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EMORY UNIVERSITY PEDIATRICS BUILDING: ATLANTA, GEORGIA (LEED®registered; seeking certification)

GENZYME CENTER: CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS (LEED Platinum Certified)

This six-story, 144,000 square-foot clinical and research building exemplifies Emory University’s commitment to a
comprehensive green building program, and intention to develop an environmentally sustainable campus. It incorporates
similar features that have won LEED certification for several other buildings at Emory, including heat wheels, the re-use of
condensate water for cooling towers and recycling of construction waste material. Emory is currently home to 11 buildings
that have been or are being designed and renovated or constructed according to LEED principles, for a total of approximately
1.1 million square feet—or 25 acres.

This 12-story, 350,000 square foot facility has been cited as one of the most environmentally responsible office buildings
ever built in the United States. It features extensive indoor gardens and over 800 operable windows, with direct outdoor
views and natural light enhancement systems. Built on a brownfield site, it uses 34 percent less water and has 42
percent lower electricity costs than a comparable building. More than 75 percent of all materials include recycled
content, and almost all wood is Forest Stewardship Council certified. More than 90 percent of all construction waste was
recycled.
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SUMMARY
K–12 school districts, colleges, and universities are increasingly interested in
the benefits of Green facilities, which are designed to increase the productivity
and well-being of students and teachers, lower operating costs, and reduce or
eliminate negative impacts on the environment. Green facilities provide a range
of significant benefits including better student performance, increased ability to
attract and retain teachers, and an improved image in the community. Projects
that incorporate Green features also have lower total costs over time due to
reduced energy costs and more efficient operations overall.
K–12 school districts and higher educational institutions are facing demands
that students meet the higher standards required for the United States to remain
competitive in more integrated, global markets. In 2004, $33.9 billion of educational construction projects
were completed, and K–12 school districts are estimated to spend $6 billion each year on energy costs alone.
With institutions working to raise educational standards in a time of budget constraints, the potential for
Green facilities to boost student performance while saving money should be irresistible.
But while Green educational facilities are less expensive than traditional facilities due to more efficient
operations, many educational institutions don’t consider long-term project costs in their planning at all. And
even for institutions that do, most still give the greatest emphasis to initial project costs, often forgoing the
cost savings and educational benefits that Green construction provides.
These are the most important findings of the 2005 Green Building Market Barometer. This is the second year
that the Turner Construction Company has conducted a broad assessment of the views of senior executives
on Green buildings. The 2005 Market Barometer surveyed 665 senior executives, with a special focus on
Green building issues in educational facilities. In addition, the views of executives from organizations working
with a wide variety of different types of facilities were solicited on the benefits and costs of Green construction.
The key survey findings are summarized below.
Greater Benefits for Students, Teachers, and the Community




Large percentages of executives at organizations involved with Green K–12 facilities rated them more
highly than traditional facilities on a range of benefits:
•
•
•

Community image (87%)
Ability to attract and retain teachers (74%)
Reduced student absenteeism (72%)

•

Student performance (71%)

Similarly, most executives at organizations involved with Green college and university facilities also
reported that these facilities generated more benefits relevant to higher education:
•
•
•
•
•

Community image (90%)
Ability to attract and retain faculty (71%)
Ability to attract student (70%)
Student performance (59%)
Ability to secure research funding (59%)
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Many Educational Institutions Ignore Long-Term Cost Savings


The total costs of Green education facilities over 20 years were
considered to be lower by 73% of executives involved with Green
K–12 facilities and by 80% of those involved with Green higher
educational facilities.



The lower total costs of Green educational facilities offers a
significant opportunity to educational institutions as the average
age of K–12 facilities since their last major renovation is fully
42 years. Many colleges and universities are also operating
facilities constructed decades ago.



However, most institutions either don’t consider total long-term
costs (“lifecycle costs”) or else give them little emphasis in
their planning:

The lower total costs of

•

Only half the executives involved with K–12 facilities
(both Green and traditional) said that school districts
typically considered the total lifecycle costs of a project
over time. Even among these executives, just 7% said
that total lifecycle costs were given more emphasis in
planning than initial project costs.

•

While 73% of executives involved with college and
university facilities said that total costs over a project’s
lifecycle were typically considered, only 5% said that
more emphasis was placed on total lifecycle costs than
on initial project costs.

Green educational facilities
Educate the Educators

offers a significant opportu-



Executives at organizations involved with K–12 facilities said
that the greatest obstacles to Green construction were a
perception of higher construction costs, cited by 74% of
executives as a very or extremely significant obstacle, and a
lack of awareness of their benefits, cited by 67%.



Executives at organizations involved with college and university
facilities also rated these two factors as the most important
obstacles, with 66% saying higher construction costs were a
very or extremely significant obstacle and 59% saying the same
about a lack of awareness of benefits.



A misperception that Green educational facilities require
substantial increases in construction costs, coupled with a lack
of awareness of their benefits, demonstrates the need for
ongoing information and training for educational planners and
decision makers on the true financial implications and
educational benefits of Green K–12, college, and university
facilities.

nity to educational institutions as the average age of
K-12 facilities since their
last major renovation is fully
42 years.
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Wind power provides five percent of
the total power needs at the Wal-Mart
Experimental Supercenter: McKinney, Texas
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Construction Costs Less than Many Anticipate






As in 2004, the 2005 Market Barometer of executives working
with all types of facilities found that large percentages of
executives said the benefits of Green buildings were greater
than in non-Green buildings:
•

Health and well-being of occupants (88%)

•

Building value (84%)

•

Worker productivity (78%)

•

Return on investment (68%)

When executives were asked about construction costs,
executives at organizations involved with Green buildings
estimated Green construction costs to be 13% higher than for
traditional buildings. Those at organizations not involved with
Green buildings put the cost premium at 18%.
Yet, the average estimated cost premium in four studies of
Green building was only 0.8% for a basic certification under
the LEED®*(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
Green Building Rating System and 3.5% for a LEED Silver
certification. Turner has also found that projects can incorporate
important Green features with little or no additional cost.

There is a widespread recognition that Green buildings provide enduring
benefits in the improved well-being and performance of students,
teachers, and workers, as well by lowering total project costs over the
long term. Yet, executives remain concerned about the higher
construction costs of Green buildings, often due to inaccurate estimates
of the costs required to incorporate Green features.
Providing accurate information to building owners and decision-makers
is essential to encourage more building owners—both in the private
sector and the public sector—to reap the substantial benefits that
Green buildings provide in improved student performance, increased
worker productivity, and lower ongoing operating costs. Turner
Construction Company offers its 2005 Green Building Market Barometer
as part of this effort.

The average estimated
cost premium in four
studies of Green building
was only 0.8% for a basic
certification under the
LEED Green Building Rating
System and 3.5% for a
LEED Silver certification.

*The set of voluntary national
standards developed by the United
States Green Building Council
(USGBC)

photo:
The Rand Corporation headquarters
in Santa Monica, California includes
over 300,000 square feet of office,
classroom, and meeting space, with
open air bridges, courtyards, and
subterranean parking in an elliptical
configuration. It incorporates
unique air circulation systems and a
high degree of recycled building
materials. (LEED certified; seeking
Gold status)
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INTRODUCTION
The Turner Construction Company 2005
Green Building Market Barometer
assessed the views of senior executives
across a broad range of organizations
on Green building issues. The 2005
survey solicited the views on Green construction of 665 senior
executives representing a broad spectrum of types of organizations
including architectural/engineering firms, consultants, developers,
building owners, corporate owner-occupants and educational
institutions.
Fifty-seven percent of these executives worked at organizations currently
involved with Green buildings. Of these executives, 42% were from
organizations involved with one or two Green buildings, 30% from
organizations involved with three to five Green buildings, and 28% from
organizations involved with six or more Green buildings.

It has been estimated that
the potential energy savings
in school buildings across
the country could fund up to
30,000 new K-12 teachers
or 40 million new textbooks.

The 2005 Market Barometer again took a snapshot of the views of
senior executives on the benefits and costs of Green buildings. In
addition, this year’s survey placed a special focus Green educational
facilities—both K–12 and higher educational facilities. Executives who
worked at organizations involved with educational facilities were asked
their perceptions of the following aspects of Green construction of
these facilities:


Benefits, both financially and to students and teachers



Operating costs



Construction costs



Use of total lifecycle costs in planning



Obstacles to Green construction



Existence of policies to encourage Green construction



Role of the LEED Green Building Rating System

The survey findings presented on the following pages are grouped into
two sections:
Above left:
Dolan Center for Science & Technology,
John Carroll University: University Heights, Ohio
Above right:
Integrated photovoltaic panels and geothermal
wells assist in the heating and cooling of
Inderkum High School: Sacramento, California



Green Education Market



Overall Green Building Market

5

GEDUCATION
R E E NMARKET
More K–12 school districts and higher educational
institutions are recognizing that Green facilities
provide a more effective learning environment,
while lowering ongoing operating costs. The
interest in Green educational facilities is part of a
broader recognition of the critical importance of
the physical environment to the health and
performance of students. Just as many K–12
schools are moving to eliminate junk food and offer
more healthful lunches, they also realizing that
ridding their schools of toxic paint and providing
natural lighting is just as important.
Education is the largest sector of nonresidential buildings for new construction and renovation projects. In
2004, $33.9 billion worth of education construction projects were completed—$20.2 billion in K–12 and
$13.7 billion in college and university facilities.1
Educational institutions that adopt Green construction can yield substantial financial benefits. For example,
according to Education Week, K–12 school districts spend $6 billion each year on energy costs, and usually
have to pay at the highest rates since they operate during the daytime throughout the work week.2 The
Department of Energy estimates that these costs could be cut by 25% through better design such as improving
the orientation of buildings to integrate daylight without heat gain, using shading devices, and employing
highly-reflective materials on roofs.3 It has been estimated that the potential energy savings in school buildings
across the country could fund up to 30,000 new K–12 teachers or 40 million new textbooks.4 The dollar value
of these savings will only increase as energy costs continue to climb.
The importance of educational facilities to the nation’s quality of life can’t be overstated. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau, more than one in four people in the U.S. aged three and older were enrolled in schools of all
levels in 2000. More than 54 million students are enrolled in K–12 schools, together with 5.9 million staff.5
Colleges and universities serve 15.3 million students, along with 2.4 million staff. And these numbers are
growing. Enrollment in higher education is expected to increase 19% between 2000 and 2013.6
There is much that these institutions can do to improve the physical environment for their students. Approximately
15,000 schools have problems with indoor air quality or ventilation, according to the Government Accountability
Office.7 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimates that a typical K–12 student spends 1,300 hours
each year in a school building, making them susceptible to any problems with indoor air quality due to mold or
other causes.
In fact, mold-related problems have caused liability issues for school districts. In March 2004, 11 lawsuits
were filed against two Florida school districts claiming that children had become ill due to mold caused by
poor design and construction. The lawsuits also named the architects, contractors, and consultants involved.8
Asthma-related absences account for 14 million school days each year, according to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention.9
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The 2005 Green Building Market Barometer included
a series of questions specifically targeted to Green
educational facilities.


Questions on Green construction of K–12
facilities were answered by 205 executives
who worked at organizations involved with
these facilities. These organizations included
both K–12 school districts and private-sector
companies working with school districts, such
as architectural, engineering, and consulting
firms. Of these executives, 48% had been
involved with a Green K–12 facility over the
last three years.



Questions on Green higher education facilities
were answered by 250 executives who worked
at organizations involved with college and
university facilities. Again, these organizations
included both colleges and universities and
also private-sector firms working with these
facilities. Of these executives, 54% had been
involved with a Green higher educational
facility over the last three years.

Note: Unless stated otherwise in the survey results
that follow, questions on K-12 facilities were answered
by executives from organizations working with K-12
facilities and questions on higher educational
facilities were answered by executives at
organizations involved with college and university
facilities.

EXHIBIT 1
Benefits of Green Facilities_K-12
Base=Executives at Organizations Involved with Green K-12 Facilities

52%

Community Image
Ability to Attract/
Retain Teachers
Reduced Student
Absenteeism

20%

Ability to Secure
Government Approvals

54%

17%

Student Performance

55%

24%

11%

35%

47%

30%

Much Better

41%

Somewhat Better

87%

74%

72%

More Productive Students and Faculty
Executives reported that Green facilities—both K–
12 facilities and higher educational facilities—
performed much better than traditional facilities on
a range of potential benefits. An improved community
image was rated as one of the principal benefits for
both types of facilities. Eighty-seven percent of
executives involved with Green K–12 facilities said
that they created a better community image, including
52% that said their community image was much
better, than for other facilities. (Please see Exhibit
1.) Among executives involved with Green higher
educational facilities, 90% said that these facilities
had a better image in the community than traditional
facilities. (Please see Exhibit 2.) An improved
community image is an important benefit since
proposals for new K–12 and other educational
facilities have often become sources of controversy.
These proposals are now being scrutinized more
closely for their potential impacts both on local
property taxes and on the community.
Improved student performance was cited as another
important benefit of Green construction, especially
for K–12 facilities. Among executives involved with
Green K–12 facilities, 71% said that student
performance was better than in typical K–12 facilities,
with 24% saying that it is much better.
These ratings are consistent with a number of studies
that have found improved student test scores and
other outcomes in facilities that incorporate Green
features. A 2001 study by the Heschong Mahone
Group, a consulting firm, 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.10
Several other studies in Washington, Colorado, Illinois,
North Carolina, and Washington, DC have come to
similar conclusions.11

71%

The core of the educational experience for students
is the quality of their teachers, and executives
reported that Green facilities have important benefits
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here as well. Seventy-four percent of executives
involved with Green K–12 facilities said that they
made it easier to attract and retain teachers, and
71% of those involved with Green higher educational
facilities said the same about attracting and retaining
faculty.
Executives were asked which Green features of K–
12 facilities were most important to providing benefits
to students and teachers. Forty-nine percent cited
improved indoor air quality as the most important
factor to their improved health and well-being, while
37% named increased natural lighting.
EXHIBIT 2
Benefits of Green Facilities_HIgher Education
Base=Executives at Organizations Involved with Green College/University
Facilities
Community Image

35%
16%

55%

Ability to Attract
Students

16%

54%

Student Performance
Ability to Secure
Research Funding

11%

Reduced Student Absenteeism

59%
54%
52%

34%
41%

Much Better

70%

40%

18%
7%

71%

48%

14%

Ability to Secure
Government Approvals

90%

55%

Ability to Attract/
Retain Teachers

48%

Somewhat Better

Less Expensive Over the Long Term
Most executives believed that Green educational
facilities have lower total long-term costs since they
benefit from significantly reduced energy and other
operating expenses. Seventy-three percent of
executives who had been involved with Green K–12
facilities over the last three years expected their total
costs over 20 years to be lower than for traditional
facilities. (Please see Exhibit 3.) Eighty percent of
the executives involved with Green higher educational
facilities also said that their total 20-year costs would
be lower. Even executives who had not been involved
with Green educational facilities agreed—55% said
that 20-year costs would be lower for Green K–12
facilities and 65% said that 20-year costs would be
lower for Green higher college and university facilities.
The problem is that most educational institutions
either don’t consider total long-term costs at all or

else are much more heavily focused on initial
construction costs. Only half the executives said that
school districts typically considered total costs over
the lifecycle of a new construction project.
Consideration of long-term costs was more common
with higher educational institutions, with 73% of
executives saying that colleges and universities
typically considered total cost over a project’s lifecyle.
One would expect public and nonprofit institutions
with a responsibility to taxpayers and their donors to
exhibit more fiscal responsibility by examining longterm, lifecycle costs.
When total lifecycle costs are considered, executives
reported that the time period considered remains
modest. On average, executives said that K–12 school
districts examining long-term costs only considered
lifecycle costs over 19 years. The average lifecycle
considered by colleges and universities was just 18
years.
These life spans fall far short of the expected useful
life of most educational facilities. More than half of
the nation’s K–12 school buildings are more than 45
years old, with 30% constructed before 1950 and
another 21% constructed between 1950–1959.12 The
average age of K–12 school buildings since their last
major renovation is 42 years. Many colleges and
universities also have aging facilities, with much
student housing constructed in the 1960s and
1970s.13
EXHIBIT 3
Total Costs of Green vs. Non-Green Educational Facilities
over 20 Years
Base=Executives at Organizations Involved with Each Type of Educational
Facility

Involved with Green
K-12 Facilities

Not Involved with Green
K-12 Facilities

31%

12%

Involved with Green
College/University Facilities
Not Involved with Green
College/University Facilities

42%

43%

32%

25%

15%

Much Lower

16%

55%

50%

Somewhat Lower

11%

13%

9% 12%

22%

About the Same

12%

Higher
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Even when long-term costs are considered, school districts and higher
educational institutions usually give them less weight than they give
to initial costs. Among executives who said that K–12 school districts
typically considered total lifecycle costs, only 7% said that more
emphasis was placed on total costs; 51% said that more emphasis
was still placed on initial costs. (Please see Exhibit 4.)

recognize the proven track

Despite the fact that almost three-quarters of executives said that
colleges and universities typically considered total lifecycle costs when
constructing new facilities, only 5% of these executives said that total
lifecycle costs were seen as most important, while 57% said the
greatest emphasis was still placed on initial costs.

record that exists for sus-

Overcoming Obstacles to Green Construction

tainable construction and

When asked to rate a series of potential obstacles to Green construction
of educational facilities, higher construction costs were most often
rated as a major obstacle. Seventy-four percent of executives said
that higher construction costs were a very or extremely significant
obstacle to the construction of Green K–12 facilities, while 66% of
executives said the same about construction of Green college and
university facilities. (Please see Exhibit 5.) Yet, studies have found
that projects can incorporate significant Green features with only a
minimal impact on construction costs. (Please see Exhibit 16).

Many executives don’t yet

the growing acceptance of
Green construction standards provided by the LEED
Green building standards.

Photo:
Winship Cancer Institute at Emory University:
Atlanta, Georgia (LEED certified)

Closely related to the concern over higher costs, executives also said
that short-term budget horizons, a difficulty in quantifying benefits,
and a feeling that the payback period is too long, were also seen as
significant obstacles. For example, short-term budget horizons were
cited as a very or extremely significant obstacle to Green construction
of K–12 facilities by 57% of executives and to Green construction of
college and university facilities by 54% of executives. In K–12 school
districts, the capital budgets and the operations and maintenance
budgets are often separate, making it harder to justify incurring any
additional costs for Green construction.
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EXHIBIT 4
Emphasis on Initial Project Costs vs. Total Lifecycle Costs
Base=Executives from Organizations Involved with Each Type of
Educational Facility Who Said Total Costs Were Typically Considered

K-12 Districts

Colleges/Universities

More Emphasis on Initial Costs

51%

57%

Equal Emphasis

42%

approach. Among both executives who had worked
with Green K–12 facilities and those who had worked
with Green college and university facilities, only 54%
considered Green construction a proven approach,
with the remainder seeing it as at least somewhat
experimental. (Please see Exhibit 6.)

7%

38%

5%

More Emphasis on Total Lifecycle Costs

But some school districts are now working with the
private sector to employ alternative financing
approaches that can bridge the gap between their
capital and their operating budgets. After the privatesector firm constructs the school facility, using private
funds, the school district pays rental payments that
are sufficient to retire the debt obligation. Most
arrangements include an option for the school district
to purchase the facility at the end of the lease term
for a nominal fee. Under these lease-purchase
arrangements, school districts can benefit
immediately from the lower long-term costs of Green
facilities due to operating savings, even when the
initial construction costs are higher. For example, in
Niagra Falls, New York, the school district used this
approach to build a new school without raising taxes,
partnering with Honeywell International Inc. to
manage the project and with J.P. Morgan to secure
private capital for financing.14
In addition to cost concerns, the lack of awareness
of the benefits of Green construction was seen as
another impor tant obstacle, cited by 67% of
executives involved with K–12 facilities and by 59%
of those involved with higher educational facilities.
These findings underscore the need for more
information and education regarding the true costs
and benefits of Green educational facilities.

Executives who had not worked with Green
educational facilities were even more skeptical.
Among executives who worked with traditional K–12
facilities, but not with Green facilities, only 24% saw
Green construction as a proven approach. Executives
who had not worked with Green college and university
facilities were more comfortable with the idea of
Green construction—44% considered Green
construction a proven approach. Yet, a majority still
considered Green construction as somewhat
experimental.
The overall message of these findings is that far more
education and information is still required about the
experience with Green construction. Although most
executives believed that Green facilities generate a
host of benefits to their occupants and also are less
expensive over time, executives appear to lack
confidence that they can achieve these outcomes.
Many executives don’t yet recognize the proven track
record that exists for sustainable construction and
the growing acceptance of Green construction
standards provided by the LEED Green building
standards.

EXHIBIT 5
Obstacles to the Construction of Green Educational Facilities
Percent of Executives Rating Factor as a Very or Extremely Significant Obstacle
Base=Executives from Organizations Involved with Each Type of Educational Facility

74%

Higher Construction Costs

66%
67%

Lack of Awareness of Benefits

59%
57%

Short-Term Budget Horizons

54%
55%

LEED Documentation/Cost

52%
53%
51%

Difficulty in Quantifying Benefits

50%
49%

Payback Too Long

Underlying the specific barriers to Green construction
is a widespread perception that Green construction
is still an experimental, rather than a proven,

31%

More Complex Construction
Increased Operating Costs

22%
23%
19%

Involved with K-12 Facilities

Involved with College/University Facilities
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Is Green Construction a Proven or an Experimental
Approach?
5-Point Scale, Where 1=Proven Approach and 5=Experimental Approach
Base=Executives at Organizations Involved with Each Type of Educational Facility

Involved with Green
K-12 Facilities

54%

28%

51%
Involved with Green
Higher Education Facilities
Only Involved with
Traditional K-12 Facilities

42%

54%

24%

Proven Approach

7%

31%

15%

35%

41%

57%
Only Involved with Traditional
Higher Education Facilities

18%

44%

38%
28%

Neither Proven nor Experimental

5%
27%

Experimental Approach (4-5)

Educational Institutions Adopt Green Policies
Which are the key groups influencing the decision of
educational institutions to build Green facilities? Most
executives said that the decision was driven by the
senior management and the boards of K–12 school
districts and of colleges and universities. In fact, many
educational institutions are adopting formal policies
that encourage the use of Green construction when
developing new facilities.
When asked to rate the importance of groups in
making the decision to build a Green facility,
executives said that the superintendent and the board
of education were the most important groups for K–
12 facilities. (Please see Exhibit 7.) Similarly, the
board of directors and the administration for colleges
and universities were seen as the most important
groups influencing the decision to build Green college
and university facilities. (Please see Exhibit 8.)
Private-sector firms also influence the decision.
Private architectural, engineering, and consulting
firms were rated as very or extremely important in
deciding to build Green K–12 facilities by 60% of
executives and in deciding to build Green higher
educational facilities by 51% of executives. Executives
who were employed directly by educational

institutions tended to see private architectural,
engineering, and consulting firms as somewhat less
important to the Green decision—51% of K–12
executives rated these groups as very or extremely
important as did 47% of college and university
executives.
Financial and facilities professionals at educational
institutions play important roles as well. For K–12
facilities, 55% of executives viewed district business
and financial staff as very or extremely important to
Green decisions and 44% said the same about district
facilities staff. Half the executives said that facilities
professionals at colleges and universities were very
or extremely important to these decisions.
There may also be some confusion about who
suggests incorporating Green features when planning
a K–12 facility. A survey of almost 100 school
professionals found that “most school people
(principals, school board members, facilities directors
and business managers) were expecting their design
teams to bring these approaches to them, and that
most design teams were expecting the school’s
people to suggest them!”15
Other groups, such as K–12 teachers, college faculty,
parents/residents, and current and prospective
college students, were seen as much less important.
Although most executives did not think parents and
local residents had a major influence on the decision
to build Green K–12 facilities, 75% believed these
groups should have a voice in whether environmental
impacts were considered when a school district was
designing or constructing a new facility.
Executives were much less positive about students
playing a similar role at colleges and universities.
Fifty-nine percent of executives disagreed that college
students should have a voice in whether colleges
and universities consider environmental impacts
when designing and planning new buildings.
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EXHIBIT 7
Groups Influencing Decision to Build Green K-12 Facilities
Percent of Executives Rating Group as Very or Extremely Important
Base=Executives from Organizations Involved with K-12 Buildings

Superintendent

77%

Board of Education

76%

Private Architects
Engineers, Consultants
District Business
Financial Staff

60%
56%
44%

District Facilities Staff
State Government

31%

Parents, Residents

27%
19%

Town/County Government

16%

Teachers
Nonprofit Organizations

10%

Among college and university executives, 66% said
that their institution had a Green construction policy.
At the University of California’s new Merced campus,
where 700,000 square feet is now under construction
at a cost of $280 million, the chancellor announced
a policy in 2002 requiring all construction to be
certified as a Silver project under LEED. 16 The
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Ball State
University, and Carnegie-Mellon University also require
new buildings to attain a LEED Silver certification.
Other universities that require new buildings to obtain
at least a basic LEED-certification include Duke
University, Emory University, Northwestern University,
and the University of Cincinnati.

EXHIBIT 9

EXHIBIT 8

Existence of Polices Encouraging Green Construction

Groups Influencing Decision to Build Green Higher
Educational Facilities

Base=Executives Employed by K-12 School Districts

Percent Rating Group as Very or Extremely Important
Base=Executives from Organizations Involved with College/University Facilities
Board of Directors

75%
51%
38%
22%

Local Government

19%

Current Students

19%

Prospective Students
Alumni

59%

50%

Faculty

Nonprofit Organizations

41%

69%

Administration
Private Architects,
Engineers, Consultants
Facilities Staff
State Government

K-12 School Districts

15%
15%
14%

The impor tance of administrators, boards of
education, and boards of directors to the decision to
build Green facilities is reflected in the fact that many
educational institutions have adopted policies
encouraging Green construction. Executives employed
directly by K–12 school districts and by colleges and
universities were asked whether Green policies
existed at their institution. Fifty-nine percent of K–12
executives said that their school district had a policy
encouraging Green construction. (Please see Exhibit
9.)

No

Yes

Base=Executives Employed by Colleges and Universities

35%
66%

College/Universities
No

Yes
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When it comes to support for Green construction by
government, 47% of executives employed by K–12
school districts said that their state government had
a policy encouraging Green construction. (Please see
Exhibit 10.) A number of states now have legislation
and incentives in place to encourage Green
construction of public buildings, including schools,
such as California, New York, Texas, and Florida.17
Many are related to specific functions such as energy
use, water use, use of other utilities, and recycling. In
December 2004 California Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger issued an executive order mandating
all state agencies constructing or renovating buildings
to gain Silver certification under LEED.18
In addition, there are other programs to encourage
Green construction in education sponsored by federal
agencies including the Environmental Protection Administration and
the Department of Energy’s Rebuild America and Energy Smart Schools.

A number of states now
have legislation and incentives in place to encourage
Green construction of
public buildings, including
schools, such as California,
New York, Texas, and
Florida.

Some localities have also instituted policies to encourage Green
construction. Portland, Oregon has a five-year, $2.5-million grant
program, Green Investment Fund, that suppor ts sustainable
construction projects.19
Yet, the perception of most executives working for K–12 school districts
is that government does not provide significant resources, either
financial or technical, in this area. Among K–12 executives, only 22%
believed that their state provided significant resources to support Green
construction and only 9% thought that the federal government provided
significant resources (rated 4–5 on a 5-point scale). (Please see Exhibit
10.)

LEED Green Building Rating System
LEED is a set of voluntary national standards for constructing
sustainable buildings that has been developed by the U.S. Green
Building Council. The LEED system has gained broad acceptance as a
set of common standards for Green construction, but executives
indicated that its complexity and expense are a disincentive to
registering.
At the beginning of 2001, there were only 42 projects registered under
LEED. Since then the number of LEED projects has exploded to reach
almost 2,600 projects by September 2005. There is every indication

Photo:
Art Center College of Design, South Campus:
Pasadena, California (LEED certified)
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that the growth will continue. Jerry Yudelson, author of
Insider’s Guide to Marketing Green Buildings, predicts that
the number of buildings registered under LEED will grow to
10,000 by 2009.20

E X H I B I T 10
Gap Between Government Policies and Resources to
Encourage Green Construction of K-12 Facilities
Base=Executives Employed by K-12 School Districts

The number of registered educational facilities has been
growing rapidly. In the 12 months through September
1, 2005, the number of K-12 facilities registered under
LEED grew 57%, from 88 to 138, while the number of
registered higher education facilities expanded 31%,
from 122 to 160.21
However, private-sector executives working with educational
facilities were far more likely to be familiar with LEED than
were executives employed directly by educational
institutions. Sixty-five percent of private-sector executives
said that they were very or extremely familiar with LEED,
compared to only 30% of executives employed by colleges
and universities, and just 18% of those employed by K–12
school districts.
Executives who were at least somewhat familiar with the
LEED system were asked what they believed was the most
important benefit of LEED certification for K–12 school
districts and for higher educational facilities. Forty-five
percent of executives said that the independent
confirmation of meeting recognized Green standards was
the most important benefit of certification for K–12 districts,
compared to 33% of executives who named it as most
important for colleges and universities. The discrepancy is
likely due to the greater staff resources and professional
expertise available to most colleges and universities
compared to local school districts. One-third of executives
cited the positive impact of LEED certification on an
institution’s reputation with the public as the most important
benefit of certification.
Executives who said that they were at least somewhat
familiar with LEED were also asked how likely their
organization would be to seek certification if it was working
on a new educational facility. Forty-eight percent of
executives said their institution would be very or extremely
likely to seek certification if constructing a college or
university facility over the next three years, compared to
only 34% of executives who said the same about K–12
facilities. The reason may be that colleges and universities

47%

State
Government

22%

24%

Federal
Government

County
Government

9%

10%
2%

Green Policies

Significant Resources for Green Construction
(4-5 on a 5-point scale)

E X H I B I T 11
Most Important Benefit of LEED Certification
Base=Executives Who Were Somewhat, Very, or Extremely Familiar with LEED

45%

Independent Confirmation
of Meeting Standards

32%
33%

Reputation with
General Public

33%
22%

Reputation with
Parents/Students

19%

Ability to Conduct
Benchmarking/Research
(Higher Education Only)

17%

K-12

Higher Education

have the budget flexibility and longer time horizons that
allow them to seek certification.
Yet, the fact remains that less than half of executives working
with higher educational facilities, and two-thirds of those
working with K–12 facilities, are not especially likely to seek
LEED certification for future projects. The complexity and
expense of obtaining LEED certification was cited as a very
or extremely significant obstacle to Green construction by
roughly half the executives working with educational
facilities. Simplifying the certification process will be
important to allow LEED standards to continue to gain
widespread acceptance.
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GREEN

OVERALL BUILDING MARKET
In addition to this year’s special focus on educational
facilities, the 2005 Market Barometer surveyed 665
senior executives involved with commercial, industrial,
retail, residential, and other types of facilities on their
views of Green construction.
The 2005 survey again found that Green activity was
increasing and that executives had extremely positive
views of the benefits of Green construction—both
on the health and productivity of building occupants
and also on reducing long-term costs through
achieving lower operating costs. Concerns remained
over the perceived higher construction costs of
building Green. It was significant that the results of
the 2005 survey tracked closely the results of last
year’s survey, thus validating the results as reliable
indicators of executive attitudes towards Green buildings.
Fifty-seven percent of the executives surveyed said that their organization was currently involved with Green
facilities. Eighty-three percent of these executives said that the number of Green buildings in their organization’s
workload had increased over the last three years, with 34% saying there had been a substantial increase.
(Please see Exhibit 12.) Looking ahead, 87% of executives expected Green building activity to continue over
the next three years, with 43% expecting a substantial increase. These percentages are extraordinarily high
and a testament to the continuing interest in Green construction across all types of facilities. However, they
are somewhat below the comparable figures in the 2004 survey, where 39% of executives reported a substantial
increase in Green building activity over the last three years and 51% expected a substantial increase over the
next three years. One reason may simply be that for some executives the substantial increase in activity they
predicted in 2004 has already occurred and no longer lies in the future.
In addition, 34% of executives at organizations not currently involved with Green buildings said that they
thought it was very or extremely likely that their organization would be working with Green buildings over the
next three years, up from 30% in the 2004 survey. (Please see Exhibit 13.)
Lower Operating Costs, Greater Benefits
Executives—both those at organizations involved with Green buildings and also those at organizations not
currently working with Green buildings—agreed that Green buildings had lower operating costs and greater
benefits than non-Green buildings.
Among executives at organizations involved with Green buildings, 83% said that Green buildings enjoyed lower
energy costs and 74% said that they had lower overall operating costs than traditional buildings. (Please see
Exhibit 14.) Even most executives at organizations not currently involved with Green buildings agreed that
Green buildings were less expensive to operate—fully 75% of these executives said that energy costs were
lower and 55% said that operating costs were lower.
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E X H I B I T 12
Change in Number of Green Buildings in Organization’s
Workload

agreed with these assessments—78% said that the
health and well-being of occupants was greater in
Green buildings and 63% believed that worker
productivity was higher.

Base=Executives from Organizations Currently Involved with Green Buildings

Over Last 3 Years

Expected Over
Next 3 Years

Increased
Substantially

34%

49%

43%

16%

44%

Increased
Somewhat

Stayed the Same

1%

12% 1%

Decreased

Both groups of executives also believed that Green
buildings generated more financial benefits. Eightyfour percent of executives at organizations involved
with Green buildings, as well as 72% of those at
organizations not involved with them, said that these
buildings had higher building values. More than twothirds of those involved with Green buildings also
reported that Green buildings generated a greater
return on investment (ROI) than traditional buildings.

E X H I B I T 14

E X H I B I T 13
Likelihood of Being Involved with a Green Building over
the Next Three Years

Operating and Maintenance Costs of Green Buildings
Compared to Non-Green Buildings

Base=Executives from Organizations Not Currently Involved with Green Buildings

Percent of Executives Saying Green Building Costs are Lower

41%

59%

83%

Energy
Costs

Very/Extremely Likely – 34%

75%

Somewhat Likely – 39%
Not at All/Not Too Likely – 27%

27%

74%

Operating
Costs

55%

34%
39%

59%

10-Year
Costs

51%

Organizations Involved with Green Buildings
Organizations Not Involved with Green Buildings

Executives were also asked to compare Green
buildings with non-Green buildings on a series of
benefits such as the health and well-being of
occupants, building value, and return on investment.
There was a broad consensus that Green buildings
provide a better environment for their occupants. For
example 88% of executives at organizations involved
with Green buildings said that the health and wellbeing of the occupants was greater in Green buildings
than in traditional buildings, and 78% said that
workers in these buildings were more productive.
(Please see Exhibit 15.) Most executives in
organizations not involved with Green buildings

E X H I B I T 15
Benefits of Green Buildings Compared to Non-Green
Buildings
Percent of Executives Saying Benefits in Green Building are Greater
Health & Well-Being
of Occupants

88%
78%
84%

Buildings Value

72%
78%

Worker Productivity

63%
68%

Return on Investment

52%
61%

Asking Rents
Retail Sales
Occupancy Rates

57%
45%
32%
44%
37%

Organizations Involved with Green Buildings
Organizations Not Involved with Green Buildings
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Greater Operating Efficiency Yields Lower
Total Costs
Executives believed that while their initial costs were
higher, these higher costs were recouped over time
due to lower ongoing operating costs enjoyed by
Green construction.

Turner has found that for
little or no additional cost,
buildings can incorporate
Green features that
dramatically improve the
health and well-being of the
individuals who live, work,
and study in them, while
also lowering their ongoing
occupancy costs.

Photo on page 14:
Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center,
Public Health Sciences Building:
Seattle, Washington (LEED Gold certified)
Above photo:
David L. Lawrence Convention Center:
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (LEED Gold certified)

Seventy-five percent of executives at organizations
involved with Green buildings, and 86% of those
not involved with them, said their construction costs
were higher than for traditional buildings. When
asked to estimate the additional costs, executives
at organizations involved with Green buildings
placed their construction costs 13% higher than for
other buildings. Executives at organizations not involved with Green
buildings placed the cost premium at 18%. Yet, both estimates are far
above what several studies have found to be required to incorporate
sustainable features.
The firm of Morrison Hershfield reviewed four U.S. studies of Green
buildings that estimated the increase in construction cost required to
meet different levels of LEED certification. Based on this analysis, the
estimated average increase required to meet the Platinum certification
standards was 11.5%, not too far below the 13% estimate provided by
executives at organizations with Green building experience. (Please
see Exhibit 16.) On the other hand, these studies found that to obtain
a basic LEED certification required a minimal increase in construction
cost—only 0.8%.22 Even obtaining a LEED Silver certification only
required an average increase of 3.1% and a Gold certification required
a cost increase of 4.5%, both far below the 13% estimate by executives
in the survey.
The discrepancy may be due to how executives define a “Green”
building. When asked how much it costs to construct a Green building,
most executives appear to have in mind a facility that employs all the
most advanced sustainable techniques. Yet, much can be done with
far less expense.
Turner has found that for little or no additional cost, buildings can
incorporate Green features that dramatically improve the health and
well-being of the individuals who live, work, and study in them, while
also lowering their ongoing occupancy costs. The assumption by most
executives, even those who have experience with these facilities, that
Green buildings must cost substantially more than traditional buildings

17

indicates the continuing importance of providing
additional information and training on the range of
Green building features from which to choose and
the key role that experience plays in achieving
significant benefits at a modest initial cost.

E X H I B I T 16
Average Cost Premiums to Meet LEED Standards
Average of Four U.S. Studies

Certified

0.8%

Silver

3.1%

Gold

4.5%

Platinum

11.5%

Source: Morrison Hershfield, cited in “Construction Forecast

Although executives believed that Green buildings
cost more to construct, virtually all believed that their
higher initial costs would be repaid over time through
lower operating costs, such as energy savings,
increased worker productivity, and other benefits.
(Please see Exhibit 17.) Executives at organizations
with Green building experience estimated the payback
period to be 8.1 years.

Monthly,” Reed Research Group, September 2005.
Note: The four U.S. LEED cost comparison studies had dif-

Construction Costs and Lack of Information
are Greatest Obstacles

ferent methodologies and consequently their findings varied
considerably. The percentages shown in the chart are averages based on the four studies and should be treated as
“ball park” estimates.

E X H I B I T 17
Can Green Buildings Pay Back Their Higher Construction
Costs Through Lower Operating Costs?
Base=Executives Who Said that Green Buildings Have Higher Construction Costs

Yes

No

It came as no surprise that factors relating to cost
were ranked as some of the most important obstacles
to Green construction. Topping the list of concerns
were higher construction costs, cited by 68% of
executives as a very or extremely significant factor
discouraging the construction of Green buildings.
(Please see Exhibit 18.) Roughly half the executives
also rated two other cost-related factors as very or
extremely significant obstacles to Green activity:
short-term budget horizons of many organizations and
a payback from Green construction that is felt to be
too long.

91%
9%

E X H I B I T 18
Executives at Organizations Involved with Green Buildings
Average Estimate Payback Period 8.1 Years

Factors Discouraging the Construction of Green Buildings
Percent of Executives Rating Factor as Very or Extremely Significant in Discouraging Green Construction
Base=All Executives
68%

Higher Construction Costs

82%

64%

Lack of Awareness of Benefits

18%

54%

LEED Documentation
Short-Term Budget Horizons

51%
50%

Payback Too Long

Executives at Organizations Not Involved with Green Buildings
Average Estimate Payback Period 9.0 Years

47%

Difficulty Quantifying Benefits
More Complex Construction
Increased Operating Costs

30%
26%
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But while executives cited higher construction costs as
a disincentive, 64% said that a lack of awareness of the
benefits of Green construction was another important
obstacle. Roughly half the executives said that the
difficulty in quantifying the benefits of Green construction
was a significant barrier as well. All these perceptions
again underline the continuing need for information on
the true costs of Green construction, as well as their
benefits in lower operating costs and increased worker
productivity and well-being of occupants.

All these perceptions
underline the continuing
need for information on the
true costs of Green
construction, as well as
their benefits in lower
operating costs and increased worker productivity
and well-being of occupants.

Photo:
The country’s first environmentally
engineered residential tower, The Solaire:
New York, New York (LEED Gold certified)

Finally, the perceived complexity and cost of LEED
certification was rated as a very or extremely significant
obstacle to Green construction by 54% of executives in
2005, compared to 46% in 2004. Although LEED
certification has not become more difficult, the increasing
concern over what is required to obtain certification may
be the result of the increasing interest overall in Green
construction and LEED certification. In fact, the U.S. Green
Building Council is aware of the concern on the part of
some executives that LEED certification is too timeconsuming and is now reviewing certification in an attempt to streamline
the process.

Profile of Survey Participants
The Turner Construction Company 2005 Green Building Market
Barometer surveyed 665 senior executives on Green building issues
through an online questionnaire. The survey was conducted from August
16–26, 2005. The survey was conducted by Bayer Consulting.
The executives surveyed represented a broad spectrum of different
types of organizations involved with facilities including architectural/
engineering firms (27%), owners and developers of rental buildings
(15%), colleges and universities (11%), K–12 school districts (8%),
consultants (8%), construction firms (7%), and nonprofit and government
owner-occupants outside of education (7%). (Please see Exhibit 19.)
The survey respondents worked with a wide variety of facilities including
office (44%), healthcare (38%), higher education (38%), residential
(35%), and K–12 (31%). (Please see Exhibit 20.) (Note that the
percentages total to more than 100 since many executives worked at
organizations involved with more than one type of facility.)
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The survey questions on K–12 facilities were asked
of the 205 executives at organizations that worked
with these facilities—51 executives employed directly
by K–12 school districts and 154 executives who
worked at private-sector firms involved with K–12
facilities.
The survey questions on higher educational facilities
were asked of the 250 executives who worked at
organizations involved with these facilities—71
executives employed directly by colleges or
universities and 179 executives who worked at
private-sector firms involved with higher educational
facilities.
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The LEED Green Building Rating System
LEED 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).

LEED Version 2.1
Yes/No
Y

Sustainable Sites

14 Points
Required

Prereq 1

Erosion & Sedimentation Control

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

Water Efficiency

5 Points

Credit 1.1

Water Efficient Landscaping, Reduce by 50%

Required

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

Yes/No
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The LEED Green Building Rating System
Yes/No

(continued)

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
Y

Materials & Resources

13 Points
Required

Prereq 1

Storage & Collection of Recyclables

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 +1/2 post-industrial)

1

Credit 4.2

Recycled Content, Specify 10% (post-consumer +1/2 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
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The LEED Green Building Rating System
Yes/No

(continued)

Indoor Environmental Quality

15 Points

Y

Prereq 1

Minimum IAQ Performance

Required

Y

Prereq 1

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

Innovation & Design Process

Yes/No

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

LEED Accredited Professional

1

Project Totals (pre-certification estimates)

69 Points

23

Turner Partners with USGBC on Unique Industry Web Course
Turner has partnered with the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC)
to create an online course that will educate real estate, design and
construction industry personnel about LEED®(Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) professional accreditation requirements.
LEED accreditation ensures that industry professionals understand
green building practices and principles and are familiar with LEED
requirements, resources and processes.

People will always need

The three-hour Web-based course, “Essentials of LEED Professional
Accreditation,” includes seven lessons covering topics ranging from
the LEED rating system, to coordinating a LEED project during design
and construction, managing the LEED certification process, and how
to verify that a project meets LEED requirements. After completing
the course, participants who have had supplemental education or
experience needed to broaden their understanding of the LEED rating
system will be prepared to take the LEED professional accreditation
exam. The course is also ideal for those interested in just learning
more about sustainable design and construction and the LEED rating
process.

buildings, and the next
generation wants them green.
By far, the most talked about
topic in the architecture
universe is how to reduce the
environmental impact of

Rod Wille, Turner’s senior vice president responsible for sustainable
construction, is enthusiastic about the workshop’s ability to spur
accreditation throughout the industry. “This partnership has resulted
in a very interactive learning tool that zeroes in on the issues
important to the accreditation process. It will certainly help us
increase the number of LEED accredited professionals at Turner,
but better than that, it will help others in the industry do the same
thing,” he adds.

everything from summer
cottages to skyscrapers.
—”Trends (A Special Report)—
Greener and Higher”

The Wall Street Journal, 1.31.05

Photo:
The Hearst Tower is a 42-story, 856,000 squarefoot commercial office building scheduled for
completion in 2006. It is built on the footprint of
the original 1927 Hearst headquarters building,
and incorporates numerous LEED design and
construction criteria: New York, New York (LEED
registered; seeking certification at completion)

It marks the first time the USGBC has offered LEED training on the
Internet. “The location of this program on Turner’s Internet training
site makes the content more accessible than our instructor-led
programs,” notes Peter Templeton, deputy director of LEED and
international programs at the USGBC. “We’re excited about the
potential for reaching more people interested in the green building
process.”
To take the course, go to www.turneruniversity.com. The course fee
is discounted for USGBC members. For more information about the
Web course, contact USGBC at 202-828-7422 or
workshop@usgbc.org.

2005

MARKET

BAROMETER

Turner Green Experience and Resources
Turner provides clients with focused and experienced resources
to deliver Green buildings, and the environmental and economic
benefits they bring for living, working and learning. Turner’s
commitment is comprehensive:


Completed or under contract for more than 130 projects
with Green building elements, valued at well over $10 billion
and totaling more than 40 million square feet (as of 9/05)



Completed 15 LEED certified projects, with more than 54 additional LEED registered projects completed
or in progress (as of 9/05)



Corporate sponsor for the development of the USGBC’s LEED program



Established a national Center of Excellence to marshal and coordinate Green resources and talents



Created a Green Advisory Council of leading experts to help guide efforts with objective feedback, and
to achieve and exceed Green goals



Designated and trained Green Champions for each local office in the nationwide network



Steadily rising number of LEED accredited professionals…expected to number close to 100 by yearend 2005



Sponsored the creation of an on-line LEED accreditation exam prep course on the Turner Knowledge
Network (TKN), to encourage and accelerate the learning process for all in design and construction



Maintaining an extensive database of Green project information and lessons learned, along with a
field operations guide for project staff



Sponsoring the USGBC’s Emerging Green Builders program at the local and national levels



Tracking and analyzing life cycle costs to validate operational savings and return on investment



Recycling construction and demolition waste on all projects, and improving the recycling and energy
performance of field offices.

Turner’s understanding of Green building technology, systems, design intent, product availability, current pricing
and documentation requirements will ensure project success. Building Green is the right thing to do—for our
environment, our clients, and the people who live, work and learn in our buildings.
Photo:
The Toyota South Campus development in
Torrance, California was built at a first cost well
within the range for traditional office buildings.
(LEED Gold certified)
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