather than the severity of, “you’re fired.”  Or, if a rare environmental resource is utilized to outfit the space, the social impact is void since the project will never be constructed.  The second hurdle in specification for many developing designers is a lack of source or time to gather relevant information.

Objective:
This evaluation form was created with the hope of offering student designers the ability to navigate increasingly complex issues surrounding the larger enigma of sustainable design and the more intimate problems of appropriate finish selection.  Each of the following categories have been outlined to offer specific questions (and corresponding resources) for focused product information searches.  While this evaluation approach is still in its experimental phase, I believe the potential exists to seriously impact curriculum.  It is important to keep in mind that this packet has been designed to be only a guide for materials selection.  It was not created to be a set of unbending or exacting rules.

CATEGORY ASSESSSMENTS

Design Intent


The following is a list of questions to ask during product selection. Give one point for each “yes” response and give zero points for each “no” response.  A total of five points are possible for this section.  Note some of the questions are subjective and may require instructor or peer review for final discernment.

· Is the material appropriate for the application?

· Is project aesthetic enhanced through the use of this material? 

· Does the material meet the programmatic requirements outlined by the client?

· Are client values/company persona reflected in the material selection?

· Is the client satisfied with the aesthetics of selected finish? (note: client may be defined as instructor in this instance)

Design Intent

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	TOTAL
	0-1 yes responses
	2 yes responses
	3 yes responses
	4 yes responses
	5 yes responses
	
	


Anticipated Installation Cycle

When examining performance it is important to keep in mind the difference between warranty life and anticipated life.  If the life expectancy of the material is exorbitantly higher than the projected use life then the designer should examine two other categories closely before final selection.  First, if the product in question can be re-sold and/or recycled (reuse/recycle score) then the product warranty life may be valuable.  However, consider that a product with a high environmental performance might serve the design intent just as well and save on total budget.  For example, if the product under review receives a low warranty score (2) but receives the maximum environmental score then the choice of material may be influenced by these individual score ranges rather than the total score for all categories.  Assume for this exercise, anticipated life for specific typologies to be close to the following numbers: Business/Corp 3-7 yrs, Hospitality/Retail 5 yrs maximum, Education 10-12 yrs, Civic/Governmental 20+ yrs.  To find the applicable warranty score, simply subtract the number of anticipated life years from the number warranted years.

Warranty/Use

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	DIFF. IN YEARS
	9+
	7-9
	5-7
	3-5
	1-2
	
	


Initial Cost

The evaluation for initial purchase price has been defined in terms of price per square foot.  The chart below represents the scale factor for each division in price.

Initial Cost

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	PRICE
	$20 +
	$15-20
	$10-15
	$5-10
	$0-5


	
	


Reuse/Recycle


The following are a list of questions to ask during product selection.  Give one point for each “yes” response and give zero points for each “no” response.  A total of five points are possible for this section.

· Is the material/products constructed of recyclable components?

· If the material/product is made from recycled content, is the content at least 20% post consumer or 40% post industrial?(Numbers based on LEED certification standards)

· Is there a take-back program in place for recycling material/product for reuse/recycle of product (ex. reusable carpet tiles)

· Is the material/product derived from reclamation?

· Is the material/product constructed from rapidly renewable materials? (Estimate 5-10 yrs for rapid renewal).

Reuse/Recycle

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	TOTAL
	0-1 yes responses
	2 yes responses
	3 yes responses
	4 yes responses
	5 yes responses
	
	


Company profile


It is important as consumers of design products to examine the industry at large and not simply focus attention on the material/product that might affect the project directly.  Holding industry accountable for the overall level of production toxicity for a given sector or company must be part of any complete environmental assessment.  To assess toxic output for this evaluation, go to scorecard.org and click on “toxins released in industry.”  Within that category there will be a selection of links on the right hand side of the screen, click on “Pollution ranking.” You may search under state, country, zip code, or facility to find a particular company for assessment.  The manufacturer name may also be entered into the system directly through the “Scorecard Search” option located in the left-hand tool bar.  Once you have selected a search perimeter, select the 1999 Rankings: Major Chemical Releases category and use the total environmental releases (first line of scoring) to assess output. 

Below are the scale factors for evaluation, the lower a percentage the “cleaner” the company output.  Note percentages based on US comparative data only.

Company Profile

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	SCORE-CARD
	100%-90%
	80%-70%
	60%-50%
	40%-30%
	20%-0%
	
	


Environmental Performance

The assessment of environmental performance will be conducted through a program entitled Building for Environmental and Economic Sustainability or BEES.  Begun in 1994 by the U.S. National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Green Buildings Program, the BEES program seeks to “…develop and implement a systematic methodology for selecting building products that achieve the most appropriate balance between environmental and economic performance…”(pg. 2).  The BEES model of environmental performance is based on the International Standards Organization 14040 series method for assessing life cycle.  To find out more concerning ISO standards see www.ISO14000.com.  

In order to utilize and interpret the data compiled through the use of this software it will be important to remember the following points,

· All of the potential finish products you may wish to utilize are not listed within the BEES database.

· BEES results are based on U.S. average data and provide U.S. average performance results for products, thus this system is not applicable to products manufactured in other countries.

· BEES results are given in terms of generic product alternatives, this means that end results do not necessarily reflect individual product performance.

· When assessing building elements within the BEES matrix, you must select at least two products for comparison.

· BEES environmental scores are based on a relative damage scale.  This means that a particular product score may shift if the competing alternatives are added/removed/changed for a set of considerations.  Example: linoleum vs. ceramic tile may have different performance results from linoleum vs. vinyl broadloom carpeting.

Therefore, make sure to utilize the two or three strongest candidates for final selection when analyzing environmental performance.  It may be helpful to allow the other perimeters outlined within the evaluation sheet to stream line material choices into the three strongest candidates.  (For example: broadloom nylon carpet, wood flooring, and linoleum).  The comparative scores from the three options can then be tallied into the final score for overall assessment.

The largest drawback of the current BEES system is the inability to judge environmental performance between two competing like products (Ex: Milliken nylon broadloom vs. Shaw nylon broadloom).  An appropriate response to such a lack of data might be to mark the environmental performance box “unknown” and focus deliberation on other important factors.

The evaluation for environmental impact listed below gives evaluation scores based on the BEES relative scale.  In BEES evaluation the LOWEST score is the best, therefore on the table below the best material choice from the BEES evaluation (lowest overall score) would receive 5 points, mid score 3 points and high score (worst material choice) receives 1 point.

Environmental Performance

	SCALE
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	

	BEES
	100
	80-90
	60-70
	50-40
	0-30
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