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Summary

Green” buildings are designed to significantly reduce or eliminate negative impacts on the environ-
ment, conserve energy, and minimize the depletion of natural resources. Green buildings are clearly

good for society and the image of the companies that own or occupy them. This is why the number of
Green buildings certified and registered by the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEEDTM)
Green Building Rating System has doubled in the past two years, and now numbers more than 1,500
across all 50 states. But do these buildings make financial sense?

In fact, Green buildings enjoy lower operating costs and greater benefits in such areas as the health and
well-being of their occupants, worker productivity, and building values. Although construction costs are
sometimes higher, Green buildings not only recoup any additional costs but also generate a higher return
on investment than other buildings. And the more experience that builders, designers, and owners gain
with sustainable construction, the greater their ability to minimize costs and maximize benefits.

These are the most important findings of a recent survey by Turner Construction Company on Green
building perceptions and issues. Given the increasing interest in sustainable design and construction,
Turner solicited the views of more than 700 U.S. executives involved with buildings either as an owner
of rental buildings, owner-occupant, developer, consultant, designer, or builder.

The key survey findings included the following:  

Lower Ongoing Costs and Greater Benefits

● Three-quarters of executives at organizations currently involved with Green buildings reported that
these buildings had lower operating costs.

● Ninety-one percent of executives at organizations involved with Green buildings said that they pro-
duced greater health and well-being among occupants.

● Eighty-four percent of executives involved with Green buildings believed that Green construction
yielded higher building values. 

● Three-quarters of executives involved with Green buildings said that they generated a higher return
on investment than non-Green buildings.

● Among executives at organizations currently involved with Green buildings, 51% expected the number
of Green buildings in their organization’s workload to increase substantially over the next three years,
and another 42% expected it to increase somewhat.  Seventy percent of executives in organizations
not involved with Green buildings today thought it was at least somewhat likely that their organization
would be involved within the next three years.
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Importance of Green Building Experience

● Organizations that have more experience with Green buildings are more likely to recognize the signif-
icant benefits they provide.

● Sixty-five percent of the executives at organizations involved with six or more Green buildings reported
that the health and well-being of the occupants of Green buildings were much higher than that in non-
Green buildings, while the comparable figure for executives involved with only one or two Green
buildings was 39%.

Lingering Concerns over Costs and Lack of Knowledge Remain Obstacles

● When asked about the obstacles to Green construction, 70% of executives rated higher construction
costs, and 63% rated a lack of awareness of its benefits, as very or extremely significant factors 
discouraging Green building activity. 

● Executives involved with Green buildings believed that their construction costs were 14% higher
than those for other buildings, while those not involved with Green buildings thought their costs
were 20% higher.

Yet, firms that are more skilled in designing and constructing Green buildings are able to minimize or
eliminate any additional upfront costs. Some studies have demonstrated that substantial benefits can
be generated by Green buildings with only a modest increase in construction costs. In fact, Turner has
found that some Green buildings can be built with little or no increase in initial construction costs. 

● Ninety-four percent of the executives who believed Green buildings had higher construction costs
said that these buildings pay back these higher construction costs through lower operating costs and
other benefits. 

● Ninety-three percent of executives at organizations involved with Green buildings said they were
aware of the U. S. Green Building Council’s LEEDTM Green Building Rating System, which is a voluntary
set of national standards for the design and construction of sustainable buildings. Sixty-three percent
of executives at organizations not involved with Green buildings also said that they knew of it. 

● Although there is a common perception that views of the costs and benefits of Green buildings differ
across the country, there were no significant differences in the responses of executives in different regions.

Executives believe that Green buildings offer significant advantages in lower operating costs, better
working and living conditions, and improved returns. Yet, there are lingering concerns over the higher
costs of Green construction. Turner believes that continuing education of owners and decision-makers
not only about the lifecycle costs and benefits of Green buildings—but also about the initial construction
costs required to generate their substantial benefits—will be needed to stimulate increased demand for
Green buildings.
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Introduction

There has been increased interest over the last several years
in constructing Green buildings due to the enormous impact
on the environment of the 76 million residential buildings
and nearly five million commercial buildings currently exist-
ing in the United States. Collectively, buildings are estimated
to consume 37% of all energy used in the United States,
including 68% of all electricity, 88% of potable water
supplies, and 40% of raw materials.1 In addition, buildings
generate more than one-third of municipal solid waste
streams in the United States and 36% of total emissions of
anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions, the primary green-
house gas associated with global climate change.2

Beyond these impacts on the environment, both private and
public building owners are realizing that Green buildings
have the potential to significantly lower operating costs and
increase returns, while improving the health, safety, and
productivity of their occupants.

Turner Construction Company surveyed 719 senior execu-
tives to assess their views on Green buildings. Sixty percent
of the executives worked at organizations currently
involved with Green buildings. Among these executives,
38% said that their organization was currently involved
with one or two Green buildings, 30% with three to five
Green buildings, and 32% with six or more Green build-
ings. The executives represented organizations that work
with all types of facilities, as well as from every region of the
country. Executives from organizations working with differ-
ent types of facilities or from different regions had similar
views on the Green building issues addressed. 

The survey addressed:

● Trends in Green building construction;

● Operating costs and benefits of Green buildings;

● Green building construction costs;

● Obstacles to Green building activity; and

● Role of organizations in stimulating interest in Green 
construction.

The detailed findings in each of these areas are presented in
the sections that follow. 

Green Building Activity Expected to
Increase 

Executives currently involved with Green buildings reported
that Green building activity at their organizations had been
increasing and they expected it to increase further in the
future. Among these executives, 39% said that over the last
three years the number of Green buildings that their organi-
zation was involved with had increased substantially, while
another 49% said that the number had increased somewhat.
(Please see Exhibit 1.)

Looking ahead, these executives were asked what change
they expected in the number of Green buildings that their
organization would be involved with over the next three
years. Having experienced their reduced costs and greater
benefits, virtually all the executives involved with Green
buildings expected the number of these buildings in their
workload to increase. More than 90% of these executives
expected an increase in the number of Green buildings,
with more than half the executives expecting the increase to
be substantial. 

Even among executives at organizations not currently
involved with Green buildings, 70% said that it was at least
somewhat likely that their organization would become
involved with Green buildings over the next three years.
(Please see Exhibit 2.)
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When asked which real estate sectors would experience the
most Green building activity across the industry over the next
three years, executives expected to see the most activity in pub-
lic and educational facilities. (Please see Exhibit 3.) Thirty percent
of executives expected public facilities (other than educational
facilities) to be the sector with the most Green activity over the
next three years, and 66% believed that it would be among the
top three sectors. The expected increase in Green construction
of public facilities has been driven by the increasing interest of
government to ensure that their funding is invested in sustain-
able construction projects. Today, roughly 10% of the buildings
registered by the LEEDTM Green Building Rating System are
U.S. government projects and numerous federal agencies
have Green initiatives. For example, the U.S. General Services
Administration, which manages more than 8,300 government
buildings comprising 330 million square feet of space, has a
requirement that all its buildings must be LEEDTM-certified.3

Many states and localities have also launched initiatives to
encourage the construction of both public and private Green
buildings. State and local efforts include initiatives in
California, New York, Texas, Chicago, Seattle, Florida, and
Arlington County, Virginia, among many others.4 For
example, in Chicago’s Cook County, an ordinance requires
that new county building projects obtain a LEEDTM silver
rating and encourages application of LEEDTM to existing
building retrofit and renovation projects. 

The next highest ranked sector for expected Green building
activity was educational facilities—with 24% of executives
ranking it as number one and 60% ranking it among the top
three. A number of public university systems have put in place
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Green construction programs, recognizing the positive
impact that sustainable construction can have on student
performance and test scores. In fact, in a study by the
Hershong Mahone Group, a consulting services company
specializing in building energy efficiency, of the test scores of
21,000 students in California found that those in classrooms
with the most natural light scored 26% higher on reading
tests and 20% higher on mathematics tests than did students
with the least amount of daylight.5 An analysis of student
performance in Chicago and Washington, DC schools found
that children in better school facilities scored three to four
percentage points higher on standardized tests, even after
controlling for demographic factors.6 A study of six schools
in Johnston County, North Carolina discovered that children
attending schools with full-spectrum light were healthier
and absent on average three to four days less than were stu-
dents in classrooms with conventional lighting.7

Commercial facilities had the third highest ranking, with
20% of executives predicting that this sector would have
the most Green building activity and 58% placing it among
the three most active sectors. The expected interest in
Green construction of commercial facilities is supported by
studies that have found increases in productivity and



decreases in absenteeism in workplaces illuminated by
daylight rather than artificial light.  

What are the most important characteristics for a facility to be
considered a Green building? Executives were asked to rate
the importance to Green construction of the five key aspects
of Green design identified by the U.S. Green Building Council:
energy efficiency or renewable energy, indoor environmental
quality, conservation of resources or materials, sustainable site
planning, and safeguarding water or water efficiency. 

More than half the executives cited energy efficiency as the sin-
gle most important characteristic of a Green building, with
more than 90% ranking it among the three most important
qualities. (Please see Exhibit 4.) Indoor environmental quality
was named next most often, with 23% of executives saying it
was the most important quality. 

Lower Operating Costs and Better
Performance  

Executives were asked how they believed that the costs and
benefits of Green buildings compared to those of non-Green
buildings. Both executives involved with Green buildings
and those not involved agreed that Green buildings had
lower operating and energy costs and greater benefits, such
as rents, occupancy levels, and the health and well-being of
their occupants. However, executives having direct experi-
ence with Green buildings were much more likely than other

executives to say that these buildings generated a higher return
on investment (ROI) than other buildings.

More Efficient Operations 

Executives believed that Green buildings had lower oper-
ating costs than other buildings. More than 80% of both
groups of executives said that the energy costs of Green
buildings were lower than those of non-Green buildings.
This is consistent with other studies. For example, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency found that ENERGY
STAR-labeled office buildings cost an average of $0.86 per
square foot per year to operate—40% less than for the
average office building.8 By renovating its worldwide distri-
bution headquarters in Southern California, Verifone, a
division of Hewlett-Packard, was able to reduce energy
consumption by 59%.9 These and other savings allowed
the firm to achieve a return on investment of more than
100% and pay back its investment in less than one year.

More than three-quarters of executives at organizations
involved with Green buildings also said that their operating
costs were lower than those of other buildings, while 66%
said that their cumulative operating and maintenance costs
over 10 years were lower. (Please see Exhibit 5.) 
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Healthier Occupants, Higher Building Values

Executives were also asked to compare the benefits gener-
ated by Green buildings to those of other buildings in such
areas as rents, return on investment, building values, and
the health and well-being of occupants. There was a broad
consensus in most areas that Green buildings generated
more benefits than non-Green buildings. In most cases,
even among executives at organizations not currently
involved with Green buildings, more than half believed that
Green buildings generated greater benefits. 

For example, not only did 91% of executives at organiza-
tions involved with Green buildings believe that the health
and well-being of their occupants was greater, so did 78%
of executives at organizations not involved with Green
buildings. (Please see Exhibit 6.) This finding is consistent
with a study by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
that estimated U.S. businesses could save as much as $58
billion in lost sick time if improvements were made to
indoor air quality of the work environment.10

More than half of both groups of executives agreed that
worker productivity was higher in Green buildings. A study
by Herman-Miller found an increase in worker productivity
of up to 7% after relocation to a Green facility with natural
light. Individual companies have also reported substantial
productivity gains. Lockheed’s engineering development and

design facility in Sunnyvale, California experienced a 15%
decline in employee absenteeism after moving to a Green
facility, which paid for the additional costs in the first year
alone.11 A U.S. Postal Sorting Facility in Reno, Nevada
improved lighting, resulting in a 6% increase in the number of
mail pieces sorted per hour that paid for the improvement.12

In some areas, however, there was a significant gap between
the views of the two groups of executives. Roughly three-
quarters of executives at organizations involved with Green
buildings reported that these buildings generated a higher
return on investment than other buildings, compared to
only 47% of executives lacking direct experience with Green
buildings. And while 61% of those involved with Green
buildings said that they achieved higher occupancy rates,
only 41% of those not involved with Green buildings agreed.

Organizations that have extensive experience in designing,
constructing, and managing Green buildings have gained the
expertise needed to maximize the benefits of sustainable con-
struction. For example, 65% of executives at organizations
with six or more Green buildings said that the health and well-
being of occupants of Green buildings were much higher than
in non-Green buildings. In contrast, only 39% of executives at
organizations involved with only one or two Green buildings
agreed. (Please see Exhibit 7.) Thirty-six percent of the execu-
tives at organizations with the greatest Green building activity
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reported that the return on investment from these buildings
was much higher than that from other buildings, compared to
19% of executives with the least Green building activity. In
addition to increased benefits, Turner believes that design fees
and construction costs also decline among those designers and
builders with the most Green building experience.

Increased Performance Recoups Higher
Construction Costs

On the issue of construction costs, executives believed that
while Green buildings had higher construction costs, these
were eventually paid back through lower operating costs
and increased revenues. 

Both groups of executives agreed that Green buildings had
higher construction costs—73% of executives at organiza-
tions involved with Green buildings as well as 89% of exec-
utives at organizations not involved with Green buildings.
Executives involved with Green buildings estimated their
construction costs to be 14% higher than for other build-
ings, while executives not involved with Green buildings
thought their costs were 20% higher. 

In fact, a number of studies have found that Green buildings
can be built with only a modest or no increase in construc-
tion costs. A 2003 study by California’s Sustainable Building
Task Force of 33 Green buildings found that the average
increase in construction costs was slightly less than 2%.13

This study found that this modest level of investment could
result in savings of 20% of total construction costs over the
life cycle of a building. 

A study by the firm of Davis Langdon Adamson of the con-
struction costs of more than 600 projects of various types
came to a similar conclusion. It found that the cost per
square foot for buildings seeking LEEDTM certification “falls
into the existing range of costs for buildings of similar pro-
gram types” and that many projects were able to achieve
sustainable design with little or no additional cost.14 

The fact that executives at organizations involved with
Green buildings thought that their construction costs were
significantly higher than for other buildings underlines the
importance of expertise when designing and constructing
Green buildings. Firms that have more experience with the
special characteristics of Green buildings can minimize any

additional upfront costs. In Turner’s experience, many
Green buildings can be constructed with little or no
increase in construction costs.

Although most executives involved with Green buildings
believed that their construction costs were higher, fully
94% of these executives said that their higher construction
costs were repaid through lower operating costs, such as
energy savings, increased worker productivity, and other
benefits. (Please see Exhibit 8.)

This highlights the need for better education of owners and
decision-makers not just on the cost-benefit of Green build-
ings, but also on the real initial costs required to generate
substantial benefits. For example, while some may assume
that the cost premium for Green construction may be high-
er in some regions, such as the Northeast, there were no sig-
nificant differences in the estimates of Green construction
costs by executives in different regions. 

Obstacles to Green Building Activity

So if executives believe that Green buildings will pay back
their perceived higher construction costs through lower
operating costs and other benefits, what are the barriers to
the growth of sustainable construction? Executives felt that
the most important obstacle was higher construction costs,
which 70% of executives rated as a very or extremely sig-
nificant factor discouraging the construction of Green
buildings. (Please see Exhibit 9.) Three additional factors
related to higher construction costs were also rated as very

Yes   No
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or extremely significant obstacles to Green construction by
roughly half the executives: reliance on annual budgets that
don’t take account of savings or benefits occurring over sev-
eral years, the perception that the payback period is too
long, and the difficulty in quantifying benefits.

After higher construction costs, the factor that was rated
most often as a very or extremely significant obstacle to
Green building activity was the lack of awareness among
executives of the benefits of Green construction, cited as a
very or extremely significant obstacle by 63% of executives.
In fact, only 37% of executives at organizations not currently
involved with Green buildings said they were very or
extremely familiar with the concept of a Green building.

Industry Organizations Key to Stimulating
Green Construction

Given the lack of awareness of the benefits of Green build-
ings, which groups are playing the greatest role in publicizing
their advantages? Almost two-thirds of executives believed
that industry organizations play a very or extremely significant
role in stimulating interest in Green buildings. Non-profit
organizations, architects/engineers, and government were
each cited by roughly half the executives as playing a very or
extremely significant role, while only roughly 20% of execu-
tives said the same about owners or developers. Owners
appear to be not as aware as architects of the benefits of Green

construction, underscoring the continuing need for informa-
tion and education on sustainable construction. 

When it comes to specific programs, more than half the exec-
utives believed that utility rebates and government tax incen-
tives were very or extremely effective in encouraging additional
Green building construction, while 38% of executives said the
same about building codes. Among the many programs spon-
sored by utilities, Pacific Gas and Electric’s statewide program
under the auspices of the California Public Utilities
Commission offers building owners incentives of up to
$150,000 per building to encourage energy-efficient design.15

The leading industry group promoting the advantages of
Green construction is the U.S. Green Building Council, a
coalition of more than 5,000 member organizations across
the building industry. One of its initiatives is the LEEDTM

Green Building Rating System, a set of voluntary national
standards for constructing sustainable buildings that has rap-
idly gained acceptance. 

There was broad awareness among survey participants of the
LEEDTM Rating System. Ninety-three percent of executives at
organizations involved with Green buildings said they were
aware of the LEEDTM Rating System, and 63% of those at
organizations not involved with Green buildings also report-
ed that they knew of it. 

Although most executives were aware of the LEEDTM Green
Building Rating System, only 63% of executives at organiza-
tions involved with Green buildings said that they were very
or extremely familiar with it, and the figure was just 25%
among executives at organizations not involved with Green
buildings. Executives who were aware of the LEEDTM Green
Building Rating System were asked how likely their organiza-
tion would be to use the system if it were constructing a
Green building within the next three years. Among execu-
tives at organizations currently involved with Green buildings,
73% said that it was very or extremely likely that their organ-
ization would use the LEEDTM system for a future Green
building, compared to 36% of executives at organizations not
involved with Green buildings. Clearly, work remains to be
done to publicize the nature of the LEEDTM standards, which
today only apply to new construction. This will be helped by
the release of LEEDTM standards for Commercial Interiors and
for Existing Buildings scheduled for late in 2004.

8 T u r n e r  G r e e n  B u i l d i n g  M a r k e t  B a r o m e t e r

M A R K E T  B A R O M E T E R

70%Higher Construction Costs

Lack of Awareness of Benefits

Short-Term Budget Horizons

Payback  Too Long

Difficulty Quantifying Benefits

LEEDTM Documentation

More Complex Construction

Increased Operating Costs

E x h i b i t  9

Factors Discouraging Construction of Green Buildings 
Percent of Executives Rating Factor as Very or Extremely Significant 
in Discouraging Green Construction

Base = All Executives

63%

53%

51%

48%

46%

20%

30%



Profile of Survey Participants

Turner Construction Company surveyed 719 senior executives
on Green building issues through a self-administered ques-
tionnaire distributed over the Internet between July 9 – 16,
2004. The survey was conducted by Bayer Consulting.

The executives surveyed represented a wide variety of different
organizations involved with real estate, including architects/
engineers (34%), government/non-profit owner-occupants
(16%), and for-profit owners/developers (15%). (Please see
Exhibit 11.) Almost 60% of the executives were from organi-
zations involved with office facilities and 51% from organiza-
tions involved with educational facilities. Roughly one-third
each of executives were from organizations involved with res-
idential, healthcare, public (other than educational), or retail
facilities. (Please see Exhibit 12.) (Note that these percentages
total to more than 100 since organizations were involved
with more than one type of facility.) 

Regarding the size of their real estate workload, 41% of
executives worked at organizations involved with buildings
totaling less than one million square feet, 38% at organizations
with one to ten million square feet, 14% at organizations
with ten to 100 million square feet, and 8% at organizations
with 100 million square feet or more. The executives repre-
sented all regions, with roughly one-quarter each located in
the Northeast, South, Midwest, and West.

Architect/Engineer   
Non-Profit/Government   
Rental Owner/Development
Consultant
Construction
Corporate Owner-Occupant
Other
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18%

16%
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7%

Office

Education

Residential

Healthcare

Public Facilities

Retail

Industrial

R&D

Sports/Entertainment

Hotel

Transportation

Other

E x h i b i t  1 2

Types of Facilities in Workload of Executive’s Organization
Percent of Executives

Base = All Executives

Note: Percentages do not total to 100 since organizations were involved with more
than one type of facility.
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The LEEDTM Green Building Rating System

LEEDTM provides four award levels based on the number of environmentally related points achieved by a building project.
The four levels are: Certified (26-32 points), Silver (33-38 points), Gold (39-51 points), and Platinum (52-69 points).

LEEDTM Version 2.1

Yes/No Sustainable Sites 14 Points

Y Prereq 1 Erosion & Sedimentation Control Required

Credit 1 Site Selection 1

Credit 2 Development Density 1

Credit 3 Brownfield Redevelopment 1

Credit 4.1 Alternative Transportation, Public Transportation Access 1

Credit 4.2 Alternative Transportation, Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms 1

Credit 4.3 Alternative Transportation, Alternative Fuel Vehicles 1

Credit 4.4 Alternative Transportation, Parking Capacity and Carpooling 1

Credit 5.1 Reduced Site Disturbance, Protect or Restore Open Space 1

Credit 5.2 Reduced Site Disturbance, Development Footprint 1

Credit 6.1 Stormwater Management, Rate and Quantity 1

Credit 6.2 Stormwater Management, Treatment 1

Credit 7.1 Landscape & Exterior Design to Reduce Heat Islands, Non-Roof 1

Credit 7.2 Landscape & Exterior Design to Reduce Heat Islands, Roof 1

Credit 8 Light Pollution Reduction 1

Yes/No Water Efficiency 5 Points

Credit 1.1 Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50% 1

Credit 1.2 Water Efficient Landscaping, No Potable Use or No Irrigation 1

Credit 2 Innovative Wastewater Technologies 1

Credit 3.1 Water Use Reduction, 20% Reduction 1

Credit 3.2 Water Use Reduction, 30% Reduction 1
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Yes/No Energy & Atmosphere 17 Points

Y Prereq 1 Fundamental Building Systems Commissioning Required

Y Prereq 2 Minimum Energy Performance Required

Y Prereq 3 CFC Reduction in HVAC&R Equipment Required

Credit 1 Optimize Energy Performance 1 to 10

Credit 2.1 Renewable Energy, 5% 1

Credit 2.2 Renewable Energy, 10% 1

Credit 2.3 Renewable Energy, 20% 1

Credit 3 Additional Commissioning 1

Credit 4 Ozone Depletion 1

Credit 5 Measurement & Verification 1

Credit 6 Green Power 1

Yes/No Materials & Resources 13 Points

Y Prereq 1 Storage & Collection of Recyclables Required

Credit 1.1 Building Reuse, Maintain 75% of Existing Shell 1

Credit 1.2 Building Reuse, Maintain 100% of Shell 1

Credit 1.3 Building Reuse, Maintain 100% Shell & 50% Non-Shell 1

Credit 2.1 Construction Waste Management, Divert 50% 1

Credit 2.2 Construction Waste Management, Divert 75% 1

Credit 3.1 Resource Reuse, Specify 5% 1

Credit 3.2 Resource Reuse, Specify 10% 1

Credit 4.1 Recycled Content, Specify 5% (post-consumer + _ post-industrial) 1

Credit 4.2 Recycled Content, Specify 10% (post-consumer + _ post-industrial) 1

Credit 5.1 Local/Regional Materials, 20% Manufactured Locally 1

Credit 5.2 Local/Regional Materials, of 20% Above, 50% Harvested Locally 1

Credit 6 Rapidly Renewable Materials 1

Credit 7 Certified Wood 1

The LEEDTM Green Building Rating System (continued)



12 T u r n e r  G r e e n  B u i l d i n g  M a r k e t  B a r o m e t e r

M A R K E T  B A R O M E T E R

Yes/No Indoor Environmental Quality    15 Points

Y Prereq 1 Minimum IAQ Performance Required

Y Prereq 2 Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control Required

Credit 1 Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Monitoring 1

Credit 2 Ventilation Effectiveness 1

Credit 3.1 Construction IAQ Management Plan, During Construction 1

Credit 3.2 Construction IAQ Management Plan, Before Occupancy 1

Credit 4.1 Low-Emitting Materials, Adhesives & Sealants 1

Credit 4.2 Low-Emitting Materials, Paints 1

Credit 4.3 Low-Emitting Materials, Carpet 1

Credit 4.4 Low-Emitting Materials, Composite Wood & Agrifiber 1

Credit 5 Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control 1

Credit 6.1 Controllability of Systems, Perimeter 1

Credit 6.2 Controllability of Systems, Non-Perimeter 1

Credit 7.1 Thermal Comfort, Comply with ASHRAE 55-1992 1

Credit 7.2 Thermal Comfort, Permanent Monitoring System 1

Credit 8.1 Daylight & Views, Daylight 75% of Spaces 1

Credit 8.2 Daylight & Views, Views for 90% of Spaces 1

Yes/No Innovation & Design Process 5 Points

Credit 1.1 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1

Credit 1.2 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1

Credit 1.3 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1

Credit 1.4 Innovation in Design: Provide Specific Title 1

Credit 2 LEEDTM Accredited Professional 1

Project Totals  (pre-certification estimates) 69 Points

The LEEDTM Green Building Rating System (continued)



THE JOE SERNA JR. CAL/EPA HEADQUARTERS: SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

The Joe Serna Jr. Cal/EPA Headquarters is a 25-story, 950,000-square-foot office building located in the heart of downtown Sacramento.  The Turner-
built building serves as the headquarters for its anchor tenant, the California Environmental Protection Agency, and houses other state agencies includ-
ing the Department of General Services. The building features photovoltaic panels on the low-rise roof and received the 2002 “Project of the Year”
award from the American Public Works Association and the Earth Award in 2004. The building is LEEDTM-EB Gold Certified.  
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