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*: The Relative Durability of Low Slope Roofing, Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium on Roofing
Technology, 1996, Cash, Carl, G.
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1. The roof surface will either reflect or
absorb heat from the sun’s rays

2. Roof insulation will retard transfer of
heat to / from the building interior
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Source: Cool Roofing Material Database/Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
http://eedtd.lbl.gov/CoolRoof/membrane.htm
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*: Measured Energy Savings and Demand Reduction from a
Reflective Roof Membrane on a Large Retail Store in Austin, Ernest Orlando
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, June 2001
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