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Abstract

The efforts for sustainable development in building construction is widely applied by global organizations, governments, etc.
However, according to the researchers, if the green rating systems on the building, it is reported that construction costs and
durations are increased compared to conventional buildings. In this respect, the objective of this study is to identify the
construction costs between LEED and non-LEED buildings. The scope of this study is limited in 21 university buildings of
Canada. The methodology is as follows: First, the data of LEED and non-LEED buildings are collected in every university
building. Second, the average construction costs per square meter is collected and normality check is conducted. Third, to identify
statistical significance, the difference of average construction costs is analyzed by using T-test. As a result, it is concluded that
the construction costs of LEED buildings are increased by approximately 3.8% more than non-LEED buildings. In the future, the
results of this study can be applied to analyzing the additional costs according to the LEED grade in educational buildings.
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Table 1. Changes in School Points and Section

Application and Credits

Section Ver 2 Ver 3 Ver 4
Total % Total % Total %
Integrative Process - - - - 1 1
Location and B ~ ~ B 5 136

Transportation

Sustainable Sites 16 20.3 24 21.8 12 10.9

Water Effciency 7 89 11 10.0 12 109

Energy & 17 | 215 | 33 | 300 | 31 | 282

Atmosphere

Materials & 13 | 165 13 | 18| 13 | 118

Resources

Indoor

Environmental 20 25.3 19 17.3 16 145

Quality

Innovation 6 76 6 55 6 55

Regional Priority - - 4 36 4 36
Total 79 | 100 | 110 | 100 | 110 | 100
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Figure 5. University Location
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