
Is your workplace green and productive? 

You can measure it – really 
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Want productivity? Then go Green. Simple 

1 
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There are many factors that contribute – or detract from productivity!  
A study* of 32,000 employees worldwide found that almost half admitted to performing “below par” 

and not being as fully engaged as they could be. Two reasons were given.   

http://www.towerswatson.com/assets/pdf/2012-Towers-Watson-Global-Workforce-Study.pdf 



“I liked the motivational ones better.” 
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1 – Leadership style (internal support, resources and tools) 
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2. Workplace environment  (one that is not energizing and that does nothing to  

promote physical, emotional and social well-being)  

http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=b87CZBQty7pzPM&tbnid=ewBuTJnjMw2-oM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www.acedblog.com/5x-goodbye-boring-work-space/&ei=vXsKU-WULIKlrAHK54HwDg&bvm=bv.61725948,d.aWc&psig=AFQjCNFWhXbhTmXcqNUBsp8SkEwHF-oX8Q&ust=1393282309686856


 Companies want to improve employee productivity.  

Companies also want to be seen as green. 

What problem does G+P solve? 

“Facility managers today are expected to understand their company’s core business 

and contribute to the bottom line — not only by reducing facility costs, but also by 

improving the productivity and image of their organizations.” 
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*  http://www.ifma.org/news/what's-new-at-ifma/what's-new-at-ifma-details/2011/05/03/top-10-fm-trends  

Top 10 Trends Impacting the Future of Facility 

Management for 2014 *  
 



What problem does G+P solve? 

• Field studies linking “green” and “productive”  
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Green Productivity 

Improved acoustics + 6% 

Improved lighting, daylighting and views + 5.5% 

Improved thermal comfort and ventilation + 5% 

Reduced stress from commuting + 11.5% working days/FTE 

Improved ergonomics and privacy + 6% 

Green workplaces vs. non-green + 16% 

Green bank branches vs. non-green + 460K revenue/FTE 

 Companies want to improve employee productivity.  

Companies also want to be seen as green. 



Towers Watson Global Workforce Study 

7 

Engagement at Risk, Driving Strong Performance in a Volatile Environment 2012 

http://www.cgma.org/magazine/news/pages/20149559.aspx 

http://www.cgma.org/magazine/news/pages/20149559.aspx


G+P’s  working definition of “green” 

• Energy/carbon 

• Water 

• Pollution (air, land, water) 

• Resources 

• Waste 
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*http://www.gbca.org.au/uploads/PERFORMANCE_AND_

PERCEPTIONS_OF_GREEN_BUILDINGS.pdf 

“This green office enhances my productivity” 
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“This green office has positive impacts  

on my health and well-being” 
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A user perception survey* of occupants in green buildings  found that while a green 

workplace is a great place to be, there is often a discrepancy between the views of 

management who see greater benefits of the green workplace than their employees. 

• Energy/carbon 

• Water 

• Pollution (air, land, water) 

• Resources 

• Waste 
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For example, where saving energy means cramming more people into a space 

without regard for acoustic privacy…. 
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… or reducing heating, cooling or ventilation 



Green and productive 

• Aim of G+P 

- Achieve a measureable balance 
between an office that is energy efficient 
and sustainable and where employees 
are healthy, comfortable and can do their 
best work  

- Develop a business case for making 
improvements 

 

• Approach 

- Baselines the green qualities  
and productivity factors  

- Calculates conservative estimates for 
energy savings and productivity gains 
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GREEN 

• Energy/carbon  

(lighting, heating/cooling,  

plug load, server rooms) 

• Water 

• Resources  

(e.g., green procurement, 

reduce paper) 

• Waste 

• Dow Jones Sustainability 

Index criteria 

PRODUCTIVE 

• Layout that supports 

tasks/workflow and 

informal cohesive 

networks 

• Acoustics 

• Visual comfort 

• Thermal comfort; IAQ 

• Employee amenities 

• Health and Work-Life 

Baselines… 
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• Space use efficiency 

• Green team initiatives 

• Commuting 



www.walkscore.com  
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Some of the aspects that characterize a productive office environment include great location 

with a high walkability score (www.walkscore.com)  

http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=IkmoxfJaAvJ7JM&tbnid=9ZomA4ARok7wxM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www.mcgill.ca/gradapplicants/category/tags/culture&ei=17MLU7e4DKjw2QWQ7oDIAQ&bvm=bv.61725948,d.eW0&psig=AFQjCNETGgvXRwysO2FfVMbJ5fFzz87IVA&ust=1393362032229468
http://www.walkscore.com/
http://www.walkscore.com/
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An attractive layout 



Acoustic comfort 

• Decibel levels in office space 

Turbo jet 

Artillery fire 

Noisy office 

Normal radio 

Normal office 

decibels 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 

Quiet private office 
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Acoustic neighborhoods for  concentration, collaboration, connection  
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http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=lJf_0iV4iVXGaM&tbnid=8joWFXSsSFXZ1M:&ved=&url=http://strongproject.com/modernofficefurnitureblog/whats-hot-acoustic-office-furniture/&ei=MRQOU_mTO8frqQGxmYCADg&bvm=bv.61965928,d.aWM&psig=AFQjCNHBs7AO8tLWMGgNfOlJJ7AzvQHM4w&ust=1393517080169200
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Collaboration areas including whiteboards, presentation walls etc. 
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Daylighting; Areas for informal cohesive networking  (Note multi-purpose use of space) 
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Areas for “recharging” 

Google office 
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Thermal comfort and good air quality 
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Ergonomic furniture and training on proper adjustment 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=MmCG_ItUM8QNDM&tbnid=z6FCBs0EK7hqGM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www.knoll.com/product/chadwick&ei=gysXU7ekOsrFqwHY04HYAg&bvm=bv.62286460,d.aWM&psig=AFQjCNFtvweE4Btx6RzCIgOTU2IdzT7tUQ&ust=1394113746778365
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Points of visual interest, biofylia (bringing  nature  cues into the building) 

http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=sJgK2spw0IOhsM&tbnid=bP_8tNz9iJ_FKM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://blog.firstgreenbank.com/leed-platinum-headquarters-progress/&ei=9sILU62LNI-MyAGOyYDQDw&psig=AFQjCNFHBmrFGleQ4IlnzEh_WdU5W1lDSA&ust=1393365929491711


Approach 

• Baselines the green qualities and productivity factors  

• Calculates conservative estimates for energy savings and productivity gains 
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GREEN 

• Energy/carbon  

(lighting, heating/cooling,  

plug load, server rooms) 

• Water 

• Resources  

(e.g., green procurement, 

reduce paper) 

• Waste 

• Dow Jones Sustainability 

Index criteria 

PRODUCTIVE 

• Layout that supports 

tasks/workflow and 

informal cohesive 

networks 

• Acoustics 

• Visual comfort 

• Thermal comfort; IAQ 

• Employee amenities 

• Health and Work-Life 

• Space use efficiency 

• Green team initiatives 

• Commuting 

Baselines… 
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Overall  

G+P Score 

69% 73% 65% 



20 minutes                    

(Environmental coordinator) 

40 minutes                        

(Facility manager) 

Baselines…phone interviews 
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GREEN PRODUCTIVE 

Dow Jones Sustainability Index 

Each site: 
 

• Features and layout 

Firm’s corporate policies 

• Employee habits at the site 

Overall  

G+P Score 

69% 73% 65% 



Approach 

• Baselines the green qualities and productivity factors  

• Calculates conservative estimates for energy savings and productivity gains 
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Calculates potential energy savings and productivity gains  
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• How could this be improved?  

- Set aside a quiet zone   

- Partition 4 meeting spaces (approx. $18K) 

- Install sound masking (approx. $1/sf) 

 

• How much improved productivity could be expected?   

- Studies say 6% improved productivity is possible. 
Using an ultra-conservative estimate of just 1% of 
enhanced work performance, this equates to 
$75,000  

 

 

How could this be improved? Savings 

Reduce hours of lighting and HVAC 

in the office (no cost)  
$4,500 

Lighting controls (2–4 yr. payback) $2,800 

Server room features and 

management (low- to no cost) 
$3,300 

Total $10,600* 

* 8.8% saving for electricity 

Productivity gain Energy savings 

75,000 SF 25,000 SF 

100 employees 

Payroll: $7.5M 



Reducing conversational noise and distraction 
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Improvement 

Accuracy 67% 

Call worker satisfaction 300% 

Sales productivity 20% 

Ability to focus 48% 

Memory tasks 10% 

Stress (blood pressure and heart rate)  27% 



Reducing conversational noise and distraction 

• Abbot, D. (2004). Calming the office 
cacophony. The Safety and Health 
Practitioner, 22 (1), 34–36. 

• American Society of Interior Designers; 
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.; 
DynaSound, Inc.; Millikin and Co.; 
Steelcase, Inc. (2005). Sound Solutions: 
Increasing Office Productivity Through 
Integrated Acoustic Planning and Noise 
Reduction Strategies. American Society  
of Interior Designers . 

• Arons, B. (1992). A Review of The Cocktail 
Party Effect. Journal of the American Voice 
I/O Society. 

• Banbury, S. P., & Berry, D. C. (1998). 
Disruption of Office-Related Tasks by 
Speech and Office Noise. British Journal  
of Psychology , 89 (3), 499–517. 

• Banbury, S. P., & Berry, D. C. (2005). 
Office Noise and Employees Concentration: 
Identifying Causes of Disruption and 
Potential Improvements. Ergonomics, 48 
(1), 25–37. 

• Chigot, P. (2005). Effects of Sound in 
Offices: Subjective Experience vs. Objective 
Assessment. Facilities, 23 (3/4), 152–163. 

 

31 

References 

• Elsmore, P. (2001). Organisational culture: 
organisational change? Aldershot: Gower 
Publishing. 

• Evans, G. W., & Johnson, J. (2000). 
Stress and Open Office Noise. Journal  
of Applied Psychology, 85, 779–783. 

• Hedge, A. (1982). The open-plan office:  
a systematic investigation of employee 
reactions to their work environment.  
Environ Behav., 14 (5), 519–542. 

• Hongisto, V., Keranen, J., & Larn, P. 
(2004). Simple Model for the Acoustical 
Design of Open-Plan Offices. Acta Acustica 
united with Acustica, 90, 481–495. 

• Jensen, K. L., Arens, E., & Zagreus, L. 
(2005). Acoustical Quality in Office 
Workstations, as Assessed by Occupant 
Surveys. Indoor Air, (pp. 2401–2405). 

• Justa, F. C., & Golan, M. B. (1977).  
Office design: is privacy still a problem? 
Archit Res. , 6 (2), 5–12. 

• Leather, P., Beale, D., & Sullivan, L. 
(2003). Noise, Psychological Stress and 
Their Interaction in the Workplace. Journal 
of Environmental Psycholog , 23 (2),  
213–222. 

• Lee, S. Y., & Brand, J. L. (2005).  
Effects of control over office workspace on 
perceptions of the work environment and 
work outcomes. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology , 25 (3), 323–333. 

• Loewen, L. J., & P, S. (1992). Cognitive 
and arousal effects of masking office noise. 
Environment and Behavior, 24 (3), 381–
395. 

• Marans, R. W., & Spreckelmeyer, K. E. 
(1982). Evaluating open and conventional 
office design. Environ Behav., 14 (3),  
333–351. 

• Mouri, K., Akiyama, K., & Ando, Y. (2001). 
Effects of Telephone Ring on Two Mental 
Tasks Relative to an Office. Journal of 
Sound and Vibration, 241 (1), 141–145. 

• Navai, M., & Veitch, J. A. (2003).  
Acoustic Satisfaction in Open-Plan Offices: 
Review and Recommendations. Institute for 
Research in Construction. Ottawa: National 
Research Council Canada 



32 



Green + Productive Workplace  

Sample Portfolio Baseline & Roadmap 

February 2014  

Energy & Sustainability Solutions 



Table of contents 

• Introduction – the big picture 

• Overview of the data 

- Corporate policies and Dow Jones Sustainability 

Index criteria 

- Portfolio scores 

- Individual facility green + productive workplace 

overall scores 

- Individual facility scores for each dimension (“green”, 

“productive”, “space”, “employee engagement”) 

- Individual facility scores for each element (energy, 

water, waste, etc.) 
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• Strengths and opportunities to improve 

- Corporate policies 

- Tenant space 

- Tenant engagement 

• Where “Green + Productive” meet  
the bottom line 

- Overview of energy savings and productivity gains 

- Detailed energy savings 

- Detailed productivity gains 

• Corporate social responsibility —  
planet and people 

• Road map — next steps 

- Operations, capital improvements 

- Suggested corporate policies for line managers, 

facility managers, green teams and employees 

- Suggested recognition program 



Industry comparison 

Portfolio B 

Corporate policies 

Overall score 

Portfolio A 

Corporate policies 

Overall score 

Table of Contents 

35 



Where green + productive meets the bottom line (overview) 

Energy savings 

 

There is potential to achieve energy savings totaling $237,900 or 14% of estimated energy costs*.  
The savings would result from conservation measures related to heating and cooling, lighting, plug load and server rooms. 

Although some of the measures would require some capital investments, many are of an operational nature and are low-

cost. (ref slides 23 and 24). The savings may seem like “small change” relative to energy costs in the order of $1.7 million*, 

however, given that electricity prices have increased at a 2.5 percent annual rate since 2000, these measures would be a 

step in the right direction. 

* Estimated energy cost is based on approximately $3/SF and a total area of 559,018 SF for the 5 facilities. 

Energy 

management 

Heating  

& cooling Lighting 

Plug 

load 

Server 

room Total 

DFW Office $2,000 $2,000 $200 $9,000 $6,000 $19,200 

Dayton Data Center $5,000 $1,500 $4,100 $2,900 $500 $14,000 

Peachtree City $3,000 $7,500 $10,400 $13,400 $9,000 $43,300 

Alpharetta Brookside $6,200 $7,800 $13,200 $14,200 $9,400 $50,800 

Duluth $15,000 $7,500 $41,300 $33,800 $15,000 $112,600 

$29,200 $26,300 $69,200 $73,300 $39,900 $237,900 

Table of Contents 
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Where green + productive meets the bottom line (overview) 

Productivity gains 

 

** Estimated payroll cost $130,803,900 is based on the smaller of $300/SF or $75K per employee 

There is potential to achieve productivity gains totaling $4,973,000 or 3.8% of current estimated payroll costs**.  
The gains would result from improved acoustics, thermal comfort and indoor air quality, visual comfort and layout, comfort and 

features that promote informal social cohesion. Many of the measures would require some capital investment (ref. slides 23  

and 24), but this would rapidly pay for itself in productivity gains. 

Acoustics 

IAQ thermal 

comfort Visual comfort 

Layout,  

comfort and 

social cohesion Total 

DFW Office $200,600 No savings $100,300 $351,000 $651,900 

Dayton Data Center $26,200 $52,400 $52,500 $91,800 $222,900 

Peachtree City No savings No savings $37,500 $131,200 $168,700 

Alpharetta Brookside $159,900 $239,900 $159,900 $399,800 $959,500 

Duluth $660,000 $495,000 $660,000 $1,155,000 $2,970,000 

$1,046,700 $787,300 $1,010,200 $2,128,800 $4,973,000 

Table of Contents 
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Potential productivity gains (details) 
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Acoustic comfort, space layout and employee comfort and amenities 

 
Acoustic 

features 1 

Flexibility, hoteling, 

ergonomics 2 Space layout 3 

Employee comfort 

and amenities 4 

DFW Office $200,600 $100,300 $100,300 $150,400 

Dayton Data Ctr. $26,200 No savings $52,500 $39,300 

Peachtree City No savings No savings $75,000 $56,200 

Alpharetta Brookside $159,900 $159,900 No savings $239,900 

Duluth $660,000 No savings $660,000 $495,000 

Table of Contents 

1 No outstanding acoustic problems with the 

base building. Office has ‘quiet work zones’. 

Enclosed meeting rooms enable team 

discussions and teleconference calls. 

Sound masking. Occupant survey shows 

good results for acoustics. 

2 Flexibility for employees to select their 

workstation that reflects task and personal 

preference. Good system to reserve 

hoteling workstation. Ergonomic advice. 

3 Supports individual / collaborative tasks,  

well-being and social cohesion. 

4 Features and aesthetic qualities that 

increase comfort, reduce fatigue and 

support creativity. 

 



Green + Productive Workplace 

• Target market  

- Large, global portfolios of leased space who need a portfolio-wide strategy  
and a work plan for each individual facility 

 

• Fully supported 

- Prepare the initial proposal to the client 

- Help gather the data 

- Find the story in the data 

 

• Revenue model 

- Revenue per facility: $1,500 initial per facility; $500 annual re-assessment per facility 

- Typical size of portfolio: 15 facilities 
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• Turnkey and ready to go  

• Tested in the marketplace with 130 facilities already assessed 

White Paper Brochure 

Green + Productive Workplace 
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WHERE  

GREEN + PRODUCTIVE                                 

MEET THE BOTTOM LINE 

ROAD MAP —  

NEXT STEPS 
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Algorithms are based on the following industry-held assumptions 

• A typical energy cost (e.g., $3.00/ft2) and payroll 
cost (e.g., $300/ft2 or $75K per employee) 

• A typical breakdown of energy (e.g., 50% used  
for heating & cooling; 25% for lighting; 15% for plug 
load, and 10% for server room) 

• Ultra conservative estimates of savings 
associated with energy conservation measures  
as per industry and engineering reports   

• Ultra conservative estimates of productivity 
gains associated with workplace measures as per 
academic and field study reports (e.g., UCLA, 
Berkeley, British Journal of Psychology, American 
Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine, 
Bond University, Green Building Council, etc.) 
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Heating/Cooling 

50% 

Lighting 

25% 

Plug Load 

15% 

Server Room 

10% 



This publication is the sole property of Jones Lang LaSalle IP, Inc. and must not be copied, reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, either in whole or in part, without 

the prior written consent of Jones Lang LaSalle IP, Inc. The information contained in this publication has been obtained from sources generally regarded to be reliable. However, no 

representation is made, or warranty given, in respect of the accuracy of this information. We would like to be informed of any inaccuracies so that we may correct them. Jones Lang 

LaSalle does not accept any liability in negligence or otherwise for any loss or damage suffered by any party resulting from reliance on this publication. 

For more information: 

Contact:  

 

Simone Skopek 

ESS Operations Manager 

Toronto, Canada 

(416) 699-6671 

Simone.Skopek@am.jll.com 
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>>> Or, click here for additional resources.  

http://www.us.jll.com/united-states/en-us/corenet-2014/green-productive-workplace

