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Abstract: To identify specific priorities of existing cohousing residents with regard to sustainable building design and
practice as outlined in the LEED for Homes design protocol. This article examined the level of importance of various sus-
tainability features have with residents for cohousing residents in cohousing communities and Having an understanding of
the environmental priorities of existing cohousing groups will give some direction to future residents and developers to
focus on areas that are most appealing to those who choose to live in a socially connected community. Knowing that gene-
rations of users may have different priorities helps to target decisionmaking within a group so that consensus can be reac-

hed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The target of this study from 2000 to 2009 is to examin-
ing that the importance of different sustainability features for
those cohousing residents. The results suggest that the most
people concentrate on returning can be showed through the
sustainability measures. The study also tries to find the
knowledge level of residents and their desire of having a
home or community which measuring by the sustainability
system and find different plans of sustainability according to
difference age groups: younger, senior and retirement years.
As a result, even though the initial cost is higher when
choosing the cohousing, those people who are willing to live
in a sustainable style and give supports by themselves of
protecting the environment.

Green building, means that all types of resources being
used efficiently as much as possible so as to conserve the
energy and at the same time, keep the house comfortable.
The United States Green Building Council (USGBC) estab-
lished a rating system evaluating the sustainability of build-
ing project through several aspects.

General efficiency of a whole community is affected by
the design and planning decisions which made by a cohous-
ing group [1]. So this requires the group has ability to reach
the sustainable requirement.

The United States Department of Energy (DOE) has set
up the energy saving project called “ENERGY STAR®” and
this project helps each family save more than 20% to 30%
energy when constructing a house. From the data, there is
120800Kwh per year of the average electrical consumption
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from 1999 to 2001 and this project reduces 20% to 30% sig-
nificant energy cost, in the meanwhile, decreasing the fossil
fuels burning emissions that contribute to global warming.
(NAHB, 2006). Besides the “ENEGY STAR” project, there
is also a third party system rating system named LEED
measuring and calculating the high performance design, sus-
tainable design methods and durability of buildings for vari-
ous categories of buildings by accumulating points.Eight
categories contains 35 topics are designed by LEED rating
system to measure the sustainability of buildings and their
contributing process.

New Urbanism concept motivates the sustainability de-
sign of cohousing communities, which aims to provide a
healthier and more supportive cities, areas and neighbor-
hoods includes the respect of history area, location for the
climate and a green space area. Meltzer (2000) utilized the
study zone to prove that cohousing model can achieve envi-
ronmental degradation by conserving energy and the study
illustrates that cohusing is a better sustainable model than
other housing options, because in the social network that
established by itself, it fulfills all sustainable requirements. A
strong social network can foster the sustainability for both
communities and individuals by achieving the sharing of
resources and environment concerns. One of the important
factors that can affect the cohousing design is that residents’
participation. Residents’ opinion shows directly affect the
cohousing design details such as water and cooling heat and
energy [2].

2. METHODOLOGY

The survey instrument is designed to test how sustaina-
bility affects the energy efficiency, indoor air quality, mate-
rial use, as well as locating amenities containing life style
information and demographics. This survey aims to illustrate
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Table 1.  Survey contents.
Questsionaire Sections Contents Subcontents Notes
Section 1 Demographic information Age, education level, knowledge of sustain- Categorical scale
ability rating systems, location and home
size
Sections Opinions on sustainable con- Energy conservation methods, water conser- | Likert type scale:
2 and 3 struction and amenities that can vation methods, materials, conditions that (1) Stronglydisagree to
facilitate sustainability ratings affect indoor air quality and location
(5) Strongly agree
Section 4 Self-assessment on lifestyles and | Personal reflections on sustainability and Likert type scale:
health environmental issues that may affect health (1)Strongly disagree to
(5) Strongly agreeas well as yes/no
Section 5 Group decision making Education level of sustainable building prac- | Likert type scale:
tices and amenities (1) Strongly disagreeto
(5) Strongly agree

which kinds of features play the most important function
when residents deciding the cohousing. The survey was
completed via the surveymonkey.com The questionnaire
composes six sections that designing based on LEED rating
system.Likert type scale are used to check the sustainable
decisions made by residents in order to calculate the sustain-
able construction value when building a neighborhood com-
munity [3].

The questionnaire for the survey consisted of six sec-
tions, with no open ended questions. Sections two and three
of the survey paralleled many of the items on the LEED for
Homes checklist to identify if the sustainability factors that
are measured with this rating system are of significant im-
portance to cohousing residents and to identify priorities of
the cohousing residents for building sustainably. The survey
instrument utilized a Likert type scale to examine the resi-
dents’ decisions for building sustainably in order to deter-
mine the value of sustainable construction within the larger
group context of building a neighborhood community [4].
Section four of the survey identified lifestyle issues for the
cohousing resident and their perception of others in the
community. Section five of the survey identified possible
areas of conflict with group decision making as it pertained
to sustainability (see Table 1).

3. RESULTS

Table 2 is the general statistics of those residents who
choose cohousing model. From the result it can show that
40% people approach the senior years, otherwise less than
10% beyond the age 65. Of the 88 residents, most of them
are well educated, almost every are bachelor degree and
more 60% are master’s degree or higher. Half of them live in
urban areas. A large proportion of people have already living
in cohousing model at least one year.

Table 3 states the knowledge level of residents for those
existing sustainability rating system. The results show that
97.7%, almost all people recognize the “ ENERGY STAR”
program. 78.4% percentage of people have learned the
LEED rating system,as a reason of short establishment histo-
ry the recognition percentage is lower than that ENERGT
STAR. However, as for NAHB green building modeling, the

recognition percentage is much lower when comparing to the
other two which is only approximately 50%.

Table 2. Demographic characteristics.
Frequency Percentage of Total
™) (%)
Age
35-50 years 31 35.2
50-65 years 35 39.8
65-75 years 16 18.2
75 years and over 6 6.8
TOTAL 88 100
Education Level
Some College 3 34
College Degree 31 352
Master’s Degree or Higher 54 61.4
TOTAL 88 100
Location Designation
Urban 49 56.3
Suburban 21 24.1
Rural 17 19.6
TOTAL 87 100
Tenure in Cohousing
1 year or less 11 12.5
1 to 5 years 43 48.9
6 to 10 years 30 34.1
More than 10 years 4 4.5
TOTAL 88 100
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Table 3.

Respondents’ knowledge level of sustainability rating systems.

Wei et al.

Frequency (N)

Percentage of Total (%)

Has heard the term “Energy Star” (United State Department of Energy Program)

in regard to home building construction

Yes 86 97.8
No 1 1.1
Don’t Know 1 1.1
TOTAL 88 100

Has heard the term “LEED” (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)

in regard to building construction

Yes 69 78.4

No 18 20.5
Don’t Know 1 1.1
TOTAL 88 100

Has heard the term “NAHB Model Green Homebuilding Guidelines” (National

Association of Home Builders) in regard to building construction

Yes 44 50

No 37 42
Don’t Know 7 8

TOTAL 88 100

Table 4.

Water and energy saving strategies for the common house.

Frequency (N)

Percentage of Total (%)

The common house must be planned with ENERGY STAR doors and windows

Strongly agree 58 65.9
Somewhat agree 22 25

TOTAL 80 90.9

The common house must be planned with ENERGY STAR appliances

Strongly agree 49 55.7

Somewhat agree 30 34.1

TOTAL 79 89.8

The common house must be planned with enhanced insulation

Strongly agree 63 71.6

Somewhat agree 14 15.9

TOTAL 77 87.5

The common house must be planned with energy saving technologies such as compact fluorescent lighting fixtures

Strongly agree 57 64.8
Somewhat agree 20 22.7
TOTAL 77 87.5
The common house must be planned with high efficiency water heaters
Strongly agree 54 61.4
Somewhat agree 22 25
TOTAL 76 86.4

The common house must be planned with water saving-technologies such as low-flow faucets and dual-flush toilets

Strongly agree 49 55.7
Somewhat agree 23 26.1
TOTAL 72 81.8
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Table 5. Water and energy saving strategies for cohousing homes.

Frequency (N) Percentage of Total (%)
My home must be planned with ENERGY STAR appliances
Strongly agree 65 73.9
Somewhat agree 14 15.9
TOTAL 79 89.8
My home must be planned with enhanced insulation
Strongly agree 67 76.1
Somewhat agree 12 13.6
TOTAL 79 89.7
My home must be planned with energy saving technologies such as compact fluorescent lighting fixtures
Strongly agree 57 64.8
Somewhat agree 21 23.9
TOTAL 78 88.7
My home must be planned with double or triple pane windows
Strongly agree 64 72.7
Somewhat agree 13 14.8
TOTAL 77 87.5
My home must be planned with water saving technologies such as low-flow faucets and dual-flush toilets
Strongly agree 45 51.1
Somewhat agree 25 28.4
TOTAL 70 79.5
My home must have access to enough sunlight to warm the house in cooler months

Strongly agree 40 45.4

Somewhat agree 29 33
TOTAL 69 78.4

My home must be planned with a high efficiency water heater

Strongly agree 36 40.9

Somewhat agree 29 33
TOTAL 65 73.9

My home must have a high efficiency heating and cooling system

Strongly agree 34 38.6
Somewhat agree 30 34.1
TOTAL 64 72.7

As mention in the introduction part, feature of sustaina-
bility that cohousing residents most concern is that visible
return given by sustainability on their investment. Therefore,
the return can show by water and energy savings. Those sav-
ings will reflect on their bills with smaller amount of money
[5]. Yet more than 80 percent of cohousing residents show
their wills that there are many places of the sustainable de-

sign need to be improved. For examples, the sustainable sys-
tem should assemble with higher efficiency mechanical
equipment enhance insulation and isolation of windows and
doors in order to let the communities more sustainable [6].
As long as for their own homes, 70 percent of people strong-
ly agree that their water and energy saving technologies need
to be improved. (see Tables 4 and 5).
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Table 6. Water and energy saving strategies for the common house by age group.
35to 50 50 to 65 65 to 75 75+ yrs
yrs old yrs old yrs old Old
(n=31) (n=35) (n=16) (n=6)
Percentage of Total Percentage of Total Percentage of Total Percentage of Total
(%) (%) (%) (%)
The common house must be planned with ENERGY STAR doors and windows
Strongly agree 68 69 69 67
Somewhat agree 32 19 31 16
TOTAL 100 88 100 83
The common house must be planned with ENERGY STAR appliances
Strongly agree 55 71 50 33
Somewhat agree 42 19 50 50
TOTAL 97 90 100 83
The common house must be planned with enhanced insulation
Strongly agree 65 81 88 67
Somewhat agree 25 13 6 16
TOTAL 90 94 94 83
The common house must be planned with energy saving technologies such as compact fluorescent lighting fixtures
Strongly agree 61 77 69 50
Somewhat agree 33 13 25 33
TOTAL 94 90 94 83
The common house must be planned with high efficiency water heaters
Strongly agree 39 72 88 83
Somewhat agree 48 19 6 0
TOTAL 87 91 94 83
The common house must be planned with water saving technologies such as low-flow faucets and dual-flush toilets
Strongly agree 55 63 56 50
Somewhat agree 26 24 38 17
TOTAL 81 87 94 67

Tables 6 and 7 state technologies that applied in the
common house and individual cohousing house show that
residents, in age 50 to 65 and 65 to 75 these two intervals
prefer invest on water and energies savings. Whereas those
people who aged in 35 to 50 groups prefer investing more on
cooling and heating system.

Material selections are integral to determining a home’s
sustainability rating. The LEED for Homes rating system is
concerned with the homeowner’s use of local materials, rap-
idly renewable materials, materials with recycled content and
reuse of existing materials. The use of materials that contain
recycled content as well as those that are rapidly renewable
and local can save on the amount of virgin material used to
create products, the clear-cutting of forests to provide wood

and paper goods, and unnecessary transocianic transportation
of materials among other forms of waste. Cohousing resi-
dents who participated in this survey, however, did not feel
that material selection was as important as water or energy
savings strategies. Less than half, 48.9% somewhat or
strongly agreed that the common house must be built with
materials found in their region (defined by LEED for Homes
as within a 500 mile radius of the home) and just over half,
51.2% somewhat or strongly agreed that their own homes
must be built with materials found in the region [7]. Slightly
more, 60.3%, somewhat or strongly agreed that recycled
materials must be incorporated into the common house while
only 51.1% somewhat or strongly agreed that recycled mate-
rials should be incorporated into their own homes.
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Water and energy saving strategies for cohousing homes by age group.

35to 50
yrs old
(n=31)

50 to 65
yrs old
(n=35)

65 to 75
yrs old
(n=16)

75+ yrs
Old
(n=5)

Percentage of To-

Percentage of Total

Percentage of Total

Percentage of Total

tal
(%) (%) (%) (%)
My home must be planned with ENERGY STAR appliances
Strongly agree 84 81 67 60
Somewhat agree 13 16 26 20
TOTAL 97 97 93 80
My home must be planned with enhanced insulation
Strongly agree 81 88 73 60
Somewhat agree 13 9 20 40
TOTAL 94 97 93 100
My home must be planned with energy saving technologies such as compact fluorescent lighting fixtures
Strongly agree 77 72 53 40
Somewhat agree 20 22 40 40
TOTAL 97 94 93 80
My home must be planned with double or triple pane windows
Strongly agree 65 90 73 100
Somewhat agree 25 4 27 0
TOTAL 90 94 100 100
My home must be planned with water saving technologoes such as low-flow faucets and dual-flush toilets
Strongly agree 42 69 47 60
Somewhat agree 35 22 46 0
TOTAL 77 91 93 60
My home must have access to enough sunlight to warm the house in cooler months
Strongly agree 53 50 47 20
Somewhat agree 34 31 46 40
TOTAL 87 81 93 60
My home must have a high efficiency water heater
Strongly agree 45 48 40 20
Somewhat agree 36 36 33 40
TOTAL 81 84 73 60
My home must have a high efficiency heating and cooling system
Strongly agree 35 52 38 20
Somewhat agree 46 25 37 40
TOTAL 81 77 75 60
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Table 8.  Sustainable lifestyles.
35-50 yrs 50-65 yrs 65-75 yrs 75+ yrs
old old old old
(n=31) (n=35) (n=16) (n=5)
Percentz(uog/:)of Total Percen(t;og)e of Total Percteal:t(z‘i)it; of To- Percentage of Total (%)
My lifestyle is sustainable
Strongly agree 9.7 0 12.5 40
Somewhat agree 51.6 65.6 56.3 40
TOTAL 61.3 65.6 68.8 80
My lifestyle now is more sustainble than it was one year ago
Strongly agree 12.9 12.9 26.7 0
Somewhat agree 45.2 41.9 60 40
TOTAL 58.1 54.8 86.7 40
My lifestyle now is more sustainable than it was five years ago
Strongly agree 38.7 58.1 46.7 0
Somewhat agree 41.9 25.8 533 40
TOTAL 80.6 83.9 100 40
Living in cohousing has made me more aware of sustainability

Strongly agree 54.8 37.5 40 40
Somewhat agree 22.6 50 333 20
TOTAL 77.4 87.5 73.3 60

These lower numbers may reflect an expectation that the
architect or developer will work to design the community
with the best materials for the job rather than having the
community demand that certain materials be used.

The respondents were much more in agreement about the
durability of the materials that would be used for their com-
munity. Eighty-three percent of the respondents somewhat or
strongly agreed that the materials used for the interior finish-
es of the common house must last a minumum of 10 years
without replacement. In their own homes, 80.6% of the re-
spondents somewhat or strongly agreed that finish materials
used there must last a minimum of 20 years. Over half,
62.5% of the respondents already have some form of sus-
tainable flooring installed in their homes (cork, linoleum or
bamboo).

Cohousing is a process of learning how to communicate
with and understand those who may soon become neighbors
and friends. People come together to share experiences and
knowledge. From these, there will be changes and growth in
all of their lives. The survey asked if there had been changes
in the respondents’ view of their own sustainability over
time and found that when looking at all age groups together,
62.5% of the respondents somewhat or strongly agree that
they are living a sustainable lifestyle [8]. Over half, 56.8%
somewhat or strongly agree that they are more sustainable
now than they were one year ago and 77.3% somewhat or

strongly agree that they are more sustainable now than they
were five years ago. Almost three-quarters, 74.9% of all re-
spondents in all age groups somewhat or strongly agreed that
living in cohousing had made them more aware of sustaina-
bility.

Table 8 illustrates this lifestyle change for various age
groups that participated in the survey. It finds that a higher
percentage of 65 to 75 year olds somewhat or strongly agree
that they are more sustainable now than they were one or
five years ago, but a higher percentage of 50 to 65 year olds
somewhat or strongly agree that their increased awareness of
sustainability is due to living in cohousing (see Table 8).

When asked if other members of the cohousing planning
group brought more information on sustainability to the
planning process, in most age groups more than half of the
respondents somewhat or strongly agreed that this was the
case [9]. Only the 65 to 75 years olds had fewer than half of
the respondents somewhat or strongly agreed that others had
more information on sustainability than they did. The 50 to
65 years olds and the 65 to 75 years olds groups had the
highest percentage of respondents who believe that they
would have built the same sustainability factors into a stand
alone house as was incorporated into their cohousing home
(see Table 9) [10].
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35-50 yrs
old
(n=31)

50-65 yrs 65-75 yrs 75+ yrs
old old old
(n=35) (n=16) (n=5)

Percentage of Total
(%)

Percentage of Total
(%)

Percentage of Total
(%)

Percentage of Total (%)

Other members of the cohousing planning group had more information about sustainability than I did

Strongly agree 30 30 18.8 20
Somewhat agree 30 36.7 25 40
TOTAL 60 66.7 43.8 60

If you had not moved into cohousing, would you have designed the same sustainability features into a stand alone house?

Yes 48.4 62.4 62.5 40
No 355 18.8 12.5 20
Don’t know 16.1 18.8 25 40
TOTAL 100 100 100 100

Finally, respondents were asked if they felt that they had
given up some opportunities to save costs in order to attain
some measure of sustainability, and if they were forced to
accept some costs they did not want so that the group vision
for sustainability in the community could be achieved. They
were also asked about the importance of measuring the level
of sustainability they may have achieved with their commu-
nity and with their own homes. Over half of all respondents,
59.1% felt that they traded cost savings for sustainability,
however, 69.3% did not feel that they were forced to accept
additional costs for sustainability they did not feel was nec-
essary. When examined by age group, 20% of the respond-
ents aged 75 years old or older agree they were forced to
accept additional costs for sustainability they did not feel
was necessary. Of those aged 65 to 75 only 13.3% felt they
were forced to accept additional costs; 6.3% of 50 to 65 year
olds felt they were forced to accept additional costs, and
12.9% of those aged 35 to 50 felt they were forced to accept
additional costs. This data would indicate that while some
respondents felt that belonging to a cohousing community
meant accepting additional unwanted costs for sustainability,
for most the cost differential was an acceptable trade off to
get the community they wanted and the sustainable features
they felt were necessary.

Only 20.5% of all respondents strongly agreed that it was
important to measure their home’s sustainability, however,
just under half, 48.9% somewhat agreed that this would be
important for a 69.4% positive response. These figures are
about the same when asked if measuring their community’s
level of sustainability was important with 21.5% of all re-
spondents strongly agreeing that it was, and 48.9% some-
what agreeing to that statement for a 70.4% positive re-
sponse.

When respondents who had heard of LEED were sepa-
rated out from the general response population, a slightly

smaller percentage felt that measurement of the home and
community was necessary. Of those who had heard of
LEED, only 45% somewhat agreed that measuring the
home’s sustainability was important but 21.7% strongly
agreed that this should be done for a 66.7% positive re-
sponse. When asked about measuring their community’s
sustainability, again 45% somewhat agreed that this was
important, and only 17.4% strongly agreed that this step
should be taken for a 62.4% positive response [11].

When looking at all 25 of the responding communities to
the survey, 24 of them have community web-sites and all of
those 24 with web-sites have some reference to the sustaina-
bility factors of their neighborhood. Clearly sustainability is
a value that all of these communities have chosen to incorpo-
rate into their building project. It is a prominent value that
they want to be recognized for as they present themselves to
the world.

4. DISCUSSION

The research indicate that many sustainability measures
the participating communities self-identify with high priori-
ty in the survey.

o While the investment in real estate
e Will continue to be centered around location

e The first priority of cohousing will continue of building
a socially viable communitywith environmental sustaina-
bility factors.

e Priority to those who will be living there that they should
be introduced in the early stages of community develop-
ment. (either during the feasibility phase or in the Study
Group I phase)

e Helping in establishing an achievable level of ecological
sustainability that the community can commit to. This
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discussion should not be delayed to the Study Group II
participatory design phase.

This study evaluates the priorities of those already living
in a cohousing community, although the information can be
projected out from the younger respondents as to possible
priorities that these groups will have or when they consider
moving from a multi-generational cohousing community to a
senior cohousing community.

If the age groups of 35 to 50 and 50 to 65 plans to live
out the rest of their lives in their current cohousing commu-
nity, the choices made must support them as they progress
through the aging process. Planning considerations for high
indoor air quality and free access to all areas of the house
without barriers of stairs or undersized doors must be a part
of the planning process with a consensus of all neighbors
that these design decisions are worth the investment.

Respondents to this survey were most in favor of sustain-
ability measures that can show a return on their investment.
Where future cost savings can be planned on, the response to
implementing favorable sustainable features. Where sustain-
ability measures are not immediately associated with a return
for the investment made, the response was less favorable.
This can be seen in the less enthusiastic response to the us-
age of local materials or materials with recycled content.
Where a sustainability measure is associated with an estab-
lished standard, such as ENERGY STAR, a brand that im-
plies greater cost savings for future energy bills, the response
is extremely favorable. Given this information, if the LEED
for Homes standard establishes itself well and proves to the
market that the return on investment to achieve a LEED for
Homes' rating is high, the cohousing communities will in-
corporate this into their planning and design of the commu-
nity as they have done with the ENERGY STAR products
and ratings [12].

The 50 to 65 year olds who responded to this survey
show themselves to lead the other age groups and prioritize
more of the sustainability measures discussed. The 50 to 65
year old group had more respondents strongly agree that
water saving technology and ENERGY STAR appliances be
used in the common house.

This age group also had more residents strongly agree
that water saving technologies, enhanced insulation, high
efficiency water heaters and high efficiency heating and
cooling equipment must be used in their own home.

e Those aged 75 or higher prioritized using double or triple
pane windows in their home.

e The 35 to 50 year olds were most concerned with using
ENERGY STAR appliances in their homes.

e The 50 to 65 year olds and the 65 to 75 year olds are
leaders in prioritizing many sustainability measures that
are a part of established sustainability rating systems in
the marketplace today.

All age groups felt that there was some trade-off between
cost savings and sustainability in the design and construction
of their cohousing community; the 50 to 65 year olds, as
apparent drivers of many of the sustainability measures im-
plemented, were least likely to feel that they were forced into
accepting sustainability measures they did not want. Almost
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three-quarters of the 50 to 65 year olds and the 35 to 50 year
olds responded positively to the idea of measuring their
home’s sustainability, however, the 50 to 65 year olds were
most enthusiastic about measuring their community’s sus-
tainability.

It appears that the older age groups are more concerned
for the sustainability measures implemented and the rating of
the community space and less concerned about these issues
in their own individual spaces. This age group appears to
want to lead by putting the community first, perhaps with the
understanding that the individual homes will follow suit.

The longest lived sustainability measurement system,
ENERGY STAR was recognized by almost all of those who
participated in the survey. The enthusiasm for incorporating
sustainability measures directly related to the ENERGY
STAR label was also high, with nearly all of the respondents
having a positive view of using ENERGY STAR appliances
in the common house and in their own homes. The market-
ing efforts made by the Department of Energy in tagging
products that can contribute to a higher energy efficiency
level appears to be very successful with the respondents of
this group, especially those aged 35 to 50 [7-9]. As our soci-
ety has grown to recognize and look for labels that can signi-
fy quality or universal availability, the tagging of products
with the ENERGY STAR label appears to resonate with
younger cohousing residents. As this group ages and as co-
housing grows to accommodate our aging society, the ability
to reach a consensus decision in the group by associating
buying decisions with a known entity’s tag or logo may ex-
pedite the process of selecting products that can enhance a
community’s and a home’s energy efficiency and overall
sustainability.

As other rating systems grow in popularity and recogni-
tion, it is expected that the same enthusiasm that accompa-
nies the ENERGY STAR rating methods will also grow to
encompass a broader scope of sustainability that is covered
in the LEED for Homes design protocol. This is an encour-
aging indicator that sustainable building features are a
worthwhile investment and in the future will contribute to
lower energy bills, less energy waste and a smaller carbon
footprint for all cohousing residents. As with the ENERGY
STAR rating system, having a known and proven entity to
help identify a comprehensive rating system may attract
younger cohousing residents who can reach consensus deci-
sions based on criteria that meets an established standard. As
LEED for Homes builds its recognition in the field of design
and construction, this will become the tag that can drive
planning decisions, just as the ENERGY STAR tag drives
decisions today.

To this point in time, residents have brought their own
choices and priorities to the group where consensus is then
reached on the implementation of specific measures.

CONCLUSION

The current study illustrates the high level of acceptance
of many of the measures that comprise the LEED for Homes
design protocol. This measurement system incorporates the
ENERGY STAR rating system as part of their more com-
prehensive sustainable building rating system. Understand-
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ing that cohousing groups already show themselves to be
concerned about making sustainable choices that can be
measured and rated should make the introduction of a formal
rating system to the group planning sessions easier. The
groups’ high recognition of the ENERGY STAR label also
indicates that as the LEED for Homes label becomes more
recognized in the field of home construction, the more likely
cohousing residents will be to gravitate toward using this as
a measure of sustainability.
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