
 

 
 

 

Penn Green Fund – UCD Smackdown 

 

1) Project Status  

a. The project is complete and the winning teams have received their award checks.  

The review committee chose two outstanding proposals as 1st and 2nd place, receiving 

awards of $3500 and $1500 respectively. The winning proposals were: 

i. 1st Place—ATOP, a reimagined roofscape for the Shops at Hamilton Village 

that addresses stormwater management, food growth for local sourcing at the 

restaurants below, energy efficiency through added insulation provided by a 

green roof, and community engagement through a educational collaboration 

with the Penn Alexander School to involve children in the care of the 

vegetable garden atop the shops.  

ii. 2nd Place—Seeking Ground, a comprehensive solution for onsite stormwater 

management and greywater recycling. This proposal includes an extensive 

green roof, a rain garden near the sewer inlet, and installation of permeable 

pavers and absorptive seating elements on the exterior patio. Inside, the 

group proposed installing greywater recycling systems to reuse water from 

bathroom sinks to flush the toilets and eventually to filter wastewater from 

the kitchen and allow it to infiltrate the soil onsite.  

iii. The other two proposals addressed energy and stormwater conservation at 

Shops at Hamilton Village and energy conservation at Metropolitan Bakery. 

The second proposal for Hamilton Village features a partial green roof, green 

screening to filter direct sunlight from the West-facing façade and other 

energy saving measures. For Metropolitan, the group proposed a custom light 

shelf to reflect natural light deep into the interior of the store and a heat 

transfer system attached to the HVAC system.  

iv. One other team did not submit their proposal and one more withdrew before 

the end of the competition. 

b. The ATOP group won first prize and is participating in a series of pre-construction 

charettes to determine the final design and scope of the project to be implemented on 

Hamilton Village. As all 4proposals exceed the cost constraints of the project, the 

winning proposal will require some value engineering in order to complete the most 

vital elements of the design.  

2) Budget Report 

a. $5,000 has been awarded to the two winning teams in the competition.  

b. Total expenditures  

i. Pizza for kickoff meeting--$80 

ii. Award Ceremony Food and Beverage 

1. Bon Appétit --$277.20 

2. Springfield Beer Distributor--$72.24 

iii. ECA Energy Audits--$400? 

c. FRES has committed to an additional $50,000 to fund the eventual improvements  



  

d. Projected Savings : While the projected savings from the winning proposal are hard 

to quantify at present, given that implementation will scale back the design, the group 

identifies the City of Philadelphia’s Green Roof Tax Credit, "a credit against the 

Business Privilege Tax of 25% of all costs actually incurred to construct the Green 

Roof, provided that the total credit shall not exceed $100,000." They projected the 

credit for this project at $16,550. There is no quantification of direct energy or water 

bill savings; though the group points out that cooling costs are likely to be 20-30% 

lower in the summer. There is similarly no accounting of atmospheric carbon 

reduction and cost savings generated by growing food onsite and cutting back on 

vehicle miles traveled for delivery.  

3) Metrics 

a. Participation in the event is perhaps the best metric for this competition since it 

brought together students from the School of Design and the School of Engineering. 

At least 30 people attended the kickoff meeting to hear about the project. Six teams 

of 20 people entered the competition with disciplines ranging from Architecture and 

City Planning to Environmental Building Design and Building Science. Additionally, 

students in Mark Alan Hughes’ intro to sustainability class assembled data for the 

energy audits. Beyond the student participation. the project involved collaboration 

between Penn’s Facilities and Real Estate Services team, University City District, the 

Energy Coordinating Agency, Jones Lang LaSalle and the business owners.   

b. Energy savings, stormwater diversion, carbon reduction,  

i. The energy audits performed by ECA helped establish a baseline of energy 

usage for each participating business.  

4) Environmental Benefit 

a. Energy savings-When this project is implemented it will generate energy savings in 

the form of reduced cooling bills in the summer in addition to increased insulation for 

heating in the winter.  

b. Stormwater diversion—the project makes innovative use of stormwater capture to 

grow food onsite for use in the restaurants below.  

c. Local sourcing/carbon reduction—By cutting back on the need for produce delivery 

to the restaurants in Hamilton Village, the proposal encourages a local economy and 

lessens vehicle miles traveled for delivery.  

d. Awareness—Engaging the elementary school in the production and sale of the 

produce raises environmental awareness for youth in the neighborhood. Similarly, if 

implemented, the terrace dining on the roof would expose more people to hyper-local 

agriculture. Educational signage, publicity and marketing for the restaurants could all 

inform the general public, customers and students on campus.  

5) Lessons Learned 

a. Difficulty in planning such a complex competition. This event involved outreach to 

several different schools and coordination with professors, staff, outside 

organizations, property managers, multiple business owners or representatives, and 

the special service district to pull it all together. It counted on significant numbers of 

students participating in a demanding extracurricular project that coincided with the 

end of the semester projects for their normal coursework. Beyond that, it required 

that students organize themselves efficiently into groups across disciplines when they 

may not have known each other before the competition began. Finally, the project 

involved outside vendors and prize money awarded directly to students, making the 

accounting procedures difficult to manage. 



  

b. Embedded costs of existing structures; projects over budget.  Each of the proposals is 

either over the intended budget of $100,000 or has significant obstacles to overcome 

before implementation. The embedded costs of each building and current systems are 

perhaps the biggest obstacle, making it difficult to justify full-scale replacement or 

considerable remodeling.  

c. Streamline project in future. This competition, while difficult to manage, was a good 

pilot project for potential similar projects in the future. If FRES or another partner 

pursued something like this, it would be advisable to start planning the project earlier, 

and if possible incorporate it into an existing studio class so that students have more 

time to work on it.  Additionally, if cross-disciplinary cooperation is intended in the 

next round, the planners should lay out a better system for recruiting and grouping 

students.  If at all possible, it would be advantageous to tie the competition to actual 

planned improvements for one or more specific buildings rather than a more open-

ended request for proposals for drastically different building types and uses. 


