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Abstract: How do constructors and their associated supply chain establish the cost of green
projects and systems, and what can it tell us about how policy and the project delivery
process/environment should be changed to reduce this key barrier to sustainability? This
paper provides an overview of the challenges faced by contractors, subcontractors, and their
supply chains in costing green vs. conventional projects, at various stages of the project
delivery process. The primary aim of the paper is to lay the groundwork for identifying key
leverage points in the process where relevant data can be introduced and actions taken to
influence cost. With this information, project stakeholders can better understand what
influences the cost margin associated with green projects, thereby taking the first step toward
controlling project cost for competitive advantage in the market and increasing the likelihood
of adoption of sustainable technologies and strategies in capital projects.
The First Cost Barrier to Sustainability in Capital Projects
Despite motivation to improve the sustainability of capital construction projects, stakeholder
perceptions of the initial cost of such projects are a barrier to implementation (Klotz et al.
2007a; Lapinski et al. 2005, 2006; Morris 2007; Pearce 2008a; Pearce & Fischer 2002;
Syphers et al. 2003; Wilkinson & Reed 2007; Williams & Dair 2007; Wilson & Tagaza
2006). Multiple studies of the actual first costs associated with green projects have found the
margin between green and conventional projects to be surprisingly small, no more than 2-3%
of total installed cost for the lowest levels of LEED certification. In one study, the average
premium from 33 green buildings across the U.S. compared to conventional designs for those
same buildings was slightly less than 2%, or $3–5/ft2, thought to be because of increased
architectural and engineering design time, modeling costs and time necessary to integrate
green building strategies into projects (Kats 2003). A range of other studies have found results
ranging from an average of less than 1% cost premium for projects at the lowest level of
certification to 7% or more for buildings at the higher levels of certification (Table 1).
Despite these quantitative studies, a common perception exists that green buildings cost
significantly more than their traditional counterparts. A recent study of 87 leading
construction companies in the US asked what level of cost premium respondents believed
green buildings would carry compared to conventional construction (Ahn & Pearce 2007).
35% of respondents believed that the cost premium of green building is 5% to 10% compared
to conventional construction, and another 27% of the respondents believed the cost premium
would be greater than 10%. Less than 1% of the respondents indicated a belief that green
building costs the same or less than conventional construction (Figure 1). These responses
demonstrate that the construction industry still believes that green building costs significantly
more than conventional construction, despite the growing body of evidence to the contrary
(Bartlett & Howard 2000). What is responsible for this divergence, and how does it impact the
implementation of sustainability in the capital projects industry?

Table 1: Green Project Cost Studies – Actual Margin
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Point of Departure: The Costs of Building Green from a
Constructor Standpoint

Figure 1: Contractor Perceptions of
Green Cost Margin
(Ahn & Pearce 2007)

From the perspective of construction as a production process, contractors and subcontractors
represent the general and specialized units within the process that accomplish the actual
production of the desired product (Gil et al. 2000b). They are the critical mechanism by which
the aim of the production process is realized as well as the source of actual project cost
(Errasti et al. 2007). With design-build procurement and pre-construction services on the rise,
these players also have an important role in the early phases of capital projects (Horman et al.
2006). Their input has potential to shape how projects are realized in multiple ways (Errasti et
al. 2007), including influencing planning and design decisions that have cost implications for
the project. Together with the supply chain that provides materials and products for the
production process, these actors constitute the constructor subsystem within the larger socioenviro-technical (S-E-T) system that comprises a capital project (Rohracher 2001).
The literature on risk also provides insight as to how contractors approach the task of pricing
projects with unfamiliar components or unusual contextual conditions (e.g., Baloi & Price
2003; Birnie & Yates 1991; Chan & Au 2007, 2009; Chapman et al. 2000; Cooper et al. 1985;
Ho & Liu 2003; Neufville & King 1991), and the literature on construction quality includes
approaches for quantifying the costs associated with difficult to quantify attributes such as
changes in project quality (Aoieong et al. 2002; Hall & Tomkins 2001). However, to date,
little of this “bottom up” understanding of project cost has been extended to address the
unique qualities of green projects, including tightly coupled designs and multifunction
materials and systems (Riley et al. 2003; Rohracher 2001), procurement of unusual products
with limited sources (Klotz et al. 2007a; Pulaski et al. 2003; Syphers et al. 2003), existence of
incentives and resources not available to other projects (Grosskopf & Kibert 2006; Pearce
2008a; Rohracher 2001), requirements for additional information and documentation
(Lapinski et al. 2005, 2006; Pulaski et al. 2003), and greater involvement of later stakeholders
in earlier project phases along with greater integration of their input (Cole 2000; Gil et al.
2000a; Matthews et al. 1996; Pulaski & Horman 2005c; Pulaski et al. 2006; Reed & Gordon
2000; Rohracher 2001). While some research has been done to quantify incremental costs for
project design (Larsson & Clark 2000; Enermodal Engineering 2006), costs associated with
incremental changes to construction practice remain unexplored.
Existing research on the first cost of green projects has focused for the most part on the
development of descriptive studies of total installed cost (e.g., Kats 2003; Kats et al. 2003;
Kats 2006; Matthiessen & Morris 2004a, b, 2007), and case-derived explanations of cost
premiums with regard to individual LEED credits (USDHHS 2006; Enermodal Engineering

2006; Nilson 2005; Stegall & Dzombak 2004; SWA 2004; Weber & Kalidas 2004) or the soft
costs of LEED Certification (Enermodal Engineering 2006; Northbridge 2003). One study
(Mogge 2004) developed estimated premiums on an ordinal scale for various sustainabilityrelated project features based on polling expert groups to determine level of cost influence of
these tactics. However, Mogge’s study did not attempt to link cost influence with specific
project conditions, and thus his cost influence correlations are very general. Other ordinal
classifications by cost of sustainability best practices also exist in the literature (Tinker et al.
2006; Wilson 1999), but being able to develop context-specific estimates of the cost impact of
various features would require an understanding of how those practices would be
implemented for a particular project along with the cost drivers associated with each practice
and is thought by some practitioners to be difficult or impossible to determine (Morris 2007).
The popular literature has drawn some conclusions about what the project-specific cost
drivers for green projects might be, but the focus has been largely on design-related drivers
such as experience of the project team with developing LEED documentation (Yudelson &
Fedrizzi 2007; Korkmaz et al. 2009; Syphers et al. 2003). Much of the work by Bilec & Ries
(2007) and Carpenter (2005) on the correlation between project delivery method and green
design also falls into this category, although some aspects deal specifically with constructors.
More generalized costing tools exist for green projects such as US Naval Facilities
Command’s DD 1391 tool (NAVFAC 2008) for preparing programming documents for new
projects that will meet its LEED policy requirements, or the R.S. Means Green Building
Project Planning and Cost Estimating guide and accompanying CostWorks software (R.S.
Means 2006). However, the normative representation of costs in these tools does not reflect
the perceived risks associated by later adopters with green projects that is reflected in the
green cost margin (Morris 2007; Syphers et al. 2003), nor do they account for some of the
context-specific, cost-influencing factors such as labor and material availability, market
conditions, or special procurement or code requirements that may lead to higher cost margins
(R.S. Means 2006). Finally, both the NAVFAC and CostWorks tools acknowledge in their
instructions the need to account for overlapping or cascading effects of green features on
other aspects of the facility, but neither provides a mechanism for doing so, nor do they offer
insight into the potential complementarities of design that can influence cost from a
constructor standpoint such as the effects of the building design on equipment selection,
safety requirements, or materials procurement.
Roles and Responsibilities for Cost in Green Projects
Both the academic and popular literature tend to put the burden for first cost reduction on the
designers of a project by advocating strategies such as integrated design, which offsets
investments in one building system with savings in another (e.g., Hydes & Creech 2000;
Magent et al. 2005; Reed & Gordon 2001; Hawken et al. 1999). This aligns with conventional
wisdom, often expressed as the classic S-curve of ability to influence cost vs. time (Reed &
Gordon 2000). Although integration and value enhancement tactics and their associated risks
have been investigated by researchers in the lean construction and partnering/supply chain
alliance domains (e.g., Bae & Kim 2008; Castro et al. 2008; Green 1994; Lapinski et al. 2005,
2006; Riley et al. 2003, 2005; Pulaski & Horman 2005a, b), whether or how this integration is
accounted for in the work planning/estimating processes inside the constructor subsystem has
not been widely studied, nor is there detailed understanding of how contractors presently
approach the task of developing work breakdowns for green projects or identifying
opportunities for integration from a procurement/construction standpoint (Demaid & Quintas
2006), although the process has been acknowledged in the general literature as widely
variable (Diamant 1988; Dulaimi et al. 2002).

An owner- or designer-driven problem frame gives most of the power for influencing project
cost to early project stakeholders, with the constructor subsystem often representing a “black
box” that will determine a price for whatever design configuration is provided (Taylor &
Wilkie 2008). Market forces are presumed to generate the best possible price for the product
based on market conditions (Skitmore & Smyth 2007; Skitmore et al. 2006). For liability
reasons, much of the detailed information about why a price quote is what it is remains opaque
(or “behind the veil”) to the stakeholder requesting it (Tirolo 1999). The nuances of so-called
“operative details” – means, methods, and decisions about product selection and procurement
– are, in general, deliberately avoided by other stakeholders to avoid claims of damage under
the legal doctrine of retained control. The focus on the owner and designer in the current body
of research keeps the why of the green cost margin behind the constructor’s veil, pierced only
in rare cases through detailed case studies of specific projects and the specific features
employed in the unique context of those cases (e.g., Weber & Kalidas 2004; Klotz et al.
2007b; Nilson 2005). The few studies that have pursued this understanding have been mostly
limited to one layer of investigation (e.g., general contractor interviews) based on
retrospective data, and have not attempted to pierce the veils of other related players such as
subcontractors and suppliers. This problem, which also pervades other studies of constructor
systems (Dainty et al. 2001), persists despite evidence showing that better relationships
among contractors, subcontractors, and suppliers can have a significant impact on project
costs (Khalfan et al. 2006; Matthews et al. 1996, 2000; Proverbs & Holt 2000; Uher &
Runeson 1985). The studies that have investigated these relationships (e.g., Hinze & Tracey
1994; Dainty et al. 2001) reveal a widely variable, complex set of changing and evolving
relationships among players that combine to result in unique effects on the cost of each
project. A generalized understanding of construction-based cost drivers resulting from actornetwork interactions and lead to the green cost margin remains to be developed.
Research conducted from an owner- or designer-driven perspective also fails to take into
account the translation of building features into work packages and processes that happens
when a constructor prices a project (Matar et al. 2008). For instance, a simple product
substitution may be easy enough to evaluate in terms of a cost differential, but more complex,
integrated strategies such as building-integrated photovoltaics (Eiffert 2003; Margolis &
Zuboy 2006) or green roofs (Hendricks & Calkins 2006) become harder to separate when they
may span multiple subcontractors whose work also includes other scope. This can lead to a
translation problem, depicted in Figure 2 for one possible scenario. While partnering and
supply chain alliances might seem to mitigate this problem from an owner perspective, other
parts of the supply chain such as subcontractors and suppliers may respond suspiciously
(Dainty et al. 2001; Eriksson et al. 2007; Errasti et al. 2007). The problem only becomes more
complex when the interactive effects of implementing multiple building features at once are
taken into account (Pearce 2003). Moreover, even simple product substitutions have the
potential to introduce costs that are not accounted for in normative cost models of green
systems, such as unusual shipping costs for products with only a few manufacturers (Malin
2000; R.S. Means 2006).
The Green Cost Margin
The potential influence of these multiple layers is shown in Figure 3. Each time a request is
made that involves stepping out of common practice, the risks associated with the request may
be absorbed by adding a contingency cost margin that is passed up the hierarchy. Since many
of these contingencies are included on a percentage basis, each margin added at a lower level
has cascading effects for other stakeholders who incorporate that price as part of their price.
The green cost margin may also include other direct costs besides contingencies, such as
known transport costs for materials outside the typical supply chain, costs for unusually-sized

systems specified as a result of integrated design, or the cost of higher quality materials and
systems (Bordass 2000). For production entities such as contractors and subcontractors,
margins may include factors for learning curves, training, or other novel costs of delivery
itself (Akintoye 2000; Atkinson et al. 2006). Each of these costs is context-dependent and/or
specific to the stakeholders involved in a particular project. While these types of costs can
also be associated with construction innovations in general, the tightly coupled design of
green projects along with enhanced information tracking requirements and greater
participation prior to construction makes them especially acute in these types of projects.
The owner-driven focus of current
research also has the potential to
introduce bias with regard to the subset
of the population of designers and
constructors being studied. Since the
owner has the power to influence
selection of the project team, focusing
on early adopting owners of green
projects may systematically select a
more innovative subset of the
population
of
contractors
(and
subsequently subcontractors) who have
different characteristics than the
population at large. The selection of
parties to participate in a capital project
is non-deterministic and influenced by a
variety of factors (Keysar & Pearce
2007). Out of necessity or choice, nearly
all the studies conducted so far have
focused on the innovator or early
adopter classes of the owner population
(Korkmaz et al.2009).
As pointed out by Moore (1999) and
others, the characteristics of these
adopter classes are markedly different
than subsequent classes of early
majority, late majority, and laggards.
For instance, later adopter categories
Figure 2: Inter-stakeholder Translation Problem
tend to favor technologies and practices
that have been successfully demonstrated on peer projects, either within their own portfolios
or within the portfolios of similar owners (Pearce 2003; Pearce et al. 2005; Rogers 2003;
Toole 1998; Koebel 1999; Koebel et al. 2003; Koebel 2004). This also has implications for
the types and structure of information that may be most effective in providing training to
motivate these later adopter classes, which comprise the majority of the population and
therefore represent the most significant potential for transformational change of the industry.
Sustainability as Innovation: A Construction Perspective
Given the increasing rate with which green principles and practices have been adopted by
industry leaders (USGBC 2009; Ahn & Pearce 2009), diffusion of innovation theory provides
a key theoretical underpinning for this work, in particular the attributes of innovations and
characteristics of adopters which influence whether or not an innovation is adopted and/or

routinized in a specific instance (Klein & Sorra 1996; Rogers 2003; Langar 2008). Considered
from the standpoint of contractors and subcontractors, sustainability as an innovation
compares rather poorly to the status quo, especially for later adopter categories who miss the
opportunity to use sustainability expertise as a market differentiator.
In terms of relative advantage,
the benefits of sustainable
construction tend to accrue to
other stakeholders or even nonstakeholders, particularly the
owners and occupants of the
facility and future generations
who may benefit from reduced
environmental impacts and
resource consumption (Taylor &
Wilkie 2008). These benefits
may also be difficult for the
constructor to see since they are
typically
spatially
and
temporally
distant
from
decisions
made
during
construction (Gardner & Stern
1996; Khalfan 2006), thereby
reflecting poor observability.
From the standpoint of
Figure 3: Cascading Green Cost Margins
trialability, integrated design and delivery tactics require contractors to “jump in with both
feet” rather than being able to try sustainability concepts and practices at their own pace
(Lapinski et al. 2005; Horman et al. 2006). The use of new technologies and products may
require deviation from established subcontractor and supplier networks, thereby reflecting
poor compatibility with contractor assets that traditionally afford a source of competitive
advantage (Kale & Arditi 2001).Finally, all of these factors combined with the demands of
extensive new documentation, product qualification requirements, and additional general
requirements such as waste management, indoor air quality best practices, and commissioning
lead to a tremendous disadvantage in terms of complexity (Klotz et al. 2007a). Other than
altruism, the only obvious drivers for sustainability adoption by later adopting constructors
may be compliance with policy or owner requirements, particularly with competitive
advantage and potential cost savings not yet well-established in the market (Grosskopf &
Kibert 2006) or even well-understood by owners (Lapinski et al. 2005). From this perspective,
it should come as no surprise that members of the constructor subsystem have not universally
embraced sustainability (Panzano et al. 2004).
Of all the attributes of construction innovations that affect their adoption, relative advantage
in terms of cost is thought to be the most influential (Gambatese 2007; Holmen 2001; Toole
1994). It is also directly correlated to the green cost margin in that the margin represents the
difference between the innovation under consideration and the status quo, which is the
reference point against which relative advantage is judged. From the owner’s standpoint, the
green cost margin represents the net cost that must be subtracted from potential benefits of an
innovation in order to judge its relative advantage. The margin is also a determinant of
relative advantage to the contractor: higher margins reflect the potential for higher profit from
a project, but they also increase the risk that the project will not materialize at all, particularly
in a competitive bid situation. As a factor directly relevant to both contractor’s and owner’s

perception of the relative advantage of a green project vs. a conventional project, the green
cost margin is well worth understanding in more detail.
Interventions for Increasing Diffusion and Adoption of Sustainability in Capital Projects
Diffusion of innovation theory also offers a framework for understanding what types of
interventions could be undertaken to reduce barriers to innovation, and what types of evidence
may be most useful in encouraging more widespread adoption (Rohracher 2001). For
instance, Toole (1998) found a statistically significant difference in the sources of information
on which adopters in the homebuilding industry relied in their early adoption decisions of
innovations. Specifically, builders more apt to adopt high uncertainty innovations tended to
rely on other builders, in-house testing, and subcontractors as important sources of
information about potential innovations. In contrast, builders apt to adopt low uncertainty
innovations relied more heavily on architects, homeowners, manufacturers, and
subcontractors as sources for information related to potential innovations (ibid.). These
findings support conclusions from the more general diffusion of innovation literature that
while both information from external sources and experience can act as antecedents to
innovation adoption (e.g., Gluch et al. 2009), scientific evidence may be less effective than
other types of evidence such as peer experiences in motivating adoption, particularly for later
adopter classes (Panzano et al. 2004; Abrahamson 1991; Denis et al. 2001; Lowe & Skitmore
1994). Thus, much of the information presently available on the costs of green projects,
namely normative models of the cost of green features and descriptive studies of total project
costs across larger populations of projects, does not provide the information that members of
the constructor subsystem rely on when evaluating whether to change, particularly in high
uncertainty situations. The third major category of existing knowledge, case-based
explanations of cost premiums with regard to specific LEED credits, is a better match with the
desire for information from peers, but to date, the set of such examples is quite limited, and
information is organized by project feature rather than a translation of those features into the
process-driven language of the constructor subsystem.
Conclusions: Overcoming Human Factors associated with the First Cost Barrier
In summary, the body of knowledge devoted to understanding and influencing the first cost of
green projects is growing, but suffers from several weaknesses. With its focus on the owner
and designer perspective, it fails to take into account some of the key factors involved in
motivating the constructor subsystem to embrace sustainability as an innovation. In particular,
the major attributes of innovations that correlate with increased adoption are all negative for
sustainability when considered from the standpoint of the current constructor subsystem,
although these challenges are not often appreciated by owners. Additionally, the types of
information and evidence that are being assembled with the hope of motivating change across
the industry do not match well with the types of evidence known to be convincing for later
adopter categories, nor is it expressed in the language used by the constructor subsystem in
planning and delivering capital projects. Together, these weaknesses represent an opportunity
for research to better understand how the constructor subsystem establishes the cost of green
projects, and what can be done to influence it.
References
Abrahamson, E. (1991). “Managerial fads and fashions: The diffusion and rejection of
innovations.” Academy of Management Review, 16(3), 586-612.
Ahn, Y.H. and Pearce, A.R. (2007). “Green Construction: Contractor Experiences,
Expectations, and Perceptions,” Journal of Green Building, 2(3), 106-122.

Ahn, Y.H. and Pearce, A.R. (2009). “Green Construction: U.S. Contractors’ Status and
Perceptions,” Proceedings of the International Conference on Construction Engineering and
Management/Project Management (ICCEM-ICCPM 2009). Jeju, Korea, May 27-30.
Akintoye, A. (2000). “Analysis of factors influencing project cost estimating practice.”
Construction Management and Economics, 18(1), 77-89.
Aoieong, R.T., Tang, S.L., and Ahmed, S.M. (2002). “A process approach in measuring
quality costs of construction projects: model development.” Construction Management and
Economics, 20(2), 179-192.
Atkinson, R., Crawford, L., and Ward, S. (2006). “Fundamental uncertainties in projects and
the scope of project management.” Int. J. Project Management, 24(8), 687-698.
Bae, J.W. and Kim, Y.W. (2008). “Sustainable value on construction projects and lean
construction.” Journal of Green Building, 3(1), 156-167.
Baloi, D. and Price, A.D.F. (2003). “Modeling global risk factors affecting construction cost
performance.” International Journal of Project Management, 21(4), 261-269.
Bartlett, E. and Howard, N. (2000). “Informing the decision makers on the cost and value of
green building.” Building Research & Information, 28(5/6), 315-324.
Bilec, M. and Ries, R. (2007). “Preliminary Study of Green Design and Project Delivery
Methods in the Public Sector.” Journal of Green Building, 2(2), 151-160.
Birnie, J. and Yates, A. (1991). “Cost prediction using decision/risk analysis methodologies.”
Construction Management and Economics, 9(2), 171-186.
Bordass, W. (2000). “Cost and value: fact and fiction.” Building Research & Information,
28(5/6), 338-352.
Carpenter, D.S. (2005). Effects of Contract Delivery Method on the LEED Score of U.S.
Navy Military Construction Projects. M.S. Thesis, University of Washington, Seattle, WA.
Castro-Lacouture, D., Ospina-Alvarado, A.M., and Roper, K.O. (2008). “AEC+P+F
Integration with Green Project Delivery and Lean Focus.” J. Green Building, 3(4), 154-169.
Chan, E. and Au, M. (2009). “Factors Influencing Building Contractors’ Pricing for TimeRelated Risks in Tenders.” J. Construction Engineering and Management, 135(3), 135-145.
Chapman, C.G., Ward, S.C., and Bennell, J.A. (2000). “Incorporating uncertainty in
competitive bidding.” International Journal of Project Management, 18(5), 337-347.
Cole, R.J. (2000). “Cost and Value in Building Green.” Building Research & Information,
28(5/6), 304-309.
Cooper, D.F., MacDonald, D.H., and Chapman, C.B. (1985). “Risk analysis of a construction
cost estimate.” Project Management, 3(3), 141-149.
Dainty, A.R.J., Briscoe, G.H., and Millett, S.J. (2001). “Subcontractor perspectives on supply
chain alliances.” Construction Management and Economics, 19(8), 841-848.
Demaid, A. and Quintas, P. (2006). “Knowledge across cultures in the construction industry:
sustainability, innovation, and design.” Technovation, 26(), 603-610.
Denis, J., Hebert, Y., Langley, A., Lozeau, D., and Trottier, L. (2001). “Explaining diffusion
patterns for complex health care innovations.” Proceedings, Annual Conference of the
Academy of Management, Washington, DC, August.

Dewick, P. and Miozzo, M. (2004). “Networks and innovation: sustainable technologies in
Scottish social housing.” R&D Management, 34(3), 323-333.
Diamant, L. (1988). Construction Estimating for General Contractors. Wiley, New York, NY.
Dulaimi, M.F., Ling, F.Y.Y., Ofori, G., and DeSilva, N. (2002). “Enhancing integration and
innovation in construction.” Building Research & Information, 30(4), 237-247.
Eiffert, P. (2003). Non-Technical Barriers to the Commercialization of PV Power Systems in
the Built Environment. Nat’l Renewable Energy Lab Report TP-550-31976, Golden, CO.
Enermodal Engineering. (2006). The Cost and Benefits of LEED-NC in Colorado. Governor’s
Office of Energy Management and Conservation, State of Colorado, Denver, CO.
Eriksson, P.E., Dickinson, M., and Khalfan, M.M.A. (2007). “The influence of partnering and
procurement on subcontractor involvement and innovation.” Facilities, 25(5/6), 203-214.
Errasti, A., Beach, R., Oyarbide, A., and Santos, J. (2007). “A process for developing
partnerships with subcontractors in the construction industry: An empirical study.”
International Journal of Project Management, 25(3), 250-256.
Gambatese, J.A., Hallowell, M., and Sillars, D.N. (2007). “Benchmark of Innovation in the
Architecture/Engineering/Construction Industry.” Proceedings of the 2007 Construction
Research Congress, ASCE, Grand Bahama Island, Bahamas, May 6-8.
Gardner, G.T. and Stern, P.C. (1996). Environmental Problems and Human Behavior. Allyn
& Bacon, Boston, MA.
Gil, N., Tommelein, I. D., Kirkendall, R.L., and Ballard, G. (2000a). "Contribution of
Specialty Contractor Knowledge to Early Design." Proc. Eighth Annual Conference of the
International Group for Lean Construction (IGLC-8), 17-19 July, held in Brighton, UK.
Gil, N., Tommelein, I.D., Kirkendall, B., and Ballard, G. (2000b). “Lean product-process
development process to support contractor involvement during design.” Proceedings, ASCE
Conference on Computing in Civil and Building Engineering, Stanford, CA, 1086-1093.
Gluch, P., Gustafsson, M., and Thuvander, L. (2009). “An absorptive capacity model for
green innovation and performance in the construction industry.” Construction Management
and Economics, 27(5), 451-464.
Green, S.D. (1994). “Beyond value engineering: SMART value management for building
projects.” International Journal of Project Management, 12(1), 49-56.
Grosskopf, K.R. and Kibert, C.J. (2006). “Developing market-based incentives for green
building alternatives.” Journal of Green Building, 1(1), 141-147.
Hall, M. and Tomkins, C. (2001). “A cost of quality analysis of a building project: towards a
complete methodology for design and build.” Construction Mgt and Econ., 19(7), 727-740.
Hawken, P., Lovins, A., and Lovins, H. (1999). Natural Capitalism. Little, Brown and
Company, New York, NY.
Hendricks, J.S. and Calkins, M. (2006). “The adoption of an innovation: Barriers to use of
green roofs experienced by Midwest architects and building owners.” Journal of Green
Building, 1(3), 148-168.
Hinze, J. and Tracey, A. (1994). “The contractor-subcontractor relationship: The
subcontractor’s view.” J. Construction Engineering and Management, 120(2), 274-287.

Ho, S.P. and Liu, L.Y. (2003). “How to evaluate and invest in emerging A/E/C technologies
under uncertainty.” Journal of Construction Engineering & Management, 129(1), 16-24.
Holmen Enterprises, Ltd. (2001). Innovation in the Housing Industry. Institute for Research in
Construction, National Research Council Canada, Ottawa, Canada.
Horman, M.J., Riley, D.R., Lapinski, A.R., Korkmaz, S., Pulaski, M.H., Magent, C.S., Luo,
Y., Harding, N., and Dahl, P.K. (2006). “Delivering Green Buildings: Process Improvements
for Sustainable Construction.” Journal of Green Building, 1(1), 123-140.
Hydes, K.R. and Creech, L. (2000). “Reducing mechanical equipment cost: the economics of
green design.” Building Research & Information, 28(5/6), 403-407.
Kale, S. and Arditi, D. (2001). “General contractors’ relationships with subcontractors: a
strategic asset.” Construction Management and Economics, 19(5), 541-549.
Kats, G. H. (2003). “Green Building Costs and Financial Benefits.” Capital E,
<http://www.cap-e.com/ewebeditpro/items/O59F3481.pdf> (July 3, 2009).
Kats, G., Alevantis, L., Berman, A., Mills, E., and Perlman, J. (2004). “The Costs and
Financial Benefits of Green Buildings.” Sustainable Building Task Force, Sacramento, CA.
Kats, G. (2006). “Greening America’s Schools: Costs and Benefits.” United States Green
Building
Council,
Retrieved
online
at
<http://www.greenbuildingcouncil.org/ShowFile.aspx?DocumentID=2908> (July 3, 2009).
Keysar, E. and Pearce, A.R. (2007). “Decision Support Tools for Green Building: Facilitating
Selection Among New Adopters on Public Sector Projects,” J. Green Building, 2(3), 153-171.
Khalfan, M.M.A. (2006). “Managing sustainability within construction projects.” Journal of
Environmental Assessment Policy and Management, 8(1), 41-60.
Klein, K.J., and Sorra, J.S. (1996). “The Challenge of Innovation Implementation,” Academy
of Management Review, 21(4).
Klotz, L., Horman, M., and Bodenschatz, M. (2007a). “A Lean Modeling Protocol for
Evaluating Green Project Delivery.” Lean Construction Journal, 3(1), 1-18, April.
Klotz, L., Horman, M., Riley, D., and Bechtel, J. (2007b). “Exploring the Relationships
between Transparency, Sustainable Building Delivery, and Process Mapping.” Proceedings,
ASCE Construction Research Congress, Grand Bahama Island.
Koebel, C.T., Papadakis, M., Hudson, E., and Cavell, M. (2003). The Diffusion of Innovation
in the Residential Building Industry. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Office of Policy Development and Research, Washington, DC.
Koebel, C.T. (2004). "Housing Technology, Community, and the Economy," in NSF-PATH
Housing Research Agenda Workshop: Proceedings and Recommendations (Volumes I and
II), pp. 66-76, February. Available online at http://www.pathnet.org/sp.asp?id=12201
Korkmaz, S., Horman, M., and Riley, D. (2009). “Key Attributes of a Longitudinal Study of
Green Project Delivery.” Proceedings, ASCE Construction Research Congress, Seattle, WA.
Langar, S. (2008). Routinization of Sustainable Innovations by Public Sector Owners. M.S.
Thesis, Department of Building Construction, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University, Blacksburg, VA.
Lapinski, A., Horman, M., and Riley, D. (2005). “Delivering Sustainability: Lean Principles
for Green Projects.” Proceedings, 2005 ASCE Construction Research Congress.

Lapinski, A.R., Horman, M.J., and Riley, D.R. (2006). “Lean Processes for Sustainable
Project Delivery.” J. Construction Engineering and Management, 132(10), 1083-1091.
Larsson, N. and Clark, J. (2000). “Incremental costs within the design process for energy
efficient buildings.” Building Research & Information, 28(5/6), 413-418.
Lowe, D. and Skitmore, M. (1994). “Experiential learning in cost estimating.” Construction
Management and Economics, 12(5), 423-431.
Magent, C.S., Riley, D.R., and Horman, M.J. (2005). “High Performance Building Design
Process Model.” Proceedings, 2005 ASCE Construction Research Congress.
Malin, N. (2000). “The cost of green materials.” Building Research & Information, 28(5/6),
408-412.
Margolis, R. and Zuboy, J. (2006). Nontechnical Barriers to Solar Energy Use: Review of
Recent Literature. Natl Renewable Energy Lab Technical Report TP-520-40116, Golden, CO.
Matar, M.M., Georgy, M.E., and Ibrahim, M.E. (2008). “Sustainable construction
management: introduction of the operational context space (OCS).” Construction
Management and Economics, 26(3), 261-275.
Matthews, J., Tyler, A., and Thorpe, A. (1996). “Pre-construction project partnering:
developing the process.” Eng, Construction and Architectural Management, 3(1/2), 117 – 131.
Matthews, J., Pellew, L., Phua, F., and Rowlinson, S. (2000). “Quality relationships:
partnering in the construction supply chain.” J. Quality & Reliability Mgt, 17(4/5), 493 – 510.
Matthiessen, L. F., and Morris, P. (2004a). “Costing Green: A Comprehensive Cost Database
and Budgeting Methodology.” Davis Langdon, <http://www.davislangdon.com/USA/
Research/ResearchFinder/2004-Costing-Green-A-Comprehensive-Cost-Database-andBudgeting-Methodology/> (June 23, 2009).
Matthiessen, L. F., and Morris, P. (2004b). “Examining the Cost of Green.” Davis Langdon,
<http://www.davislangdon.com/USA/Research/ResearchFinder/2004-Examining-the-Cost-ofGreen/> (June 15, 2009).
Matthiessen, L. F., and Morris, P. (2007). “The Cost of Green Revisited: Reexamining the
Feasibility and Cost Impact of Sustainable Design in the light of Increased Market Adoption.”
Davis Langdon, <http://www.davislangdon.com/USA/Research/ResearchFinder/2007-TheCost-of-Green-Revisited/> (June 23, 2009).
Mogge, J.W. (2004). Breaking through the first cost barriers of sustainable planning, design,
and construction. Ph.D. Dissertation, School of Civil & Environmental Engineering, Georgia
Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA.
Moore, G.A. (1999). Crossing the Chasm: Marketing and Selling Mainstream Products to
High-Tech Customers. HarperBusiness, New York, NY.
Morris, P. (2007). “What does green really cost?” PREA Quarterly, Summer, 55-60.
Naval Facilities Command (NAVFAC). (2008). Navy DD 1391 Sustainable Design Cost
Tool. Available online at http://www.wbdg.org/docs/navy_1391_leed.xls.
Nilson, M.L. (2005). Quantifying the Cost Impacts of LEED-NC Gold Construction in New
York City. Senior Honors Thesis, Lafayette College, Easton, PA.
Northbridge Environmental Management Consultants (Northbridge). (2003). “Analyzing the
Cost of Obtaining LEED Certification.” American Chemistry Council, VA.

Panzano, P.C., Roth, D., Crane-Ross, D., Massatti, R., and Carstens, C. (2004). “The
innovation diffusion and adoption research project (IDARP).” New Research in Mental
Health, Vol. 15, Roth, D., ed. Ohio Department of Mental Health, Columbus, OH.
Pearce, A.R. (2003). An Online Knowledge Base for Sustainable Military Facilities &
Infrastructure. Final Project Report to Region IV Department of Defense Pollution Prevention
Partnership, University of South Carolina.
Pearce, A.R. (2008). “Sustainable Capital Projects: Leapfrogging the First Cost Barrier,” Civil
Engineering and Environmental Systems, 25(4), 291-301.
Pearce, A.R., DuBose, J.R. Bosch, S.J., and Carpenter, A.M. (2005). Sustainability and the
State Construction Manual: Georgia-specific Voluntary Guidelines. Final Project Report to
the Georgia State Finance and Investment Commission, Atlanta, GA, December.
Pearce, A.R. and Fischer, C.L.J. (2002). Sustainability Barriers and Barrier Breakers: A
Resource Guide. Sustainable Facilities & Infrastructure Program, SHETD/EOEML, Georgia
Tech Research Institute, Atlanta, GA.
Proverbs, D. G. and Holt, G. D. (2000). “Reducing construction costs: European best practice
supply chain implications.” European J. Purchasing and Supply Management, 6(),149 – 158.
Pulaski, M. and Horman, M. (2005a). “The Continuous Value Enhancement Process to
Efficiently Achieve Sustainable Project Objectives.” ASCE Construction Congress.
Pulaski, M.H. and Horman, M.J. (2005b). “Continuous Value Enhancement Process.” Journal
of Construction Engineering and Management, 131(12), 1274-1282.
Pulaski, M.H. and Horman, M.J. (2005c). “Organizing Constructability Knowledge for
Design.” Journal of Construction Engineering and Management, 131(8), 911-919.
Pulaski, M.H., Horman, M.J., and Riley, D.R. (2006). “Constructability Practices to Manage
Sustainable Building Knowledge.” Journal of Architectural Engineering, 12(2), 83-92.
Pulaski, M., Pohlman, T., Horman, M., and Riley, D. (2003). “Synergies between Sustainable
Design and Construction at the Pentagon.” ASCE Construction Research Congress.
Reed, W.G. and Gordon, E.B. (2000). “Integrated design and building process: what research
and methodologies are needed?” Building Research & Information, 28(5/6), 325-337.
Riley, D., Pexton, K., and Drilling, J. (2003). “Procurement of sustainable construction
services in the United States: the contractor’s role in green building.” UNEP Industry and
Environment, 26(2/3), 66-69.
Riley, D., Sanvido, V., Horman, M., McLaughlin, M., and Kerr, D. (2005). “Lean and Green:
The Role of Design-Build Mechanical Competencies in the Design and Construction of Green
Buildings.” Proceedings, 2005 ASCE Construction Research Congress.
Rogers, E.M. (2003). Diffusion of Innovations, 5th ed. Free Press, New York, NY.
Rohracher, H. (2001). “Managing the Technical Transition to Sustainable Construction of
Buildings: A Socio-Technical Perspective.” Tech. Analysis & Strategic Mgt, 13(1), 137-150.
R.S. Means, Inc. (2006). Green Building: Project Planning & Cost Estimating, 2nd ed. Reed
Construction Data, Kingston, MA.
Skitmore, M. and Smyth, H. (2007). “Pricing construction work: A marketing viewpoint.”
Construction Management & Economics, 25(6), 619-630.

Skitmore, M., Runeson, G., and Chang, X. (2006). “Construction price formation: full-cost
pricing or neoclassical microeconomic theory?” Construction Mgt & Econ, 24(7), 773-783.
Stegall, N. and Dzombak, D. (2004). Cost Implications of LEED Silver Certification of New
House Residence Hall at Carnegie Mellon University. Senior Honors Research Project,
Department of Civil & Environmental Eng., Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA.
Steven Winter Associates (SWA). (2004). “GSA LEED Cost Study.” United States General
Services Administration (USGSA), Washington, DC.
Syphers, G., Baum, M., Bouton, D., and Sullens, W. (2003). Managing the Cost of Green
Buildings. State of California’s Sustainable Building Task Force, Sacramento, CA.
Taylor, B. and Wilkie, P. (2008). “Briefing: Sustainable construction through improved
information flows.” Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers – Engineering
Sustainability. 161(ES4), 197-201.
Tinker, A., Kreuter, U., Burt, R. ,and Barne, S. (2006). “Green Construction: Contractor
Motivation and Trends in Austin, Texas.” Journal of Green Building, 1(2), 118-134.
Tirolo, V. (1999). “The contractor’s competitive edge: Means and methods.” Transportation
Research Record, 1656, Paper No. 99-0937.
Toole, T.M. (1994). Task and environmental uncertainty and adoption of technological
innovations by home builders. Ph.D. Dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge, MA.
Toole, T.M. (1998). “Uncertainty and homebuilders’ adoption of technological innovations.”
Journal of Construction Engineering & Management, 124(4), 323-332.
Uher, T.E. and Runeson, G. (1985). “Subcontractor–general contractor relationship in
Australian building industry.” Project Management, 3(1), 35–38.
United States Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS). (2006). “LEED Cost
Evaluation Study.” Indian Health Services, <http://www.des.ihs.gov/Documents/
LEED_CostEvaluationStudy_August-17-2006.pdf> (July 10, 2009).
United States Green Building Council. (2009). “LEED Registered and Certified Projects.”
Available online at http://www.gbci.org.
Weber, C.L. and Kalidas, S.K. (2004). Cost-Benefit Analysis of LEED Silver Certification for
New House Residence Hall at Carnegie Mellon University. Civil Systems Investment
Planning and Pricing Project Report, Department of Civil & Environmental Engineering,
Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA.
Wilkinson, S.J. and Reed, R.G. (2007). “The Structural and Behavioural Barriers to
Sustainable Real Estate Development.” Proceedings, American Real Estate Society (ARES)
Conference, April 11-14, San Francisco, CA.
Williams, K. and Dair, C. (2007). “What is stopping sustainable building in England? Barriers
experienced by stakeholders in delivering sustainable developments.” Sustainable
Development, 15(3), 135-147.
Wilson, A. (1999). “Building Green on a Budget.” Environmental Building News, 8(5).
Wilson, J.L. and Tagaza, E. (2006). “Green Buildings in Australia: Drivers and Barriers.”
Australian Journal of Structural Engineering, 7(1), 57-63.
Yudelson, J. and Fedrizzi, S.R. (2006). The Green Building Revolution. Island Press,
Gabriola Island, BC.

