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Executive Summary 

As environmental concerns related to global warming have grown over the past decade, 
scientists’ attempts to target the creation of greenhouse gas emissions has been categorized into 
three major sources: the built environment, transportation, and industrial activity. The built 
environment has been identified as one of the biggest culprits in creating greenhouse gas 
emissions, with over 38% of emissions related to the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
structures (USGBC, 2009). Similarly, there is concern over the unfettered employment of natural 
resources, such as the use of water and raw materials, in construction.  Sustainable, or green, 
development has been cited as a means to reduce resource depletion and decrease consumption 
rates of buildings. 

Sustainable building presents an opportunity for governments, institutions, and increasingly, 
businesses to capitalize on. Techniques for decreasing energy use are proliferating as cost 
efficient methods for organizations to reduce operating costs while helping the environment. In 
response to this heightened visibility and need for sustainable buildings, a variety of 
organizations have created systems for measuring the environmental impact of buildings. 
Government agencies and non-governmental organizations including the Department of Energy, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the United States Green Building Council, and the Green 
Building Initiative, are just a few of the groups that have attempted to use rating systems to 
address environmental concerns. Some rating systems have also expanded the potential 
abatement of the environmental impact of buildings beyond energy to include water use, site and 
project management impact, indoor environment, emissions, and materials and resources use. 

Expanded environmental categories have helped to quantify economic benefits related to 
resource conservation beyond energy, and have advanced the visibility of employee benefits, 
including health and productivity, associated with “going green.” Greater public awareness of 
ozone and resource depletion has made green buildings a public relations marketing tool as well. 
These benefits are being recognized by businesses and have led to an increase in the privately 
funded portion of the green building sector, which is projected to continue well into the future. 
McGraw Hill released projections that green building made up $12B of the construction market 
in 2008 and should grow to $60B by 2010. Estimates from the Green Building Alliance project 
that the green building will represent $100B - $475B of the construction market by 2015. 
Similarly strong growth has been estimated for green materials, products, and services, ranging 
from $97B to $287B by 2015, highlighting the potential growth of related industries. (Green 
Building Alliance, 2009) Georgia stands to benefit from these expanding markets in 
construction, real estate, building services, and goods production sectors while concurrently 
taking advantage of increased recruitment benefits of businesses locating into green structures. 
Georgia has positioned itself as a leader amongst similarly sized states, with a large pool of 
federal green building related research funds, an abundance of LEED professionals, and high 
employment concentration in green building related industries including textiles, wood product 
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manufacturing, construction merchant wholesalers, paint & adhesive manufacturing, and other 
non-metallic product manufacturing. 

In an effort to understand current attitudes in green building, this project used publicly available 
survey data of a wide swath of facility decision makers, including corporate executives, 
university and government officials, and facility managers and owners, amongst others. Surveys 
were used to inform interviews with professionals involved in corporate location decisions, 
including real estate developers and brokers, economic developers, and site specialists. 
Furthermore, this project sorted through existing building databases to realize which fields and 
features are captured by green building databases and applied this information to create a green 
building database for Georgia. Finally, after compiling this database for Georgia, trends and 
features were analyzed to showcase some of the economic development benefits of integrating a 
green building database into an existing available buildings and sites database. 

Interview and Survey Findings 
 
Using the 2009 International Facilities Managers Association (IFMA), Johnson Controls Energy 
Efficiency Index (EEI) survey, in conjunction with a survey conducted in 2008 by Turner 
Construction green building attitudes and trends, the project attempted to sort out common 
ground on issues facing green building today. Across the board, surveys found that: 
 

-       Cost was the most important barrier to sustainable building efforts 
-       Worker Health and Productivity are seen as positively affected by green building 
-       Sustainable Building is a differentiator for consumers, and increasingly, employees 
-       Energy Efficient measures that generated cost savings quickly, such as lighting and                          
HVAC solutions, were considered the most popular green features       

Interviews with professionals who aid in location decisions confirmed some of these views and 
practices for local firms and organizations. Cost was cited by all eleven respondents as the most 
important factor in Georgia and the key to all green building investment decisions. Technologies 
that had shown identifiable energy savings, especially for companies that had implemented them 
internally already, were the most favored green building features. Five respondents mentioned 
that worker health and productivity were reasons for going green, furthering the notion that these 
benefits are increasingly being considered in boardrooms around the country. Interviews also 
granted some more obscure, but interesting insights for economic developers which included: the 
inclination of European companies to be more curious about green buildings due to past 
familiarity, an increased interest in green office space for headquarters because of larger space 
needs and quality of environment, and a general agreement that sustainable building, in some 
form, would continue to be a part of companies’ location strategy. Interview respondents were 
quick to point out that the labor pool and location were still the most important factors in site 
selection, but that with other qualifications held evenly, a sustainable building would offer an 
additional incentive to locate. Noted benefits from a building database that included green 
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features included better recognition of a firm’s commitment to sustainability and a method for 
finding sustainability features, beyond certification, that fit into a company’s culture and 
strategy. 

Data Analysis 

In order to understand trends better, three databases were created.   These databases consisted of 
a Green Building Features Database which included 85 buildings, an expanded catalog of 183 
green buildings where features were unable to be confirmed but building existence was, and the 
existing LEED registration database as a future indicator for green building. Using the Green 
Building Features Database, high levels of cost efficient use of features was confirmed, with low 
volatile organic compound furnishings and paint, day-lighting, and low flow fixtures and 
plumbing, all being utilized above 50%. Due to data collection methods, energy saving cost 
efficient measures, such as HVAC, lighting efficiency, and reflective roof technology may have 
been underrepresented, but all three were still used in over 34% of all green buildings in the 
features analysis. 

The expanded catalog of buildings, which incorporates EnergyStar buildings in a greater fashion, 
further touches on the concentrated nature of green buildings in Georgia. The City of Atlanta, 
with its aggressive push for sustainability and an impassioned group of organizations dedicated 
to forwarding this agenda is home to over 40% of all green buildings in Georgia. This catalog 
was also used to measure whether Fortune 1000 companies headquartered in Georgia are tenants 
of green buildings. Eight of the twenty-eight companies (excluding NCR) were located in a 
building included in this expanded catalog, a far greater percentage than green commercial space 
represents of total commercial office space in the state. 

LEED registration, the first step in obtaining LEED certification, offers us insight into the 
climate for the future, tracking the developers and building owners who are stepping forward in 
their attempts to add green buildings to their portfolio. LEED registrations from the year 2003 to 
2008 grew from three to fifty-one in the commercial office sector and zero to twelve for 
industrial/warehouse buildings. Despite the current economic downturn, registration levels have 
maintained pace in 2009 for both types of buildings, and on a pro rated basis, should break the 
level reached in 2008. However, one of the trends of note for 2009 is that 80% of the buildings 
registered this year are for existing buildings, a nod to the heightened competition for tenants and 
their desire for green office space, the increased standardization of sustainable building, and the 
importance of retrofitting in the future of the green movement. Developers and building owners 
that have registered for LEED include some of the biggest names in realty in the state including 
Cousins Properties, Tishman Speyer, IDI, DP Partners, CB Richard Ellis, Prologis, AMB Realty, 
and Hines. 

Database Benefits & Future Recommendations 
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Available building databases are an important resource for firms becoming acquainted with a 
state for possible location decisions. No state currently has a sites and building database that 
specifies green features of available buildings. Georgia’s acceptance and integration of a green 
building database would put the state at a first mover advantage for innovation on the issue. The 
database would expand market information, allowing sellers to advertise their green efforts, 
while aiding buyers of commercial office and industrial space in shopping for sites and buildings 
that have specifically desired green features. 

The green building database would also benefit economic development research so that trends in 
the type of construction, features, and buildings can be followed and policy can be created that 
takes advantage of the state’s workforce strengths and industry mix. The collection of evidence 
of a growing market in the green building sector may also aid in recruiting or expanding 
companies related to the building market ranging from textiles to solar panels. 

The first recommendation for those interested in creating a green building database is to gather 
stakeholders interested in the future of economic development in Georgia and experts in 
financing, developing, designing and building, so that opportunities and barriers can be assessed. 
Some suggestions include public economic development officials, financial institutions, real 
estate developers and managers, architects and engineers, non-profit green building 
organizations, utility companies, and a selection of representatives from corporations of various 
targeted industries. This steering committee would consider which green features or savings 
outcomes would be included in a database, minimum requirements and methods for assessing 
reliability of features, and the type of interface that would be most appealing to clients. A pilot 
database based on these recommendations would then be rolled out to assess utilization of the 
database and technical issues associated with its operation. 

Additionally, a green building database is only one incentive that is recommended for increasing 
the use and visibility of sustainable buildings in Georgia. Other recommendations include: 
 

-       Creating financial and technical assistance to sustainable building related industries 
in Georgia, including grants, rebates, and loans for sustainable technologies; 
-       Utilizing American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding for retrofit and new 
construction, increasing workforce skills and revenue streams for related industries; 
-       Educating local officials to understand needs of sustainable building practices 
including methods of alleviating legal, zoning, and code enforcement barriers; and 
-       Passing sustainable building standards for public buildings or larger private 
structures 

 
Georgia has benefited from commitments by certain municipalities and large organizations to 
sustainable building. These commitments have allowed the state to become a leader amongst its 
peers in addressing buildings’ environmental sustainability and a given Georgia an opening to 
capitalize on green development’s increasing role in the global economy. Efforts to make sure 
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that these gains are not lost depend on the state’s ability to nourish the sector and innovate in 
bolstering green buildings’ potential. This project outlines how a green building database would 
work towards that goal and strengthen Georgia’s role in a nascent industry for the future. 
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2. Purpose 

This study attempts to summarize some of the literature on the effects of non-residential 
buildings on our environment and the effects of a gradual move toward the use of sustainable 
buildings in reducing resource consumption in Georgia. Consequently, the project looks into the 
benefits sustainable building has created by becoming a driving sector of growth in construction, 
real estate, and other building related industries. Sustainable building is further analyzed for the 
opportunities it presents for the state, including its role in the recruitment and expansion of 
organizations.  

Using existing survey literature to inform personal interviews with facilitators of business 
location decisions in Georgia, this project attempts to narrow down which green features 
businesses are interested in when facility shopping and how a green building database may aid in 
their decision-making. Additionally, a prototype green building database for the state was created 
with noted desirable features to understand possible benefits, issues, and trends in the sector. 
Finally, database results and benefits are mentioned and recommendations are made to advise the 
undertaking of green building database for Georgia, including thoughts on stakeholder input, and 
how state and local policies might alleviate some of the issues that face green building in 
Georgia.  
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3. Methodology 

The research methodology for this paper is multi-faceted. In order to understand what green 
building is, the increased visibility of the sector, and the features involved, a literature review 
was conducted. As a part of this review, survey literature was collected and integrated into open 
ended interview questions. These interviews were conducted with support organizations that aid 
in the business location decision-making process. Ten interviews were conducted over the phone 
and one utilized email. Respondents were asked for an overview of green buildings importance 
on site selection or office location decisions, how a database might aid in choosing green 
locations, and what green features were most often desired by clients. Further questioning was 
employed to flesh out and clarify information related to headquarter location shopping, benefits 
of green technologies related to cost and productivity, and overall trends in sustainable building.  

The second part of the research for this paper was analyzing ten building databases in order to 
understand what information is being captured by existing databases. Fields were organized and 
a simple yes or no analysis of included fields was conducted. Some examples of traditional 
features included were size, location, and type of building. Databases that focused on green 
features varied in the data that was captured, but some examples of information included were 
energy use and water saving features.   

Finally, a database of 85 buildings that included commercial, industrial, and institutional 
buildings located in the state of Georgia was populated by available press releases, case studies, 
and LEED worksheets for rating-level calculations. For those buildings where no case study, 
press release, or LEED worksheet information was available on green features, the buildings 
were left out of the features analysis. These buildings were included in an expanded catalog of 
green buildings of 183 buildings, where evidence of existence of the building was able to be 
confirmed, but publicly available building information was unable to confirm green features.   

It should be noted here that data captured by this project was constrained by the methodology for 
collecting information, and in some sense were limited to the marketing efforts of organizations 
that owned or leased green space. As an example, the increasingly banal use of efficient lighting 
fixtures limited the number of press releases noting this as a green feature. Due to this, only 22% 
of buildings could be confirmed as using efficient lighting fixtures, despite over 35% utilization 
of lighting system controls which have a higher upfront cost. Lighting is one of the simplest and 
most cost effective ways of reducing energy usage in a building. In the IFMA Survey, 77% of 
business leaders who responded noted that they had switched to energy efficient lighting. One of 
the developers interviewed for this project noted that efficient lighting fixtures had become 
common practice for all new construction. This example should highlight the conservative nature 
of the numbers included in this database and treat them as the lower end of the range for use in 
Georgia. 
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The LEED registration database was also downloaded into Microsoft Excel form for this project. 
Date of Registration information is derived strictly from this database and this paper only 
analyzed projects where the registration date field was completed. Additionally several buildings 
were taken out of the registration database for redundant addresses or project names. Use type 
for registration was taken from the database as well, except where no use was given. In these 
cases, press release information was used to inform the use type or the building was left out of 
the database altogether.   
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4. Literature Review 

4.1 The Environment & Sustainable Buildings’ Role 

In recent years, worries about the environment and possible consequences for the planet have led 
to solutions for alleviating Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions in its variety of sources. As of 
2005, the United States was the number one emitter of CO2 emissions in the world, and ranked 
third on a per capita basis. (McKinsey, 2007) Transportation, industry, and the built environment 
are all cited as contributing sources to emissions. Through their life cycle, it was estimated in 
2005 that buildings consumed 38.9% of primary energy use in the United States. (USGBC, 
2009) Largely due to increased energy consumption, emissions from buildings and appliances 
are projected to be the fastest growing sector of emissions from 2005 to 2030, likely to grow 
from 33 to 37%. (McKinsey, 2007) Commercial building electricity use has been slated to rise 
the fastest amongst electricity consuming sectors, at 1.1% per year until 2030. (U.S. D.O.E, 
2009) Buildings are projected to be the number one category of “consumer” energy use by 2025. 
(IBM, 2009) These projected increases in consumption highlight the importance of buildings in 
combating rising GHG emissions in the future. 

Damage inflicted on the environment due to development extends beyond energy to the earth’s 
raw material supply and one of its most precious resources, water. Approximately 40%, or about 
three billion tons, of all raw materials go into buildings globally on an annual basis. Buildings 
also use about 13.6% of all potable water in the United States. (USGBC, 2009) At least 36 states 
anticipate local, regional, or statewide water shortages by 2013 according to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. (Buildings.com, 2008) Similarly to buildings ability to become more energy 
efficient, they are increasingly being called upon to make better use of other resources that can 
also be saved or reused, furthering their profile in the advancement environmental stewardship.  

4.2 – Green Building: Definition and Increased Visibility 

Development that has been able to successfully decrease its’ impact on the environment has been 
coined as sustainable or green. Although sustainable or green building is difficult to hold to any 
one definition, a broad description of green development is “any development, whether 
residential, commercial, industrial or institutional, whether single building or entire 
neighborhood, that is designed, constructed, maintained and operated so that it reduces energy 
and resource consumption, enhances the well being of the community and minimizes the 
negative impact on the environment.” (Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, 2008) 

In addition to future outlooks on building energy and resource consumption, some of the most 
cost effective and easiest methods to reduce resource use and GHG emissions are also related to 
buildings. The cost efficiency argument has become a driver in advocating for sustainability in 
development as a method for decreasing environmental effects while minimizing economic 
impacts. For example the life cycle cost of using Compact Fluorescent Lighting (CFL) in 
commercial buildings is negative, meaning it would actually save money over the life of the 
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lighting solution. Businesses have an easier time installing environmental friendly measures that 
positively affect their bottom line. Unfortunately, some building technologies cost savings are 
reached over time and the capital intensity is high. Buildings also represent a chance to make 
changes to standards through regulated technical norms that enhance energy efficiency. The 
possible economic advantages and sizable environmental benefits to sustainable building make it 
the “front line” for battling climate change. (McKinsey & Co., 2007)    

Now that some emphasis has been put on the overall benefits of green building to society, a 
definition for what may be considered the minimum threshold for green should be introduced. 
As mentioned earlier, one of the overreaching goals of green building are to consume fewer 
resources. This definition allows for a good deal of interpretation as to what the threshold may be 
for a building to be “green.” Does a recycling system or the installation of a solar panel, which 
can be described as reusing materials or creating renewable energy, respectively, automatically 
authenticate a building as green? Although this paper does not go into length about what specific 
features or resource consumption outcomes must be attained to qualify as green, it uses current 
rating systems as the method for setting a minimum threshold for what qualifies as a green 
building for this project. The use of existing rating systems also helps to provide data reliability 
as third party inspection must be carried out to designate buildings as green under a variety of 
systems. Rating systems also vary in their definition of what levels of ratings are attained, but 
energy and water use outcomes, material and furnishings choices, and specific technological 
features are some of the factors that go into their decision making process. The first rating 
system used for this project is EnergyStar, which is focused on the level of energy and water 
efficiency in buildings. DOE High Performance Buildings are also included for measuring 
energy efficiency and promoting the eventual coupling of on-site renewable energy in buildings 
to work towards a “net-zero” energy building. (U.S Department of Energy, 2009) Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) and Green Globes are the final two rating systems 
included in this projects definition for green buildings. These two rating systems are similar in 
their attempt to be environmentally rounded and address more than energy with other categories 
including, but not limited to: site and program management issues, water use, indoor 
environment, and materials and resources.  

It should be noted that the focus of this paper is on commercial office, institutional, and 
industrial or warehouse developments. Both multi-family and single family residential structures 
were left out of this study in order to focus on organizations as tenants and owners, and therefore 
have different structural needs from homeowners. Additionally, programs such as Earthcraft do 
not have publicly available databases and this would severely limit the ability of the study to 
understand the trends and characteristics of green homes.  

4.3 Building Databases – Role as Educational and Economic Development Resources 

Many states, regions, and municipalities use building and site databases to advertise available 
space to organizations. These databases are for the purpose of responding to the needs of those 
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organizations looking to expand or relocate, and to benefit the local real estate industry. (Levy, 
1990,  p. 79) In some cases, states will also pre-qualify or certify sites, and list them in the 
database in order to “enhance economic development opportunities” for their communities. 
(Georgia Facts, 2009) These benefits for the recruitment and expansion of business speak to 
some of the core functions of economic development – which is the prime purpose of the 
building and sites database. As “green” databases have become more widespread, some have 
aimed to perform similar advertising functions. One example is EnergyStar’s database, which 
mentions that it can help organizations “look for facilities that have earned the ENERGY 
STAR…and know with confidence that the facilities are energy efficient and have a smaller 
carbon footprint.” (Energystar.gov, n.d.) The state of California’s Green Building database aims 
to increase public awareness about the state’s commitment to energy efficient and 
environmentally friendly buildings, another form of public relations and advertising. (CA Dept. 
of General Services, 2007) 

As Green Building has expanded, the use of building databases has also expanded to focus on 
education. The BuildingGreen Suite Database “provides case studies…to focus on useful lessons 
and consistent energy and environmental data.” (BuildingGreen.com, 2009) The North Carolina 
Solar Center also maintains the North Carolina Green Building Technology Database so that 
they can increase exposure of projects “that have implemented specific green building 
techniques, strategies, or technologies.” (NC Solar Center, 2003) These databases purpose is to 
educate builders, researchers, developers, and those interested in green building to understand 
this growing sector and what some of the barriers and opportunities are. LEED and Green 
Globes’ case studies are similar in their educational offerings. Although some of the buildings 
used as case studies are gaining advertising exposure, none of these databases explicitly connect 
the goal of economic development with their goal of expanding education on green building.  

The inability to connect these two goals is not limited to green “educational” databases. Amongst 
all statewide available site and building databases in the United States, only Virginia has a 
specific field that speaks to green building, for LEED certification. This fact speaks to the idea 
that despite the increase in sustainable buildings over the last decade, promotional economic 
development building databases have been slow to change and reflect this increased interest by 
adding features that may encourage environmentally affected business location decisions in 
states and regions.  

4.4 Georgia and Green Building: An Opportunity 

Georgia is in terrific position to take advantage of the emergence of a sector revolving around 
green building. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Georgia’s population is projected to grow to 
over 12M people by 2030. (census.gov) Interim population projections for 2010 of 9.5M people 
have already been estimated to have been reached, according to 2008 Census Quickfacts. Despite 
current economic uncertainty, job growth in the state should eventually rebound and facilities for 
employees will continue to be constructed, retrofitted, and repaired to accommodate them.    
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A great deal of this construction is likely to be sustainable. Using a wide assortment of estimates, 
the Green Building Alliance projects the entire global construction market to range between $1T 
and $3T in 2015. The market for potential for green building as a percentage of this is 10% - 
17%, with a dollar value ranging from $100B to $475B. (Green Building Alliance, 2009) 
McGraw Hill Construction has also estimated the market size for green building at $12B for 
2008, and the construction firm projects this number will grow to $60B by 2010. (McGraw-Hill 
Construction Analytics, SmartMarket Trends Report 2008) The market for development in green 
building may also lead to growth in related industries. Looking beyond construction, the market 
for materials, products, and services related to green buildings are also growing. Estimates 
ranging between 19% and 28% annual growth in green building materials, products, and services 
have led to projections anywhere from $97B to $287B for this portion of the sector by 2015. 
(Green Building Alliance, 2009)  

Georgia has already established a foothold in the nascent green building sector thanks in part to 
sustainability initiatives by major organizations including the City of Atlanta, Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, and Emory University. Georgia is ranked seventh amongst all 
states by the number of LEED certified buildings, an indication of an able workforce and 
developer foresight in the state. As of 6/10/2009, Georgia had over 3,000 LEED Certified 
Professionals, ranking the state eighth in the country, ahead of more populated states including 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Michigan. As of June 8th, 2009, Georgia also ranked 11th in the country 
by number of green buildings. (USGBC, 2009) Industry support is another important factor in 
aiding the growth of firms, and Georgia is home to ASHRAE and Southface Energy Institute, 
two of the leaders in the national debate on energy efficiency and green building, both of which 
are headquartered in Georgia.  

Georgia also maintains high levels of employment concentration in industries that support green 
building, as represented by location quotients. Location quotients are a method of quantifying 
concentrations of populations in a region, or state, measuring the region’s assets relative to a 
reference region, in this case the entire nation. (Economic Modeling Specialists Inc, n.d.) A 
region with a location quotient greater than one has a higher concentration of employees than the 
reference region. Located below are a few of the industries with high employment concentrations 
that may benefit from green building. 

Table 1. 2008 Location Quotients by NAICS Code 

NAICS Code Description Location Quotient 
327 Non-Metallic Mineral Product Manufacturing 1.39 
3255 Paint, Coating, & Adhesive Mfg. 1.27 
113 Forestry and Logging 2.95 
321 Wood Product Manufacturing 1.48 
4233 Lumber and Construction Supply Merchants 1.52 
42322 Home Furnishing Merchant Wholesalers 2.53 
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313 Textile Mills 5.25 
314 Textile Product Mills 8.04 
3334 HVAC and Commercial Refrigeration Eq. 1.35 
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, QCEW, 2008 Figures 

According to a study by the Green Building Alliance, a green building advocate in Western 
Pennsylvania, Georgia ranks ahead of Pennsylvania, Washington, Illinois, and Colorado in 
federal research funding related to green building. (Green Building Alliance, 2009) Research 
funding indicates where new patents are springing up, and these patents may plant the seeds for 
new technologies and ideas in the building related industries (Booz & Co., 2006). An increasing 
green built environment allows these companies and research institutions to try new techniques 
in their home state and encourages a learning atmosphere open to creating an innovative 
products.  

Current inefficiencies in the use of energy and treatment of water give Georgia an added 
incentive to decrease resource consumption. It is no secret that Georgia has been at or near 
drought conditions for the past few years and that methods for shoring up the states’ use and 
treatment of this resource are very much needed. Energy Efficiency in Georgia, as measured by 
Dollars of Gross State Product/KwH, ranks 29th in the United States. This ranking takes into 
account the hot and humid climate of the southeast and the industry mix of the state. (Rocky 
Mountain Institute, 2009) Georgia’s hot and humid climate necessitates a great deal of cooling in 
the summer, leading to high energy costs. While other states, such as California, create over 
double the amount of GDP for each KwH, their ceiling for energy efficiency is also closer. 
Georgia has room to grow and use its energy even more productively than it is used today, which 
would lead to cost savings for organizations in the state. Increased savings from efficiency can 
be used by businesses and government as capital for other organizational activities. Federal 
legislation, such as the American Clean Energy and Security Act which are charting a course 
through congress currently, may increase costs for carbon intensive activities and facilities 
through the use of a cap and trade system or a carbon tax. Such a system would hurt Georgia’s 
competitiveness due to the high usage, over 64%, of coal as a source of electricity in the state. 
(American Coal Foundation, 2007) Energy efficient buildings would help to lessen carbon costs 
related to facilities management while also easing the effect of volatile energy prices, which can 
also disturb business operations.  

The ability to avoid energy price volatility is only one reason for corporations changing their 
attitudes toward sustainable development. Georgia must be aware of this changing sentiment 
from the business community so that the state may remain a leader in attracting progressive and 
dynamic companies. Georgia has been ranked as one of the friendliest business states by a 
number of publications and acknowledging corporate efforts in sustainable development 
practices would be in keeping with that tradition. There are various hypotheses on why this is 
occurring but public relations, newfound commitments to the environment, an increased 
shareholder focus on sustainability, and potential cost savings and productivity gains are all 
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possible reasons for this change. Recruiting businesses into the state and expanding those 
businesses that are already here will mean addressing environmental concerns going forward.  

4.5 Survey Literature: Understanding organizational views on green building 

In order to gain a better understanding of business concerns on the topic of sustainable building 
in particular, two industry wide surveys were assessed that recognize what opportunities and 
threats relate to the sector. The latest survey to be released on the business community’s 
perception of energy efficiency and stability in North America was conducted by Johnson 
Controls through the International Facility Management Association (IFMA). Over 1,400 
members of IFMA participated in the survey in April 2009, including Chief Executive Officers, 
Vice Presidents, general managers, facility directors and managers and all had some “capital or 
operations-related budget responsibility.” The threat of carbon legislation was found to be a real 
concern amongst those surveyed, with 85% responding that they felt some form of legislation 
would be approved over the next two years. Additionally, over 60% of respondents believed that 
energy prices are increasing over the “next year”, an integral part of many businesses’ operating 
costs. These concerns have led 71% of executives and facility managers surveyed to pay more 
attention to energy efficiency as an issue than they did in 2008. Additionally, amongst those 
organizations that have made public greenhouse gas emission reduction commitments, 45% have 
said energy efficiency in their facilities is the top strategy is reaching their goals.  Still, 
constraints come in the way of the cost, perceived and real, of sustainability. One of the findings 
included access to capital as a constraint, with limited capital availability (42%) and unattractive 
paybacks (21%) being the two largest barriers to capturing energy savings. (IFMA/Johnson 
Controls, 2009) 

Turner Construction conducted a survey in 2008 that took the temperature on green real estate 
decisions. Although this survey was focused on real estate executives, the types of buildings they 
owned or managed were varied with office, retail, hotels, industrial, healthcare, and educational 
buildings all represented. Some of the benefits that are coming to the forefront in the argument 
for sustainable building are visible through these surveys. According to this survey, 84% of 
executives mentioned that green buildings were at least somewhat likely to lower energy costs 
and 68% said they were at least somewhat likely to lower operating costs. Other benefits 
included executives saying that increased health and well-being of occupants (76%), building 
value (72%), Return on Investment (52%), and worker productivity (46%) was at least somewhat 
higher in green buildings. The majority of real estate executives recognizing that ROI and 
building value do benefit in some way from owning green real estate is an enormous step for the 
acceleration of building sustainable properties.  

Occupant benefits also represent a nuanced advertising advantage for owners who are selling and 
leasing property to tenants. Productivity is difficult to assess, but there have been quite a few 
studies that have attempted to understand the relationship between indoor environment and work 
productivity. It is one of the beliefs of those promoting sustainable building design that human 
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benefits, especially those leading to increases in health and productivity, will be a significant 
factor in increasing prospects of green building. Benefits related to employee productivity and 
health are important because the cost of staff is often higher for businesses than cost to operate, 
rent, and even purchase. For example, one study of California’s state occupied buildings found 
the cost of state employees was ten times the cost of property and facility maintenance. This ratio 
meant that a 1% increase in the productivity of employees would be roughly equal to a 10% 
decrease in property costs. (Kats, 2003) Increases in productivity and decreases in health issues 
associated with green buildings are attributed to the high level of indoor pollutants in typical 
traditional buildings. Various surveys have noted that absenteeism due to sickness decreases for 
employees in green buildings. (ibid) As more information becomes available about these 
benefits, their quantification should help decrease concerns about upfront costs related to a 
greener indoor environment and materials.  

It is important to constantly note cost efficient features and effects of green buildings because of 
their critical importance in business decision making. The Turner survey found that cost and 
documentation for LEED certification was the number one issue cited for discouraging green 
building at 54%, while higher construction costs and length of payback were tied for second 
place with 50%. The lack of awareness of benefits (48%) and difficulty of quantifying benefits 
(43%) rounded out the top five reasons discouraging green building. (Turner Construction, 2008) 
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5. Interview Results – Perspectives from location decision facilitators 

After reviewing survey results, this project looked to broaden and confirm the business sentiment 
around green building, with a focus on the state of Georgia. Eleven interviews were conducted 
with site selection specialists, real estate brokers, development firm employees, architects, and 
economic developers to understand what their clients, businesses, are most interested in. 
Interviews were specially intended to focus on professionals who aid in the business location 
decision making process.  

In accordance with the themes set in the survey literature, cost was the issue that was front and 
center for all respondents. All eleven respondents mentioned cost at some point in the interview 
and all but two noted it as a caveat before talking about an increased interest in green building or 
specific green features. Additionally, the number one reason for the use of green features 
mentioned by respondents were cost savings associated with the specific technology.  

Although it was mentioned less often, the second most cited reason for interest in green building 
was increased employee health benefits and productivity. Over half of the respondents 
mentioned better health in green buildings, noting increased air quality and less sickness. Two 
respondents also spoke about the threat of sick building syndrome, and the ability for green 
buildings to avoid potential litigation issues.   

Interestingly, three of the respondents mentioned that European companies were more 
comfortable with green features, especially those they recognized as saving resources, due to 
past familiarity and success implementing those technologies in their home country. This 
sentiment is similar to that of two other respondents who noted that tenants or clients were more 
likely to understand and appreciate the benefits of green building if they had been a tenant or 
owner of a green building before.  

Interviews were also conducted to understand what type of client might be interested in green 
building. Headquarter offices were the most often cited candidate to choose sustainable building 
for their location. The increased level of productivity and health benefits, high visibility of 
headquarter offices to customers, and importance to employees, - with health being cited again - 
were all reasons noted for why companies were interested in green office headquarters. One of 
the interview respondents mentioned that headquarter locations were the trailblazers in assessing 
whether green space might be suitable for the rest of the company.  

Four respondents spoke to the trend of sustainability itself growing, remarking that green 
building was just a part of the whole.  Despite increased cost considerations in the down 
economy, one respondent mentioned “sustainability is not going anywhere, and will be ramping 
up again when the economy gets better.” Another respondent mentioned that “green will only get 
more traction in the coming years.” Many of the respondents expressed the feeling that as green 
buildings become more standard, an increasing number of companies would have to respond to 
retain talent, customers, or both. Additionally, three interviewees noted that some companies 
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were more interested in specific sustainable features than a plaque denoting a level of green 
certification. For these companies, respondents agreed, a listing of features in a database would 
be very helpful. Although some of those professionals interviewed were reluctant to go into 
detailed account of the type of firms were most interested in specific green features, many were 
willing to admit that companies that create goods or services that are related to green activities, 
including renewable energy companies and manufacturers or retailers of environmentally 
friendly fixtures and materials, understood the importance of “practicing what they preach” and 
took this into consideration when making location decisions.  

When interviews on what green features were of the most interest to clients, four respondents 
mentioned certification itself, in essence, the “plaque on the wall”. Still, seven respondents noted 
efficient lighting, including CFL and T5/T8 solutions. Five responses were tallied in favor of 
HVAC Efficiency, especially for larger buildings. Low-flow plumbing and fixtures and 
architectural design were also noted by a few participants. One interview subject noted that 
greywater and stormwater retention systems were especially interesting for data centers, because 
of their water use. Additionally, one of the respondents mentioned that making sustainability part 
of the corporate strategy has increasingly become about recognizing what type of power is being 
used for electricity to operate their facilities. An increasing use of green power, and many of the 
other anecdotal thoughts captured in interviews, is strengthened by what was found in the green 
building databases in this project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 
 

6. Database Comparisons 

In order to understand what information is being captured by building databases, nine “green 
building” databases and one “traditional” economic development related database were included 
in this comparison . The traditional database was used as a benchmark for information currently 
available to location specialists. These databases included: Georgia Facts (traditional), North 
Carolina Green Technology, American Institute of Architects Top Ten Green Projects, LEED’s 
certification list, LEED’s case studies, BuildingGreen Suite, DOE High Performance Database, 
California’s State Green buildings, and EnergyStar Buildings & Projects.  

Green Globes did not have a formal publicly available database, but offered a list of buildings 
that had attained the Green Globe rating when requested through their office; a catalog of case 
studies was also publicly available on their website. Due to the fact this study was focused on 
understanding what databases were capturing, an amalgamation of the information available 
through the Green Building Alliance was used to represent which categories information is 
available on. It should also be noted that the table below shows the best case scenario for 
information on buildings included in the database, often not all category fields were populated.   

The Department of Energy’s High Performance Database, the LEED Case Study database, AIA’s 
Top Ten Green Buildings and the BuildingGreen Suite all used the same categories: Process, Site 
and Water, Land Use, Energy, Materials, Indoor Environment and Finance. Green Globes also 
includes Energy, Site, Indoor Environment ,and Resources, but differs by offering Project 
Management, Emissions, and Water as categories. The only Green Globe category that stands 
out is emissions. Project management and water are contained, to an extent, in the site, process, 
and land use portions of the four likeminded databases mentioned earlier. EnergyStar, LEED’s 
Certification list, and California’s State Green Building Database are sparser in their building 
feature information that is made public, with a higher degree of comprehensiveness for the fields 
they are collected, which include label years and/or certification levels, location, and ownership 
information on most, if not all, buildings.  

Due to the greatest portion of databases using Energy, Site/Water, Materials, Indoor 
Environment and Land Use, the technologies included in this project are divided into these 
categories. Financing information was rarely fully available and though incentives used were one 
of the fields the project tried to capture, the field was eventually discarded due to a lack of 
information. Features included within these categories for this project were: 

Energy: HVAC Efficiency & Controls, Lighting Efficiency & Controls, Green Power 
Use, On-Site energy sources 

Water: Stormwater Harvesting and Water Reuse, Low Flow Plumbing and Fixtures 

Site Selection: Redevelopment & Brownfield Use, Public Transportation Access 
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Materials and Resources: Recycled & Local Materials, Diversion of Construction Waste 

Indoor Environment: Low Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Furnishings, Daylighting 

This list is by no means comprehensive, but the project did make an effort to focus on cost 
efficient features and those technologies noted in interviews as being desirable. Due to a great 
deal of variance in these fields for what qualifies as a technology, definitions of fields are below, 
most of which are LEED minimum standards: 

HVAC Efficiency & Controls includes commissioning of the HVAC system, upgrading or 
repairing current HVAC units to increase energy efficiency, thermal comfort zones, and some 
form of mixed mode or natural ventilation. Lighting efficiency includes T-5, T-8, or Compact 
Fluorescent Lighting use and replacement of electronic ballasts with magnetic or hybrid ballasts. 
Lighting Controls include the use of occupancy sensors and daylight sensor technology that 
adapts to the amount of natural light the building receives. Green power use is the minimum 
standard for green power use as defined by LEED and/or the use of renewable energy credits in 
the purchase of building or leased space energy. On Site energy is considered to be reached when 
the use of solar panels, geothermal technologies, including heat pumps, wind turbines, and/or 
biomass technologies are employed, on site.  

Stormwater Harvesting and Water Reuse is any case where a retention pond or cistern was 
created to collect rainwater and/or HVAC Condensate, or a grey water system was installed to 
filter sources of grey water from various building water use. Low Flow Fixtures and Plumbing 
are counted where low flow fixtures are advertised and water efficiency is gained of 10% in 
existing buildings, 20% for core and shell and commercial interiors (leased), and 50% in new 
construction.   

Buildings that were built on any portion of a previously developed site, including brownfields, 
were considered a redeveloped site. Public transportation was counted when a train or subway 
was within a ½ mile of the work site, or a bus within a ¼ mile. Utilization of five percent of 
recycled content was needed for credit for recycle materials. Twenty percent of the total for 
materials used needed to be from within 500 miles of the site to qualify for local materials status. 
Diversion of waste created by construction is also measured by LEED standards, where over 
50% of construction materials were diverted from landfills. Low VOC furnishings include the 
use of any low VOC paint, adhesives, furniture, and composite wood. Daylighting was counted 
where 75% of the building was daylit and/or 90% of the space had views.  

Before going into the analysis of the database, it should be mentioned here that under the new 
LEED 2009, minimum requirements for certified buildings include sharing water and energy 
usage data for at least five years. This data collection will be crucial in making an argument for 
sustainability to businesses, where cost is the main focus. Outcome related data can help to make 
sound, quantified business decisions in defense of sustainability on their choices of existing or 
new facilities.  
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7. Database Analyses 

7.1 Green Building Features Analysis  

As noted in the methodology section, the Green Building features analysis was made of 85 
buildings where information related to building features were able to be gathered by publicly 
available press releases, LEED worksheets, and case studies. Due to a lack of information, a 
handful of LEED buildings in USGBC’s database and all EnergyStar buildings that have not 
converted to LEED were removed from this features database. Most of these buildings are 
recaptured in an expanded catalog containing 183 green buildings, which is analyzed in the next 
section.  

It should be noted here that the Metro Atlanta area, for the sake of this paper, is constituted of the 
ten county area where the Atlanta Regional Commission serves as the intergovernmental 
coordination agency, excluding the core area of the City of Atlanta. These counties include, 
Fulton, Gwinnett, Cobb, Clayton, DeKalb, Douglas, Henry, Rockdale, Cherokee, and Fayette. 
(Atlanta Regional Commission, 2009) The “Rest of State” categorization used in this project is 
for all structures built outside of the City of Atlanta and the 10 County metro area.  

The “owner type” field for the features analysis was split roughly evenly, with 42 buildings 
being owned or leased (for LEED commercial interiors) by private firms. Nineteen of the 85 
buildings are government owned and 24 buildings are owned by nonprofits. Amongst the 43 
buildings owned by non profit and government organizations, 20 were constructed in 2005 or 
before. In drastic comparison, 34 of the 42 private buildings that were included in this analysis 
were constructed after 2005, reflecting the recent increased acceptance of sustainable building 
methods by private firms. Green building in Georgia has also benefited from new construction, 
with 64 of the buildings, over 75%, being classified as new.  

The following table shows the variety of technologies and features used:  

Table 2. Technology /Feature Utilization in “Features Database” 

Technology/Feature Field Rate of Use (%) 
Public Transportation 50.6% 
Redeveloped Site 26.6%* 
Low Volatile Organic Compound Furnishings 80.0% 
HVAC Efficiency Measures and/or Technology 34.1% 
Stormwater/HVAC Condensate Collection 30.6% 
Low Flow Plumbing and Fixtures 50.6% 
Daylighting 65.9% 
Green Power Use  36.4% 
On Site Renewable Energy Use 8.2% 
Reused or Recycled Materials 78.8% 
Regional or Local Materials 70.6% 
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Waste Diversion of Construction Materials 64.7% 
White/Reflective/Green Roofs 35.3% 
Efficient Lighting Fixtures 22.4% 
Lighting Sensors (occupancy and daylight sensitive) 37.6% 
*Denominator does not include LEED CI and EB Certified Sites 

The table of utilization in Georgia supplies some evidence that the use of cost effective measures 
amongst green features is fairly high which helps confirm the sentiment expressed by the surveys 
literature and interviews conducted earlier in the project. Two examples of high utilization were 
low-VOC furnishings and daylighting, both of which were used in over 65% of all green 
buildings in the database. Despite price premiums for both features, the difference in upfront 
costs is alleviated by other benefits. In the case of low-VOC furnishings, often low-VOC paint, 
the higher quality of paint leads to less paint jobs over 15-20 years, saving money on future labor 
cost. Daylighting can have significant upfront costs, but has medium range payback and is also a 
possible source of productivity gain for workers. Some benefits cited is decreasing power loads 
for generators during outages, increased worker preference for windows, and even increased 
circulation of biologically related hormones that boost circadian rhythm, our internal clocks.  

Efficient lighting features have a fairly low utilization rate, although it is one of the most often 
cited green measures taken by property developers and managers. Lighting efficiency shows one 
of the limitations of data collection for this database through press releases, case studies, and 
LEED Certification worksheets. Press releases and to some extent, abbreviated case studies focus 
on new or exciting green technologies while overlooking more cost efficient, but trite features. 
LEED certification worksheets, which focus on energy conservation, can miss specific cost 
efficient green technologies by focusing on benchmark outcomes. Although this is very useful to 
show the energy savings of the aggregation of green features in a building, techniques for 
decreasing energy use are left out, trivializing simpler, but more efficient, technologies.  

Still, the use of technologies with a higher public relations value has helped highlight the use of 
green power, which although more expensive than traditional power, has a remarkable level of 
use. Thirty of 84 projects reported using some form of green power for their energy use. 
Commitment to alternative sources of energy is not limited to public and nonprofit organizations 
either. Data shows that amongst the 30 buildings included, 14 are leased or owned by private 
firms, an important step towards increasing the scale of its use. Amongst these 14 private 
companies, three are design/build companies and three are interior furnishing manufacturing 
companies, all with a stake in green building. Three of the remaining private firms have focused 
on green development as a strategy or provide advice on the efficiency of buildings. These 
numbers seem congruent with a remark by one of the interview respondents: “companies that 
consider themselves green are taking strides to show their bonafides, especially as it pertains to 
energy.” Interestingly, the breakdown of features by ownership - private v. other - was fairly 
even for many of the technologies as well. 
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The higher utilization rates of low flow fixtures and public transportation achievement are very 
likely due to the concentration of buildings in the City of Atlanta and to a lesser extent, in the 
metropolitan area. This concentration will be explored further in the expanded catalog section - 
where there is a larger group of buildings to fill out the state - but the focus of better advertised, 
and more advanced, green buildings in the Atlanta Metro must be distributed throughout Georgia 
to increase public awareness and help to grow related industries all over the state.  

Due to the lack of full and comprehensive information mentioned as a limitation earlier, this 
trend analyses on features were unable to unearth specific phenomena as well as it should be able 
to. The complete nature of ownership information labeled in this section highlights benefits that 
may be extended to green features when more full availability of data exists.  

7.2 Expanded Catalog Analysis 

The expanded catalog of buildings included any LEED building where the projects existence and 
location was confirmed, as well as all EnergyStar buildings that were labeled as such in 2008. 
Green building has been associated with large metro areas, but considering the Atlanta Metro 
areas explosive growth in population and contribution to GDP in the state, the rest of the state 
seems well represented with 49 of 183 total buildings located outside the Metro area. 
Unfortunately, many of the green buildings outside of the Atlanta Metro are retail outlets, hotel 
and leisure buildings, and government and non-profit agencies. There are only three commercial 
buildings outside of the Atlanta Metro area, none of which is greater than 10,000 square feet. 
The total square footage of these three spaces represents less than 0.25% of the total commercial 
green space in the state. Industrial space, that have locational necessities to be placed along 
highways and closer to major ports have sprouted in the Chatham and Liberty County area 
though, with four of the seven green industrial/warehouse buildings being located in these two 
counties.  

Commercial space in the Atlanta Metro is less lopsided, but still underlines the leadership 
developers have shown in the City of Atlanta in the realm of sustainable building. The City of 
Atlanta has over 14 million square feet of commercial office space, while the surrounding Metro 
Area had approximately 3.4 million square feet as of 7/21/09, much of which has been built since 
2007. According to building count, Atlanta is by far the state leader among municipalities with 
77 green developments. Alpharetta sets the standard for other municipalities with 11 buildings, 
followed by College Park with nine, and Savannah with six. It should be noted again that this 
subset does not include residential projects, where Savannah is boosted further by Melaver and 
Urban Realty partnerships in creating green multifamily housing, and has been a leader in its 
own right. Other municipalities that have three or more green buildings are sprinkled around the 
Atlanta Metro area including Norcross, East Point, Sandy Springs, Duluth, Roswell, Johns Creek 
and Pine Mountain.  
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Green Industrial/Warehouse buildings are currently limited in number, though expansion is 
slated to take place in this market as well, noted in the next section on registration numbers. 
Industrial/Warehouse building is important because it may provide the best opportunity for the 
sector to grow outside of the Atlanta Metro. Looking at the buildings that have been certified, six 
of seven are outside of the 10 county Metro area. Additionally, a cursory search of industrial 
buildings and sites in the Georgia Facts database shows that industrial and warehousing space is 
the most advertised space in the rest of the state. The growth of this portion of the sector will be 
an important one for Georgia to follow in the future.  

The expanded catalog also noted the business type of ownership and tenants (for LEED 
Commercial Interiors), so that we may better understand the investing force in going green. Not 
surprisingly given the nature of the real estate development, 56 Real Estate Developers and 
Trusts had ownership or tenancy in a green building, the largest of any group. The second largest 
group was local governments with 32 buildings. Consumer goods, an industry that is involved 
very closely in understanding end users of goods, came in third with 22 green locations. Despite 
the ongoing belief that governments and nonprofits are driving green building, the reality is that 
sustainable building has become more mainstream in recent years, especially in Georgia.  

In addition to these results from the database, this project also used Fortune 1000 companies 
headquartered in Georgia as trendsetters for office space. Amongst the 29 companies in the 
Fortune 1000 located in Georgia (NCR not included), eight were located in green buildings 
included in the expanded green building catalog, amounting to over 27%. Considering the small 
share of office space that is certified or labeled by a green rating system, this number stands out 
as an indicator of quality that is attractive to Georgia’s best and biggest employer. The Metro 
Chamber of Atlanta approximates that there is just over 190M square feet of commercial space 
in nine submarkets in and around the city of Atlanta (including suburban markets); in contrast, 
green commercial space is just less than 17.9M square feet for the entire ten county Metro 
Atlanta, including the City of Atlanta, making it less than 10% of the total market. (Metro 
Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, 2009) This number is most likely significantly higher than the 
actual percentage of green commercial space when taking into account all commercial space, 
outside the main submarkets, in the metro area.  

7.3 Registration Analysis  

The LEED Registration database was exported and analyzed in an excel spreadsheet to 
understand future indicators of growth in green building. Using those buildings that are 
registered for LEED, which is the start of the application process, this project tried to gauge 
future trends for the state. Despite the current economic downturn and the harsh effects on 
construction, both commercial and industrial LEED registered projects increased in 2008 over 
2007. Industrial and Warehousing space, a leading source of employment outside of Atlanta, is 
increasing the amount of green building space outside of Atlanta. Of all 26 buildings registered 
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to be LEED certified as industrial or warehouse space - including six of the seven in the project 
database – 18 were outside of the 10 county Metro Area.  

There were 51 commercial projects registered in 2008, an increase of 27.5% over commercial 
registration in 2007. Additionally, the 2009 numbers for both commercial and industrial LEED 
registration, on a pro rated basis, are ahead of 2008. The number of buildings registered for 2009 
as of June 15th, 2009 was 26, which was prorated to project to 55 buildings for the year. This 
trend is a strong indication that although the green trend may be slowed by the current financial 
climate, the market for such space continues to grow. The chart below helps to visual this 
rapidity. It is interesting to note that out of the 25 buildings that have registered for LEED 
certification in 2009, all but six are for existing buildings, or retrofitting. This statistic helps 
identify a growing trend to retrofit buildings in the state, which may be attributed to attempts to 
differentiate office space as vacancies have gone up over the past year. Additionally, all but two 
of the existing buildings registering for LEED in 2009 are less than 100,000 square feet, a sign of 
increased acceptance of sustainable building by large real estate developers.   

Table 3. Number of Buildings Registered for LEED Certification by Year 

 

Source: USGBC LEED Registration Directory, 2009.  
*Registration Numbers Projected on a Pro-Rated Basis, as of June 15, 2009 
 
Given the current availability of office space, especially in the Atlanta Metro’s commercial 
market, the trend of retrofitting should only continue. Potential savings from energy use, 
increasing vacancy rates, older building stock, and higher building value have created long and 
short term benefits for building owners to take existing buildings green. (Commercial Property 
Executive, 2009) Anecdotal evidence, such as the retrofit of the Sears Tower, Empire State 
Building, and the Hurt Building right here in Atlanta, has shown that these trends are not only 
the results of data crunching, but real physical change to our most high profile buildings.  
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8. Database Benefits 

In looking at existing statewide site and building databases, Virginia had the only field especially 
for a green feature, the actual achievement of LEED certification. Many states, including 
Georgia, allow for comments where brokers and owners can denote that the building is LEED 
certified or add features they may feel are noteworthy. This approach, though it allows building 
owners to advertise freely, does nothing to highlight buildings that have taken steps to be green 
and deserve special promotion of certain desirable features.  

The cost of LEED certification and documentation was mentioned earlier in this paper as a 
barrier to sustainable building. Interview respondents mentioned similar issues with LEED 
specifically, despite the incorporation of green features into their client’s buildings. This 
dependence on LEED, or any other designation, to act as a public relations incentive for going 
green does many of the building owners and developers a disservice, leading to ambivalence 
toward green features if a desired certification level cannot be reached. A new or updated 
building database that incorporated green features would help add an additional advertising 
incentive for developers and owners by emphasizing specific features corporate owners and 
lessees may be interested in, educating and enhancing the market for commercial and industrial 
space. Instead of supporting one rating system or another, there would be an expanded list of 
buildings that may or may not be certified or labeled green, but do have some desired attributes. 
As an example of why this may benefit the commercial office market, LEED for Commercial 
Interiors awards points for tenants that choose buildings with certain green features, whether or 
not the space is already LEED certified; a public listing of these features for an available 
building would help those tenants find space where they may pursue a LEED-CI rating on their 
own and take advantage of the points already available. A statewide building database for green 
building shows innovation on the part of Georgia to accommodate, incentivize, and recognize 
sustainable building practices. 

Although a database in itself would not be able to decrease construction costs or payback periods 
– though it may aid in eventually increasing scale – there are other efforts to expand sustainable 
building that may be aided by a database. Increasing the transparency of green features and 
technologies in each building may help to educate building owners and managers on the 
increased usage of features and spur dialogue between those who have built green and those who 
may be looking to do so. Advertising benefits were outlined earlier as being enhanced. 
Additionally, a database that included utility savings information with relevant features noted 
can help reinforce and quantify the benefits of the technologies used.  

Finally, the documentation and availability of information on the number and location of green 
buildings in the state and the use of specific features in the available building stock would help 
economic development and state policy researchers to understand trends. Though the database in 
this paper was limited, some assumptions including the types of  technologies utilized most often 



29 
 

and their relationship to cost, increased private ownership of green buildings, and a growing 
trend of retrofitting were all able to be alluded to or confirmed. A more comprehensive and 
formidable database would greatly enhance feedback on trends in the green building sector in 
Georgia, informing decisions based on greater performance measurement. An example of what 
may be evaluated include information related to the structures themselves, such as construction 
type or building use information, as well as specific technologies, like increased solar panel 
utilization. In the case of a certain feature’s use that lags behind other states, these insights may 
help to lead further inquiries into technologies, and aid in assessing where Georgia’s 
competitiveness in green building lies. Where state and local incentives are in place for certain 
technologies, their success may be measured by tracking their utilization and further informing 
future policy decisions. Tracking incentives that have not aided in the increased employment of 
certain technologies may also help to better allocate state and local funds.   
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9. Recommendations 

The first step toward making progress in creating a green database is to bring together a group of 
stakeholders who understand what the desired sustainable features of buildings are for 
organizations. The members of this group should also be invested in the continued economic 
development and growth of Georgia. Judging from much of the literature and interviews I 
conducted, this group includes corporations themselves, their agents, such as brokerage and site 
selections specialists, local and state economic development officials, utility companies, and real 
estate managers and owners. This last group is especially important given their deep 
understanding of tenant needs and familiarity with innovative financing techniques for 
sustainable building. Financing, as a key driver of the construction and real estate industry, 
necessitates the inclusion of banks in any committee so that capital availability and loan 
underwriting needs are understood. Green building support organizations, architects, engineers, 
and contractors must also be included to bolster the environmental and construction credentials 
of the committee, to inform technical and implementation concerns.  

A steering committee of appointees from different stakeholder organizations should start with 
setting out the goals of a green building database for Georgia. The two most obvious goals of 
existing databases are as educational and economic development tools, with other goals to be 
added as the committee may see fit. After goals have been agreed upon, the committee should 
decide on categories, and then fields, that should be addressed in the database to advance these 
goals. Current familiarity with the categories used by AIA, LEED, BuildingGreen, and the 
Department of Energy would suggest using energy, site, water, indoor environment, materials, 
process, land use, and finance as a starting point for the database. The committee may find that 
all of these categories are unnecessary, and delete those that may detract from the stated goals. 
Green Globes also offers alternative categories, including emissions and project management. 
Many of the issues included here have been tackled and assessed by Sustainable Atlanta in the 
creation of the Atlanta Sustainable Building Ordinance, including data collection, water and 
energy use, minimum standards, and definitions. (Sustainable Atlanta, 2009) The steering 
committee may find this document useful to facilitate conversation for a statewide discussion on 
green building, especially considering the wide range actors that worked together to come up 
with this solution.  

The committee should also decide how the database should be implemented: on a standalone 
basis or integrated into an existing database. It is the recommendation of this paper that green 
feature information is included in an existing database, merging education with economic 
development, instead of creating competition between existing databases and confusing 
developers or building owners. Additionally, the committee would be responsible for deciding 
how to verify the existence of green features so that data input into fields in the new database are 
reliable. The certification by engineers or architects of green features, whether third party or 
directly related to the project may be one way to keep the database reliable. Similar 
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documentation and verification takes place for certification for LEED, Green Globes, and 
EnergyStar buildings. Another innovative method for reliability that may keep documentation 
costs down for the private sector would be to increase the scope of public works departments and 
code enforcers to verify green features. Tracking green features through local government 
employees would increase upfront costs for training in the short run, but eventually, this would 
benefit the state greatly by increasing local governments familiarity with green building and 
providing expertise for contractors that may not be as widely available in smaller cities. Proper 
minimum standards of features or technologies must also be agreed upon - an unenviable task of 
deciding what it takes to actually decide whether or not a feature is “green.” Levels of detail, to 
enhance or generalize, information in each field must also be included in debate. Although 
physical and design features and technologies were mainly discussed throughout this paper, an 
emerging trend of recognizing the outcomes of resource efficient features, such as electricity and 
water usage, should also be considered as a field, because of their relation to cost savings, the 
number one issue of businesses. Businesses may find that quantifying benefits based on similar 
sized buildings will help inform budget and building cost analysis to benefit sustainable building.  

After this committee decides on how it would like to go forward on database creation as it relates 
to features and data reliability, the next logical step would be to create a pilot green building 
database or a beta site that integrates green features into an existing site selection database. 
Georgia Facts would be an ideal candidate for integration, although the state has at least one 
more statewide database that could also be used – selectgeorgia.net. The integrated database 
would allow for feedback on technical and practical application issues. Rates of website usage, 
green features “clicks”, and site search mechanisms are a few of the tests and surveys that might 
be conducted to enhance user preferences. Back end issues related to database maintenance and 
data collection would be ascertained and streamlined for efficiency.  

Considering the Atlanta Metro’s status as one of the top cities for Fortune 1000 headquarters and 
the inclination for headquarters to be the first company offices to go green, the city’s move 
toward sustainable building makes good economic development sense. Yet Georgia’s 
headquarters are not limited to Atlanta; over 37% of the Fortune 1000 companies’ headquartered 
in Georgia are outside of the city. Fortune 1000 companies outside the ten county metro area 
make up over 24% of the total composition of headquarter count. (Fortune, 2009) These 
companies are representatives and drivers of business trends, and the increasing movement to go 
green in Atlanta should expand to other parts of the state. As headquarters continue to act as the 
green “guinea pig” for company operations, Georgia’s second tier cities would benefit from 
supporting and understanding sustainable building and its increased use. Although the current 
economy makes the mandates of green building standards difficult, the state and its 
municipalities should look into ideas that may strengthen the industry while not creating an 
imposition. Three ideas include: (1) incentives for certain green features that are tied to the 
state’s existing and targeted industry mix, (2) increasing the green features of state owned 
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buildings, thereby increasing scale, and (3) using this period of job uncertainty to develop the 
skills of the workforce in Georgia to take advantage growing industry.  

As it relates to the current bundle of green incentives and benefits for the state’s current or 
targeted industry mix, there is some room for improvement. In the report by the Green Building 
Alliance, the study used nine other states as a benchmark for Pennsylvania. Georgia was ranked 
last amongst the ten for “state programs related to green building.” Georgia had three out of 21 
possible programs related to green building; the next closest state was Illinois with seven. 
Georgia should review the program list and research their success or failure to enhance incentive 
programs in aiding local industries. The three programs Georgia currently promotes, according to 
GBA, were Local Sustainable Buildings Practices related to LEED, Sales Tax Abatements, and 
Utility Provider Rebates. State and Local Rebate, Grant, or Loan programs amounted to six 
programs that were non-existent in Georgia. (Green Building Alliance) Additionally, quite a few 
of the states had energy efficiency standards and Energy Star requirements for appliances - two 
other programs the state could look into and assess to aid industry.  

One way to forward the latter two goals without dipping state coffers may be through the 
American Reinvestment and Recovery Act. Some municipalities in Georgia have already begun 
to request funding in just this way. The City of Atlanta submitted a request of over $52M to the 
2008 U.S Conference of Mayors to install solar, thermal and photovoltaic systems on 
government buildings (Stimulus Watch, n.d.). The city also requested approximately $12M for 
HVAC efficiency upgrades and over $10M for lighting retrofits, low flow fixtures, and building 
insulation upgrades. Similarly, Macon is looking to receive over $15M with their submitted 
proposal to upgrade or repair HVAC systems for efficiency for 41 schools, which will also 
decrease the school district’s operating costs. (ibid) These projects increase the use of green 
features, boost revenue of local industries that provide components and contractors that provide 
services, and develop the skills of the workforce in new construction and installation techniques.  

Although it may take some time due to the current economic climate, technical standards should 
eventually be introduced, especially where it is cost neutral or can benefit local industries.  
Technical standards have been cited as being a possible catalyst for real change in the building 
industry. (McKinsey, 2007) As these standards become commonplace, local zoning and public 
works departments will gain a greater familiarity with their benefits and use, and bureaucratic 
matters some developers currently face should be alleviated. These standards might be applied to 
publicly owned buildings and larger structures where there may be greater scale to take 
advantage of resource efficiency. Again, the “Atlanta Sustainable Building Ordinance”, which is 
currently making its way through City Council, may provide insight into what type of buildings 
should be included and minimum standards that may be used. The ordinance was written with a 
wide array of stakeholder input including the concerns of businesses. Identifying what has been 
used in Atlanta and what may be suitable for other parts of the state can be useful in aiding 
discussion on how to increase scale for sustainable building throughout Georgia.  



33 
 

Georgia has already been a benefactor of the strong growth in green building. Efforts to make 
sure the states gains are not lost depend on its ability to nourish the industry and innovate to 
bolster green buildings’ potential growth. This project outlines how a green building database 
would work towards that goal and strengthen Georgia’s role in remaining a leader in the industry 
for the future. 
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Appendices 

Appendix I. Fortune 1000 firms in Georgia with Green Headquarters, including addresses 

#73) Coca Cola Company – One Coca Cola Plaza, Atlanta, GA 

#116) Coca Cola Enterprises – 2500 Windy Ridge Pkwy., Atlanta, GA 

#387) Newell Rubbermaid – Three Glenlake Pkwy., Sandy Springs, GA 

#660) Mirant Technologies – 1155 Perimeter Center West, Atlanta, GA 

#869) Acuity Brands – 1170 Peachtree Street, Atlanta, GA 

#883) Beazer Homes – 1000 Abernathy Rd., Atlanta, GA 

#945) Mueller Water Products – 1200 Abernathy Rd., Atlanta, GA 

#957) Wendy’s/Arby’s Group – 1155 Perimeter Center West, Atlanta, GA 

Appendix II. Number of LEED Professionals by State as of June 28th, 2009 

Georgia  3018  Nevada  696
North Dakota  38  South Carolina  738
West Virginia  54  Connecticut  834
South Dakota  83  Indiana  968
Wyoming  83  Tennessee  1022
Delaware  114  Wisconsin  1182
Alaska  150  Oregon  1424
Mississippi  174  Missouri  1703
Vermont  177  Arizona  1743
Louisiana  216  New Jersey  1769
Rhode Island  224  Minnesota  1898
New Hampshire  225  Michigan  2016
Montana  249  Maryland  2064
Idaho  261  Ohio  2397
Arkansas  294  North Carolina  2471
Maine  299  Pennsylvania  2509
Oklahoma  305  Washington  2803
New Mexico  308  Virginia  2858
Nebraska  474  Massachusetts  3243
Utah  492  Colorado  3579
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Kentucky  512  Illinois  4180
Hawaii  516  Texas  4620
Alabama  593  Florida  4889
Iowa  634  New York  5086
Kansas  693  California  11835

 

Appendix III. Number of LEED Certified Buildings by State as of June 8th, 2009 

Georgia  97  Utah  21
South Dakota  0  Maine  26
Delaware  2  Tennessee  28
North Dakota  2  Connecticut  31
Wyoming  4  South Carolina  34
Alaska  5  Missouri  37
West Virginia  5  Minnesota  46
Oklahoma  6  Maryland  51
Louisiana  8  Wisconsin  53
Mississippi  8  New Jersey  55
Rhode Island  8  Arizona  57
Montana  9  District of Columbia  57
Idaho  10  Virginia  80
Nebraska  10  North Carolina  82
Kansas  11  Florida  86
Hawaii  13  Colorado  105
Kentucky  14  Michigan  120
Alabama  16  Illinois  122
Vermont  16  Oregon  122
Arkansas  17  New York  126
Iowa  18  Massachusetts  135
New Mexico  18  Washington  137
New Hampshire  19  Pennsylvania  142
Indiana  20  Texas  144
Nevada  20  California  355
Ohio  21       

 

Appendix IV. List of Green Buildings in Georgia (Buildings included in Features Analysis in 
italics) 

Building Name    
02335‐Harvey's Store  Dunwoody Springs Charter   One Atlantic Center 
02336‐Harvey's Store  East Athens Dance Center  One Glenlake 
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02348‐Harvey's Store  EAST ATLANTA LIBRARY  One Midtown Plaza 
02383‐Harvey's Store  EDGEWOOD Offices  Overlook III 
02388‐Harvey's Store  Emory Turman Residence Hall  Palisades A‐B‐C 
02396‐Harvey's Store  Emory‐Oxford College Residence  Palisades D 
1000 Parkwood  FAMILY PROTECTION CENTER  Park Pl. Outreach Home Youth 
109‐119 Whitaker St  FDR's Little White House Mus.  Parkview One at Opus Woods 
1155 Perimeter Center West  FL# 2308  Pershing Point Plaza 
1180 Peachtree  FL# 2309  Platinum Tower 
12 Executive Park  FL# 2384  Police East Substation 
171 17th Street  FL#1082  Police West Substation 
1987‐FL ‐ Milledgeville,GA  Forsyth County Family YMCA  Preston Ridge II 
200 Galleria  Georgia Power Child Care‐ Atl  Proscenium Building 
201 17th Street  Georgia Public Health Laboratory  Ravinia One 
2500 Windy Ridge Parkway  Georgia Southern University  Renaissance Elem Schools 
3097 Satellite Blvd  Goizueta Business School  Restaurant at Abercorn Common 
311a3‐Northlake Courtyard  Golf Clubhouse R. B. Russell  Riverwood 100 
311a6‐Peachtree Corners 
Courtyd  Gwinnett Commerce Center  Robert D. Fowler Family YMCA 
311a9‐Atlanta Airport S. 
Courtyard 

Gwinnett County Environmental and 
Heritage  Sanctuary Park‐‐Lakeview II 

311ad‐Atlanta Airport N. 
Courtyard  Hamilton E. Holmes Elem. School  Sanctuary Park‐‐Oak View I 
311ah‐Midtown Courtyard  Hapeville Elementary School  Sanctuary Park‐‐Stonebridge I 
311b6‐Delk RD Courtyard  Hardin Construction Co.   Sanctuary Park‐‐The Falls 
311p9‐Jimmy Carter Courtyard  Harriet Tubman Elem. School  Sandtown Middle School 
33735‐Atlanta Marriott 
Perimeter  Harvey's #2366  Serenbe Hamlet Bake Shop 

33749‐Atlanta Airport Marriott  Harvey's #2392 
SHOWROOM FOR ALLSTEEL AND 
GUNL 

34 Peachtree  Harvey's 2314  Skanska Office at Ivan Allen Plaza 
400 Northpark  Harvey's 2339  Southface Eco Office 
600 Northpark  Harvey's 2361  Stonewall Tell Elementary School 
645a8‐Norcross Townplace 
Suites  Harvey's 2365  Summit Family YMCA 
645a9‐Northlake Townplace 
Suites  Harvey's 2369  Suwannee River Visitor Center 
8 Corporate Square  Hembree Springs Elem. School  Sweet Apple Elementary School 
A. Philip Randolph Elem. School  Heritage Elementary School  Sweetwater Creek Visitors Center 

Abbotts Hill Elementary School 
Herman Miller Atlanta National Design 
Center  TANDUS ATLANTA SHOWROOM 

Abercorn Common  High Point Elementary School  The Arthur M. Blank Family Office 
ABERCORN COMMON SHOPS 
600  Holder Construction Office  The Hurt Building 
Academy Sport Dist. Center  Hurt Building  The Lenox Building 

AIRCRAFT RESCUE FIRE STATION  Intellicenter‐Atlanta 
The Lodge and Spa at Callaway 
Gardens 

A. Specter HQ and Emer. Op 
Center  Interface Showroom and Offices  The Paideia School 

ARMH ‐ Gatewood  Jasper County High School 
The Southern Pine Conference 
Center 

Ashford Green  JAT Office  The Weather Channel 
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Atlanta Community Food Bank  Kimball Office Showroom  Tradeport East Building A 
Atlanta Marriott Norcross  Klaus Advanced Computing Bldg  TREES Atlanta 
Autrey Mill Middle School  Knoll Atlanta  TVS Atlanta Office Renovation 
Balzer Theater at Herren's  Len Foote Hike Inn  Two Glenlake, Newell Rubbermaid 
Callaway Gardens Cecil B day 
Butterfly  Liberty Point Elementary School  Two Midtown Plaza 
Candler Library Renovation  Logistiport at Savannah Building A  TWO PEACHTREE POINTE 

CDC Building 110  Logistiport at Savannah Building B 
USA Building ‐ Coca‐Cola North 
America 

CEMEX Clinchfield Cement Plant  Love T. Nolan Elementary School  Utoy Creek WRC Admin. & Lab 

Centergy One  Maharam‐Atlanta 
Veterans Affairs Regional Office ‐ 
Atlanta 

C. Elliott Wildlife Center, Dining  Mgmt. Building, Tech. Square  Villages at Carver Family YMCA 
Cogburn Woods Elementary 
School  Mathematics and Science Center  Westpoint Building A 

Colonial Center 100  MELAVER INC SAVANNAH OFFICE 
Whitehead Biomedical Research 
Building 

Colonial Center 200  Menefee & Winer Office  Wildlife Resources Walton Office 
Colonial Center 300  Morgan Business Center Building  Wilson Creek Elementary School 
Colonial Center 500  MT. VERNON PRESBYTERIAN SCHOOL  Windward Fairways II 
Conley Hills Elementary School  New World of Coca Cola  Winship Cancer Institute 
Creek View Elementary School  Northpark 500  Woodward Academy A Adair 
Crestwood Building  Oak Knoll Elementary School  Woodward Academy Brand‐Tucker 

Cushman & Wakefield Atlanta   Oakley ES  Woodward Academy Dining Hall 
Deerfield Commons I  One Alliance Center  WorkingBuildings' Corporate Offices 
 

Appendix V. Database Category & Field Comparison Table 

 


