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Abstract

Since some decades ago, there has been a concern for resource depletion and environmental pollution
associated with building properties. In addressing such impact of the built environment, there is a recognition
of the existence of alternative building materials, fuels for energy supply as well as technologies for waste
handling and disposal. Nevertheless, for long time, the choice between such alternatives was dictated by
factors such as differences in prices and aesthetic values. A new important dimension in discriminating
between different options is the environmental dimension. This aspect is important since buildings are one of
the spatially big new additions to the natural environment that consume a lot of materials and energy during
their long lifetime. Thus, with the environmental dimension kept in mind, a existing cost estimation needs to
be changed. A new cost assessment method, Life Cycle Cost, should calculate overall costs with dimensional
factors: investment and utility costs as well as maintenance costs over the lifetime of the building.

Aiming to give an overview of the present status of Building Life Cycle Assessment(LCA) tools as a basis
for further research and development including economic performance, this paper describes and compares 3
different tools for Life Cycle Assessment(LCA) and economic analysis of the green buildings. This paper
compared these approaches based on various aspects. These include @ economic analysis method, evaluation
duration, data of results(index). Use of the comparison analysis is to produce a better picture and indicate
profits and shortcomings for the tools as a group; thus providing important direction improvement of LCA
tool as well as further research and development of this group of tools.

Keywords : LCA Tool(Life Cycle Assessment Tool), A4 7F(Life Cycle Cost Analysis), ZFE Z=zZI1#
(Computer program), A %(Index), 7}5 X (Weighting)
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2. LCA =7 4

2.1 BEES (The Building Environmental
and Economic Sustainability)
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Figure C4. BEES Approach to LCA
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2.2 GreenCal

GreenCal-> V€ gt=2] NIBE(The Netherlands
Institute for Building Biology and Ecology)
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2.3 EcoEffect

EcoEffect= ¢ €12 University of Gavle
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EcoEffect
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2l 2. EcoEffect LCA ZIHAA|

E gAETE dAdA Bt 8759
e xda: vk F, AT ¥ oY %
MOAE Bobel BYA oo na g
b, ool We BrARE €9 d A o
$4 ggon Ak 5749 a9 en
2 FolA

WA o gEe ojuAs AR
e A g

Aol o8 AH/A% 2 APHom
= &

MAE Qe o B oA
S AR A, AE D WANA A 2
d @A} FAolm, dsl/A B 3
3, Bzt FA oIt kA she e 9l
AN AARBAE BB W E2 v
S B bR A, AnR A4l
BAR Wad F 9 TaH WE o
3 e 4718 Byl 833 Jge
WA E g §e £

— 396 —



3. LCA tool®| H|uwZA
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