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Green Market Growth Stunted
Top 100 firm revenue stays almost flat as an evolving industry turns over a 
new leaf to focus on cutting embodied carbon By Emell Adolphus and Jonathan Keller
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VIEWPOINT HDR 
is designer on the 
51,000-sq-ft Lawrence 
Berkeley National Labo-
ratory welcome center 
in Berkeley, Calif., which 
seeks LEED Gold status. NUMBER 9
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Materials and supply chain decisions that have “the most 
impact on carbon cost” often come early in the design 
process, says Delaney, “so more effort and rigor must be 
allocated to this stage.” To do so, owners, designers, con-
tractors and subcontracting partners must understand 
how greenhouse gas emissions generated during produc-
tion, transportation, installation and disposal of building 
materials, known as embodied carbon, can affect the 
carbon footprint throughout a project’s lifecycle.

“The regulatory environment has thankfully 
pushed the industry to adopt more stringent perfor-
mance requirements,” says Delaney. “But as the quan-
tity and complexity of data increases, a literacy gap 
can slow implementation.” 

Overall, revenue for Top 100 Green Design Firms 

remained relatively flat from 2022-23, rising slightly   
to $9.37 billion from $9.36 billion. International green 
design revenue fell slightly, to $1.79 billion from $1.82 
billion, and median design increased slightly to $28.1 
million, from $27.9 million last year.

For the Top 100 Green Contractors, revenue rose 
6.4%, to $91.41 billion in 2023 from $85.88 billion in 
2022. International green contracting revenue in-
creased to $3.92 billion from $3.55 billion, and median 
firm green contracting revenue came in at $345.4 mil-
lion, up 4.9% from last year’s $329.2 million.

With third-party sustainability certifications evolv-
ing—such as LEED, WELL, BREEAM, Green Globes, 
and the Living Building Challenge—and decarboniza-
tion incentives baked into recent federal spending 

Green Design by Markets

Even before projects reach the shovel-ready phase, a 
“business as usual” mindset can stunt sustainability goals, 
says John Delaney, sustainability director at Beyer Blinder 
Belle Architects & Planners. While owners consider 
project costs in dollars and cents, “carbon cost” adds   

another standard to how they can think more green, he says.
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Education
$1,078.5   
11.5%

Retail
$187.0   2.0%

Other
Buildings
$540.2   5.8%

Hotels
$169.9  1.8%

Commercial
Offices
$1,450.0   15.5%

Sports, Civic,
and Ent.
$436.8  4.7%

Industrial/ 
Manufacturing
$129.0   1.4%

Multi-Unit 
Residential
$541.1  5.8%

Health Care
$1,255.5  13.4%

Government
Offices
$936.6  10.0%

Mixed Use
$373.8  4.0%

Airports
$916.8  9.8%

Non-Building
Misc.
$1,352.6  14.4%

Total 2021 Revenue = $7.62 billion 
(Measured $ millions)
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packages, Top 100 firms say there is a disconnect be-
tween growing policies and the knowledge needed to 
put them into practice on jobsites. As a result, Top 100 
firms say many owners are finding themselves at a fork 
in the road over managing third-party certification 
requirements or maintaining the status quo.

Knowledge and know-how is key to keeping project 
and carbon costs low, says Delaney. Beyer Blinder Belle 
is ranked No. 29 on the design list this year. 

“In this case, knowledge must flow up to leadership,” 
he says. “Awareness is a crucial first step.”

Challenging the Status Quo
Gilbane Building Co.’s executive sustainability officer, 
Tabitha Scott,  says the rapid evolution of sustainability 
is pushing the green building market forward. Regula-
tions and technologies challenge businesses to “stay 
current,” adds Scott. The firm is ranked No. 7 on the 
green contractor list.

“This accelerated pace of change requires continu-
ous learning and adaptation, which can be resource-
intensive,” explains Scott, but not impossible. “In the 
United States, the requirement for validation of sustain-
ability practices is still emerging, so there’s a significant 
amount of catching up to do to meet these standards.”

In the survey results, Top 100 Green Design Firms 
and Contractors named a mix of near-term and long-
term challenges impacting the growth of the green 
building market. Yet as companies and projects set 
decarbonization targets, firms say cost and schedule 
crunches can be barriers to action without early sus-
tainability integration.

Fiona Cousins, Arup’s Americas chair, says the firm 
is focused on “a whole systems approach” to design that 
accounts for organizational, social, governance and 
policy-related issues. An example of this approach is 
the firm’s recent Rail Resilience Framework, “which 
aims to protect and adapt our infrastructure to deliver 
for transformative outcomes for people and economic 
growth, and co-benefits such as greenhouse gas emis-

OVERVIEW

Top 5 Green Design Firms by Sector

GREEN DESIGN FIRM REVENUE $ BIL .

COMMERCIAL OFFICES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 GENSLER 495.70
2 TETRA TECH 130.00
3 AECOM 90.10
4 ARUP US INC. 66.60
5 HKS 57.03

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 DLR GROUP 109.00
2 AECOM 77.10
3 CANNONDESIGN 62.00
4 STANTEC INC. 46.85
5 PERKINS&WILL 45.52

GOVERNMENT OFFICES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 TETRA TECH 242.00
2 BLACK & VEATCH 82.59
3 AECOM 75.70
4 BURNS & MCDONNELL 68.34
5 GENSLER 62.54

HEALTH CARE
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 CANNONDESIGN 145.00
2 HKS 131.77
3 STANTEC INC. 91.26
4 HOK 86.80
5 TETRA TECH 82.00

MANUFACTURING & INDUSTRIAL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 IPS-INTEGRATED PROJECT SERVICES LLC 53.44
2 HASKELL 24.23
3 STANTEC INC. 18.05
4 WSP USA 9.16
5 SYSKA HENNESSY GROUP 8.25

MULTI-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 KIMLEY-HORN 218.00

2 AECOM 53.30

3 LANGAN 37.50

4 GENSLER 31.67

5 SCB 27.10

SPORTS, ENTERTAINMENT & CIVIC
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 GENSLER 89.01
2 AECOM 74.70
3 HOK 34.47
4 PERKINS&WILL 25.07
5 BEYER BLINDER BELLE ARCHITECTS 21.54

RETAIL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 GENSLER 85.59
2 TETRA TECH 35.00
3 LITTLE DIVERSIFIED ARCHITECTURAL 20.32
4 AECOM 11.20
5 CANNONDESIGN 10.00

2022
$9.362021

$7.62

2023
$9.372020

$6.41
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#3 ARUP is sustainability program 
manager on the 500-mile California 
High-Speed Rail project. The line is 
set to run on 100% renewable energy.

SOURCE: ENR DATA
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truly get to zero emissions,” says Freed. “Given the mas-
sive embodied carbon footprints of concrete, alumi-
num, steel, and glass—how do we  build toward zero 
carbon at scale?  ”

For Curtis + Ginsberg, the � rm’s ongoing challenge 
has been to keep its clients committed to the “long 
view,” says Director of Sustainability Crystal Ng, with 

sions reductions” explains Cousins. Arup is ranked No. 
3 on the green design list.

Firms ranked in the Top 10 of the green design list 
account for $5.34 billion, or 57% of the total design 
revenue. Last year, the Top 10 accounted for 53.7% of 
the total. Firms ranked between 51 and 100 accounted 
for $639.43 million in combined revenue, down 2.2% 
from $653.64 million last year.

   “We have been able to produce buildings that gener-
ate more energy than they consume. Our challenge 
now is in the emissions stemming from the construc-
tion of the buildings themselves,” says Eric Corey 
Freed, sustainability director at CannonDesign, ranked 
No. 12.

Freed says embodied carbon costs, from the manu-
facturing, transport, and assembly of buildings, are 
pushing the � rm’s clients to explore low carbon and 
biogenic materials such as mass timber and hemp.

“� e giant challenge ahead of us now is how do we 
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SmithGroup ���������is providing design services on the U.S. Food and Drug Administration Denver Laboratory project in Lakewood, 
Colo., which has $79 million in funding from the U.S. Inflation Reduction Act and is set to achieve both Biosafety Level 3 lab requirements 
and net zero energy. Pursuing LEED Platinum accreditation, the facility will incorporate sustainable materials that include thinglass 
triple-pane insulating glass units, a timber curtain wall for the non-lab environments, hempcrete and gabion walls that use recycled rubble. 

US Food and Drug Administration Lab Strives for Net Zero
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OVERVIEW

investments in low carbon materials and sustainable 
technology such as photovoltaics, rainwater harvesting, 
energy-efficient facade and window systems. Such ad-
ditions can frequently have a higher up-front cost but 
add value in the long-term, says Ng, who has been 
implementing C+GA’s sustainability, resiliency and 
wellness goals in accordance with the American Insti-
tute of Architect’s 2030 Challenge to make all buildings 
net-zero carbon by 2030. 

Key Market Sectors
Top 100 design revenue shows the airports market saw 
the largest gains in green design revenue between 2022 
and 2023, up 72.9% over last year. The sports, entertain-
ment and civic market rose substantially, up 37.8%. The 

largest decreases included the retail market, which fell 
32.4%, and the hotels/hospitality market, down 27.5%. 
Both markets previously saw substantial growth be-
tween 2021 and 2022.

Green contracting revenue rose 75.9% between 
2022 and 2023 in the industrial/manufacturing market. 
Design revenue in that market fell each of the past two 
years. The multi-unit residential market also rose sig-
nificantly, up 19.2%. As with the design firms, revenue 
totals in the retail market (down 29.9%) and hotels/
hospitality market (down 18.4%) fell the most.

“Decarbonizing the built environment is one of the 
most urgent priorities of our time. Yet, many challenges 
remain in adopting sustainable approaches and tech-
nologies to change course,” says Elliot Glassman, build-

THE TOP 100 GREEN DESIGN FIRMS AND CONTRACTORS
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Miller Hull Partnership (No. 41), in collaboration with Woods Bagot Architects, are the architects on the Seattle-Tacoma International 
Airport C Concourse expansion. The project is the first to apply the Port of Seattle’s new Sustainable Project Framework. The completed 
expansion will nearly triple the size of the building to 226,000 sq ft and will be fossil-fuel free, says the firm. A photovoltaic canopy will 
provide up to 15% of the building’s energy needs. The project team is pursuing LEED v4 Silver accreditation.

Seattle-Tacoma Concourse Expansion Aims for LEED Silver
Airports  |  By Jonathan Keller
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ing performance leader at CannonDesign. “We cannot 
defer action now as it will mean the rate of change will 
need to be more dramatic in the future to avert the 
worst environmental consequences.”

�������������������������
Yet with stringent standards and growing demands to 
meet third-party certi� cation, the industry must also 
supply the tools and knowledge resources to help get 
everyone on the same page, says Beth Tomlinson, dis-
cipline leader, carbon and climate, at Stantec Inc.  � e 
� rm is ranked No. 8 on the green design list.

“� e building industry is targeting net zero emis-
sions by 2050 across the whole life cycle,” says Tom-
linson. “Consultants need to know how to document 
performance and compliance. � ose that review and 
issue permits need the right resources to verify de-
signs. � e industry needs a consistent methodology 
that it can reference, and it must be repeatable, as well 
as code enforceable.”

In order to break down knowledge silos and scale 
up green building practices, Top 100 � rms say more 
collaboration is needed across the AEC industry.  � ere 
is “fear of client pushback across all scales of the design 
and construction team,” says Rives Taylor, global resil-
ience research leader, Gensler. � e � rm is ranked No. 
2 on the green design list.

“While more of our clients are beginning to under-
stand the importance of sustainability, the challenge 
o� en lies within their project management teams,” says 
Taylor. “Partnering e� ectively with the client’s opera-
tional teams is crucial for achieving both operational 
and long-term sustainability.”

Design-build and other alternative project delivery 
methods are helping to bring project partners in early, 
Top 100 � rms say. Yet amid industry-wide labor chal-
lenges, a sustainability-minded workforce adds another 
layer of complexity.

“Navigating the labor market comes with its own 
set of challenges, including securing specialized talent 

such as electrical and mechanical engineers that can 
deliver innovations speci� c to health care, energy and 
rail infrastructure, for instance,” explains Sarah Rosen, 
Arup’s Americas chief people o�  cer.  However, Rosen 
says the emergence of green jobs adds “another critical 
piece to talent acquisition.”

At HOK, ranked No. 5, the design � rm says all of 
its jobs are treated as green building related, says Anica 
Landreneau, global director of sustainable design.

“Every design professional at HOK has a responsi-
bility to participate in sustainable design,” says Landre-
neau. “We have deeper-dive expertise to help set the 
vision and manage the process (including certi� ca-
tions), but ful� llment comes through the day-to-day 
commitment, optimization and thoughtful design by 
every professional and every discipline.” 

Landreneau says the � rm combines regular sustain-
ability training for its project managers and project ad-
ministrators with its e� orts to recruit design profession-
als with a “passion and expertise around sustainability.” 

“We require that all design professionals obtain a 
minimum LEED or BREEAM credential within six 
months of employment,” says Landreneau. Addition-
ally, “Every project must set aside at least 40 hours to 
assess opportunities and strategies for passive design, 
decarbonization, resilience, health, well-being and eq-
uity,” she adds.

�����������������������
Tracking real-time carbon emissions on jobsites down 
to the contracting and trade partner level presents 
knowledge and skill challenges, explains Steven Burke,
senior director, sustainability, at Su� olk Construction. 
� e contractor is ranked No. 8.

“� ere is a shortage of highly quali� ed technical 
consultants to guide more rigorous certi� cation pro-
grams, such as Passive House,” says Burke. “To ad-
dress this challenge, at Su� olk we have increased our 
internal technical capabilities that were typically the 
responsibility of third parties. � is has allowed us to 
add more value for clients while having more total 
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control over project outcomes.”
Pepper Construction says an increased interest in 

tracking Scope 3 emissions has increased demand for 
general contractors to collect jobsite emissions.

“� e challenge lies in being able to collect accurate 
data from trade partners and deliveries,” says Susan 
Heinking, senior vice president, high performance and 
sustainable construction. “In most cases, this request 
is something that they have not been actively tracking 
to date and may require our assistance to establish a 
standard process.”

� e top 10 green contractors reported $43.16 billion 
in green contracting revenue, approximately 47.2% of 
the total. In 2022 the top 10 accounted for 49.5% of the 
total. Firms ranked between 51 and 100 combined for 
$7.58 billion in revenue. � at is up 12.0% from $6.77 
billion last year.

Skanska, ranked No. 17 on the contractor list, says 
it has scaled up its sustainability educational resources 
to ensure its employees are knowledgeable on green 
practices. � e contractor also recently led the AGC task 
force to create the “Decarbonization & Carbon Report-

ing Playbook,” designed by contractors for contractors 
to help track and report greenhouse gas emissions for 
the projects they build, explains Steve Clem, Skanska 
USA Building senior vice president of project planning 
services and sustainability.

Skanska points to its work on JFK Airport’s Central 
Terminal Roadways, Utilities and Ground Transporta-
tion Center in Queens, New York, as an example of 
sustainable success. Clem says reusing materials such 
as existing bridges and lighting vault infrastructure, 
“kept our costs down and helped the customer achieve 
their carbon reduction goals.” 

Clem adds, “� e project includes many sustain-
ability aspects: It has an Envision goal, a green roof, 
rainwater harvesting, as well as provisions for future 
photovoltaic panels on the roof.”

������������������������������

As much as megaprojects can raise the bar on sustain-
ability goals—such as Alphabet’s all-electric campus in 
Mountain View, California and JP Morgan’s reported $3 
billion all-electric tower planned for New York City, 
—Top 100 � rms say federal, state and local regulations 
are helping to drive sustainability from the ground up.

“Building performance standards are the biggest 
deal in public policy for supporting greener buildings 
and are currently having the greatest impact,” says Stet 
Sanborn, vice president, director of climate impact, 
SmithGroup. � e � rm is ranked No. 18.

Patty Lloyd, sustainability director at Leopardo 
Construction, calls the Federal Buy Clean Initiative a 
“game changer” in advancing low carbon cement, steel, 
asphalt and � at glass. 

Green Contracting by Market
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Sports, Civic,
and Ent.
$3,432.2   3.8%

Other 
Buildings
$5,325.8  
5.8%

Telecommunications
$10,712.3    11.7%

Non-Building
Misc.
$5,498.9  6.0%

Commercial
Offices
$16,972.3    18.6%

Hotels
$2,257.0   2.5%

Education
$10,152.1     
11.1%

Retail
582.1   0.6%

Industrial/
Manufacturing
$8,115.6   
8.9%

Multi-Unit 
Residential
$9,955.5   10.9%

Airports
$4,873.6  5.3%

Health Care
$8,713.3  9.5%

Government
Offices
$4,817.9   5.3%

Total 2021 Revenue = $74.55 billion
(Measured $ millions)
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“When the federal government takes up a program, 
often you will see states and municipalities follow after 
a few years,” says Lloyd. “So, it is encouraging to see 
this federal recognition and action around lowering 
the embodied carbon of key construction materials.”

  Along with federal incentive programs, local laws 
are also creating incentives that drive adoption and 
implementation, adds Lloyd. “This gives developers 
and owners a great opportunity to look past the first 
cost, and see an ROI that wasn’t there before, while 
empowering them to significantly reduce their emis-
sions over time,” she says. 

Decarbonation incentives baked into the Inflation 
Reduction Act and the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, 
and guidelines from the General Services Administra-
tion are a combination of “carrot and stick” policies, 

says Scott Brideau, the Regen CoLab director at Little 
Diversified Architectural Consulting.

“At the local level, some jurisdictions give owners 
increased density for more sustainable buildings. 
Others require owners to meet escalating thresholds 
of energy efficiency for both existing and new build-
ings,” says Brideau. “Cities like New York, Boston, 
Washington, D.C., Minneapolis, Philadelphia and 
Portland have policies and programs that continue to 
aim higher every year.”

Among several carbon reduction provisions, the 
Inflation Reduction law includes a $6.4-billion pro-
gram that provides states with funding to develop car-
bon reduction strategies and reduce transportation 
CO₂ emissions. The Dept. of Energy’s decarbonization 
plan aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
buildings 90% by 2050.

Codes and standards set by trade professional as-
sociations are also having an impact, says Jeff 
Kuhnhenn, director of architectural design at Gresham 
Smith. The design firm is ranked No. 88.

“ASHRAE has significantly influenced energy ef-
ficiency by adopting a robust approach to improving 
standards, which typically form the baseline for code 
adoption,” says Kuhnhenn. “Numerous building 

Top 5 Green Contractors by Sector

GREEN CONTRACTOR REVENUE $ BIL .

2020
$69.85

2021
$74.55

2022
$85.88

2023
$91.41

COMMERCIAL OFFICES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 STO BUILDING GROUP 1,964.70
2 TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO. 1,565.27
3 CLAYCO 1,561.00
4 AECOM 1,535.58
5 HATHAWAY DINWIDDIE CONSTRUCTION CO. 758.88

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING CO. 1,187.89
2 GILBANE BUILDING CO. 1,148.50
3 CONSIGLI BUILDING GROUP INC. 656.45
4 ADOLFSON & PETERSON CONSTRUCTION 531.48
5 CLARK GROUP 524.65

GOVERNMENT OFFICES
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 BL HARBERT INTERNATIONAL 739.68
2 HENSEL PHELPS 575.47
3 CLARK GROUP 416.90
4 CADDELL CONSTRUCTION 384.82
5 PCL CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISES 382.63

HEALTH CARE
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 AECOM 882.57
2 PCL CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISES 803.46
3 TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO. 681.84
4 CLARK GROUP 617.23
5 THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING CO. 612.01

MANUFACTURING & INDUSTRIAL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 AUSTIN INDUSTRIES 1,978.60
2 DPR CONSTRUCTION 1,249.55
3 HASKELL 774.85
4 GILBANE BUILDING CO. 680.95
5 THE YATES COS. INC. 595.20

MULTI-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 SUFFOLK CONSTRUCTION CO. INC. 1,137.41
2 CLARK GROUP 825.05
3 COASTAL CONSTRUCTION GROUP 689.40
4 SWINERTON 540.00
5 WALSH CONSTRUCTION CO. 501.17

SPORTS, ENTERTAINMENT & CIVIC
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 AECOM 958.52
2 TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO. 472.38
3 CLARK GROUP 351.34
4 PCL CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISES 236.17
5 HATHAWAY DINWIDDIE CONSTRUCTION CO. 230.61

RETAIL
$ MIL.

RANK FIRM REVENUE

1 STO BUILDING GROUP 150.80
2 THE KORTE CO. 115.90
3 AECOM 111.46
4 SWINERTON 95.00
5 PCL CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISES 53.99

SOURCE: ENR DATA

THE TOP 100 GREEN DESIGN FIRMS AND CONTRACTORS OVERVIEW
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#28 SHAWMUT is GC on the David E. and 
Stacey L. Goel Center for Creativity 
& Performance at Harvard, pursuing 
Living Building Core certification.
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products are now adopting strategies to guarantee 
healthier content and more equitable production 
practices. The push to normalize heavy or mass tim-
ber construction within building codes is having a 
relatively broad impact.”

Yet Brideau says the most pressing challenge for the 
AEC industry is to “come to a national (and global) 
consensus about what and how to measure the efficien-
cies and reductions that will most benefit our com-
munities and the planet.” 

He adds, “It seems like every year or two we chase 
a new buzzword or process when we have not fully 
implemented the last one.” The next challenge “is stay-
ing the course,” he says.

Following the LEED
To keep on track with climate goals, firms and third-
party-certification managers must continue raising 
the bar, says Vickie Breemes, national director of ad-
vanced building technologies at Little Diversified 
Architectural Consulting. She adds, “Today, certifica-
tion platforms have exploded.” 

The U.S. Green Building Council’s (USGBC) 
LEED certification program “changed the industry 
with its published performance compliance thresh-
olds,” says Breemes. WELL, Fitwel, Living Building 
Challenge, PHIUS, Zero Carbon and Zero Energy 
“provide certification pathways for any project type 
and client priority.”

“USGBC just raised the bar again by launching 
LEED v5, which broadens the typical building perfor-
mance metrics to include health, expansive carbon 
measurements, resiliency, and equity,” she says. 

In order to increase rates of adoption, third-party 
certifications should be mindful not to include “items 
that don’t have a significant impact or truly create a 
difference in energy consumption,” says Emily Tilgner 
of McCownGordon Construction.  The firm is ranked  
No. 97 on the contractor list. 

Adding bike racks to projects in areas inaccessible 

by bike “becomes a chasing points exercise with no real 
benefit,” says Tilgner. “If green building standards want 
to be effective, they need to be simple, accessible, easy 
to understand and associated costs evaluated.” 

She adds, “The biggest reasons clients don’t pursue 
these standards are the effort doesn’t justify the costs, 
the rules are complicated, the savings don’t equal what 
was forecasted, and they don’t see any ROI.”

As AEC professionals work together to decar-
bonize the building sector, “We can’t let green 
building standards get in the way of taking what-
ever steps are necessary.” says Jim Hanford, princi-
pal at the ranked No. 41 design firm, Miller Hull 
Partnership. He adds, “Don’t let perfect get in the 
way of doing something [good].” ■

By Emell Adolphus and Jonathan Keller 

Companies are ranked according to revenue 
for construction or design services generated 
in 2023 from projects that have been registered 
with or certified by a third-party organization 
that sets standards for measuring a building’s 
or facility's environmental impact, energy 
efficiency or carbon footprint. Such groups 
include the U.S. Green Building Council 
(USGBC) and the Green Building Initiative. The 
volume of revenue is measured in ($) millions. 
Some markets may not add up to 100% due to 
rounding. Revenue from construction 

management on a fee-only basis is not 
included. Firms not ranked last year are 
designated as **. 
Accredited Staff This is the number of people 
employed by the contractors who have been 
certified as knowledgeable in green 
construction by third-party accreditation 
organizations, including groups such as 
USGBC.
% of Total Revenue This percentage shows a 
firm's total revenue derived from green 
revenue, based on its responses to the Top 

100/400/500 survey and Top Green Buildings 
survey. NA = Did not submit a Top 100/400/500 
survey.
Education comprises public and private 
educational facilities, including both K-12 and 
higher education.
Entertainment/Civic includes sports 
facilities, entertainment facilities, casinos, 
theme parks and religious and cultural 
facilities.
Government Office includes federal, state 
and local government office facilities.
Health Care includes hospitals, clinics, 
medical assistance facilities, nursing homes 
and assisted-living centers.

Hotel includes hotels, motels, resorts and 
convention centers.
Multi-Residential includes co-ops, 
condominiums and apartment buildings.
Retail/Office includes commercial offices 
and retail facilities.
Other Buildings comprises miscellaneous 
buildings.
Other Markets comprises industrial process 
and pharmaceutical plants, food processing 
plants, manufacturing facilities, telecommuni-
cations facilities, infrastructure and cabling, 
towers and antennae, data centers and web 
hotels, etc. 

How To Read the Tables

Site to Be Canada Passive House  
Commercial|  By Jonathan Keller

Stantec (No. 8) is designer for the Buffalo Crossing Visitor Centre in 
Winnipeg, Manitoba. The project is design-certified under the CAGBC 
Zero Carbon Building standard and will become Manitoba’s first Passive 
House certified commercial building, the firm says. The building’s 
triangular shape and orientation are designed to efficiently capture solar 
heat through bird-friendly insulating glass units and to minimize the 
number of thermal bridges. The 18,000-sq-ft structure will be mass timber.
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2023 GREEN REVENUE

	 1	 2	 AECOM, Dallas, Texas	 NA	 1,206.70	 14	 8	 6	 6	 2	 2	 4	 6	 28	 25

	 2	 1	 GENSLER, Los Angeles, Calif.	 3,238	 1,090.79	 60	 53	 6	 4	 1	 3	 3	 8	 15	 3

	 3	 4	 ARUP US INC., New York , N.Y.	 216	 536.62	 92	 12	 4	 5	 10	 1	 1	 3	 18	 45

	 4	 5	 TETRA TECH, Pasadena, Calif.	 NA	 501.00	 10	 33	 48	 2	 16	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 5	 3	 HOK, New York , N.Y.	 797	 439.97	 84	 11	 11	 6	 20	 0	 0	 8	 41	 0

	 6	 6	 KIMLEY-HORN, Raleigh, N.C.	 282	 351.00	 14	 3	 0	 0	 0	 0	 62	 0	 0	 35

	 7	 8	 WSP USA, New York , N.Y.	 1,418	 331.71	 9	 4	 4	 2	 3	 0	 1	 0	 3	 83

	 8	 11	 STANTEC INC., Edmonton, Calif.	 679	 295.70	 12	 18	 9	 16	 31	 1	 1	 2	 3	 14

	 9	 9	 HDR, Omaha, Neb.	 603	 294.53	 10	 1	 12	 2	 27	 0	 0	 1	 17	 38

	 10	 10	 HKS, Dallas, Texas	 486	 288.14	 51	 20	 0	 7	 46	 9	 0	 7	 1	 0

	 11	 12	 DLR GROUP, Seattle, Wash.	 335	 255.18	 66	 11	 9	 43	 4	 8	 0	 7	 14	 0

	 12	 16	 CANNONDESIGN, New York City, N.Y.	 307	 222.00	 60	 5	 0	 28	 65	 0	 0	 2	 0	 0

	 13	 14	 LANGAN, Parsippany, N.J.	 113	 205.97	 44	 0	 2	 6	 5	 5	 18	 6	 11	 42

	 14	 20	 PERKINS&WILL, Chicago, Ill.	 1,212	 186.74	 26	 21	 2	 24	 15	 0	 1	 13	 20	 0

	 15	 19	 THORNTON TOMASETTI, New York , N.Y.	 233	 171.55	 47	 24	 13	 10	 5	 4	 14	 11	 16	 2

	 16	 17	 ZGF, Portland, Ore.	 241	 169.04	 74	 13	 6	 16	 27	 0	 0	 4	 33	 0

	 17	 26	 CORGAN, Dallas, Texas	 177	 153.55	 36	 13	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 67	 20

	 18	 18	 SMITHGROUP, Detroit , Mich.	 588	 151.80	 42	 4	 2	 20	 47	 0	 0	 0	 26	 0

	 19	 15	 SKIDMORE OWINGS & MERRILL, New York , N.Y.	 273	 138.70	 43	 16	 37	 3	 1	 2	 2	 0	 12	 4

	 20	 25	 IMEG CORP., Rock Island, Ill.	 259	 127.50	 27	 15	 18	 25	 18	 6	 0	 7	 2	 1

	 21	 21	 BURNS & MCDONNELL, Kansas City, Mo.	 396	 120.32	 4	 2	 57	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 8	 33

	 22	 22	 NBBJ, Seattle, Wash.	 198	 103.60	 51	 46	 4	 16	 33	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0

	 23	 33	 BLACK & VEATCH, Overland Park , Kan.	 35	 82.78	 5	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 24	 30	 BALLINGER, Philadelphia, Pa.	 64	 82.56	 78	 2	 1	 27	 68	 0	 0	 2	 0	 0

	 25	 29	 LITTLE DIVERSIFIED ARCHITECTURAL CONSULTING INC., Charlotte, N.C.	 222	 77.44	 100	 48	 3	 23	 21	 0	 0	 4	 1	 0

	 26	 35	 SYSKA HENNESSY GROUP, New York , N.Y.	 103	 72.16	 50	 20	 1	 1	 3	 1	 0	 1	 22	 48

	 27	 28	 CO ARCHITECTS, Los Angeles, Calif.	 39	 71.22	 100	 0	 1	 29	 66	 0	 0	 0	 4	 0

	 28	 43	 SMITH SECKMAN REID INC., Nashville, Tenn.	 54	 66.30	 54	 8	 0	 3	 67	 0	 3	 11	 0	 7

	 29	 **	 BEYER BLINDER BELLE ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS LLP, New York , N.Y.	 51	 65.64	 100	 11	 5	 21	 0	 4	 9	 33	 0	 13

	 30	 31	 ELKUS MANFREDI ARCHITECTS, Boston, Mass.	 110	 61.55	 63	 14	 0	 13	 0	 0	 2	 0	 56	 0

	 31	 40	 IPS-INTEGRATED PROJECT SERVICES LLC, Blue Bell, Pa.	 77	 53.44	 18	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100

	 32	 50	 AFFILIATED ENGINEERS INC., Madison, Wis.	 176	 48.93	 24	 13	 4	 47	 32	 0	 0	 1	 0	 3

	 33	 39	 TLC ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS, Orlando, Fla.	 84	 48.75	 45	 6	 8	 22	 42	 0	 2	 0	 21	 0

	 34	 41	 PERKINS EASTMAN, New York , N.Y.	 363	 48.03	 17	 2	 3	 50	 12	 19	 7	 1	 0	 0

	 35	 37	 LMN ARCHITECTS, Seattle, Wash.	 63	 45.27	 81	 7	 0	 77	 0	 5	 0	 11	 0	 0

	 36	 **	 CLARK NEXSEN, Virginia Beach, Va.	 114	 43.52	 53	 3	 27	 18	 3	 0	 8	 3	 3	 36

	 37	 32	 FLAD ARCHITECTS, Madison, Wis.	 178	 43.26	 29	 0	 0	 4	 0	 0	 0	 0	 96	 0

	 38	 **	 HEAPY, Dayton, Ohio	 65	 42.69	 92	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 39	 91	 HED, Chicago, Ill.	 124	 42.63	 39	 20	 0	 26	 5	 0	 2	 0	 47	 0

	 40	 **	 HLW, New York , N.Y.	 72	 40.00	 70	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 41	 36	 THE MILLER HULL PARTNERSHIP LLP, Seattle, Wash.	 36	 39.04	 NA	 21	 0	 9	 0	 2	 1	 25	 41	 0

	 42	 57	 HASTINGS ARCHITECTURE, Nashville, Tenn.	 49	 38.87	 78	 14	 34	 11	 0	 0	 30	 0	 3	 0

	 43	 **	 SCB, Chicago, Ill.	 154	 38.41	 45	 3	 0	 6	 0	 6	 71	 0	 14	 0

	 44	 48	 VANDERWEIL ENGINEERS, Boston, Mass.	 74	 35.98	 26	 2	 9	 9	 1	 2	 1	 2	 48	 19

	 45	 51	 EXP, Chicago, Ill.	 126	 35.53	 4	 3	 8	 9	 26	 7	 1	 8	 10	 26

	 46	 44	 WALTER P MOORE, Houston, Texas	 57	 34.52	 20	 14	 2	 5	 13	 1	 0	 17	 42	 6

	 47	 42	 CMTA INC., Prospect , Ky.	 228	 34.37	 18	 1	 2	 90	 1	 0	 0	 2	 3	 0

	 48	 66	 MOODY NOLAN, Columbus, Ohio	 87	 33.70	 38	 14	 1	 29	 7	 0	 7	 13	 18	 0

	 49	 70	 HORD COPLAN MACHT, Baltimore, Md.	 114	 29.87	 30	 0	 0	 49	 2	 0	 49	 0	 0	 0

	 50	 53	 HMC ARCHITECTS, Ontario, Calif.	 45	 29.71	 21	 0	 0	 3	 57	 0	 35	 1	 4	 0
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	 51	 47	 MICHAEL BAKER INTERNATIONAL, Pittsburgh, Pa.	 130	 26.48	 3	 2	 64	 0	 0	 0	 2	 3	 0	 30

	 52	 69	 DATTNER ARCHITECTS, New York , N.Y.	 47	 24.90	 64	 0	 0	 4	 0	 0	 36	 0	 59	 0

	 53	 68	 HASKELL, Jacksonville, Fla.	 106	 24.52	 19	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0	 1	 0	 99

	 54	 52	 AYERS SAINT GROSS, Baltimore, Md.	 58	 24.14	 41	 34	 0	 54	 2	 0	 0	 11	 0	 0

	 55	 79	 BWBR, Saint Paul, Minn.	 41	 24.09	 32	 2	 61	 33	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0	 3

	 56	 46	 GRIMM + PARKER ARCHITECTS, Tysons, Va.	 59	 24.00	 68	 4	 0	 58	 0	 0	 23	 13	 2	 0

	 57	 34	 KENDALL/HEATON ASSOCIATES INC., Houston, Texas	 10	 23.90	 99	 96	 0	 3	 0	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0

	 58	 60	 THE S/L/A/M COLLABORATIVE, Glastonbury, Conn.	 68	 21.90	 25	 0	 0	 49	 39	 0	 0	 2	 10	 0

	 59	 **	 KIRKSEY ARCHITECTURE, Houston, Texas	 61	 21.10	 25	 39	 0	 49	 2	 0	 5	 2	 3	 0

	 60	 76	 FXCOLLABORATIVE ARCHITECTS, Brooklyn, N.Y.	 79	 17.67	 59	 2	 0	 33	 1	 0	 14	 12	 0	 21

	 61	 80	 LORD AECK SARGENT, Atlanta, Ga.	 47	 16.97	 40	 4	 0	 78	 0	 0	 9	 8	 0	 0

	 62	 **	 BOWMAN CONSULTING GROUP, Reston, Va.	 32	 16.06	 5	 15	 10	 25	 12	 0	 19	 0	 0	 16

	 63	 56	 WDG, Washington, D.C.	 27	 15.68	 53	 1	 0	 16	 0	 9	 71	 0	 3	 0

	 64	 64	 HMFH ARCHITECTS, Cambridge, Mass.	 28	 15.30	 88	 0	 0	 94	 0	 0	 6	 0	 0	 0

	 65	 58	 HNTB COS., Kansas City, Mo.	 111	 15.16	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 22	 75	 3

	 66	 78	 GARMANN MILLER, Minster, Ohio	 9	 14.00	 85	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 67	 38	 DAY & ZIMMERMANN, Philadelphia, Pa.	 58	 13.61	 21	 0	 30	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 70	 0

	 68	 67	 GANNETT FLEMING, Camp Hill, Pa.	 107	 13.43	 2	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100

	 69	 89	 NAC ARCHITECTURE, Spokane, Wash.	 42	 13.20	 24	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 70	 77	 AHL, Honolulu, Hawaii	 27	 13.16	 39	 0	 41	 0	 4	 0	 55	 0	 0	 0

	 71	 49	 FENTRESS ARCHITECTS, Denver, Colo.	 28	 13.00	 32	 3	 25	 0	 0	 0	 0	 2	 70	 0

	 72	 72	 DAVIS PARTNERSHIP ARCHITECTS, Denver, Colo.	 56	 12.75	 27	 4	 4	 0	 6	 0	 49	 0	 0	 0

	 73	 88	 DORE + WHITTIER ARCHITECTS INC., Burlington, Vt .	 16	 12.70	 59	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 74	 59	 GOETTSCH PARTNERS, Chicago, Ill.	 37	 11.23	 52	 38	 0	 0	 0	 5	 2	 0	 0	 0

	 75	 54	 RBB ARCHITECTS INC., Los Angeles, Calif.	 7	 11.09	 100	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 76	 73	 DEWBERRY, Fairfax , Va.	 262	 10.85	 2	 19	 42	 16	 6	 0	 0	 0	 7	 10

	 77	 **	 INTROBA INC., St . Louis, Mo.	 87	 10.70	 7	 33	 21	 14	 2	 2	 10	 4	 4	 1

	 78	 86	 KOHN PEDERSEN FOX, New York , N.Y.	 74	 10.33	 5	 46	 0	 6	 0	 5	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 79	 **	 BLAIR + MUI DOWD ARCHITECTS PC, New York , N.Y.	 3	 10.20	 61	 0	 0	 0	 91	 0	 0	 0	 9	 0

	 80	 87	 JCJ ARCHITECTURE, Hartford, Conn.	 39	 9.99	 19	 0	 0	 48	 0	 2	 0	 50	 0	 0

	 81	 **	 ANKROM MOISAN, Portland, Ore.	 35	 9.98	 22	 0	 0	 4	 6	 0	 59	 0	 0	 0

	 82	 **	 P2S INC., Long Beach, Calif.	 130	 9.92	 14	 0	 0	 62	 32	 0	 6	 0	 0	 0

	 83	 75	 EUA, Milwaukee, Wis.	 52	 9.88	 13	 32	 0	 0	 0	 24	 18	 0	 0	 26

	 84	 **	 MEAD & HUNT INC., Middleton, Wis.	 118	 9.85	 3	 0	 44	 19	 0	 0	 0	 0	 37	 1

	 85	 **	 NEWCOMB & BOYD, Atlanta, Ga.	 49	 9.69	 NA	 44	 4	 31	 5	 0	 0	 2	 14	 0

	 86	 90	 LIONAKIS, Sacramento, Calif.	 60	 9.34	 18	 0	 75	 5	 9	 0	 0	 0	 11	 0

	 87	 82	 WEBER THOMPSON, Seattle, Wash.	 41	 8.47	 62	 12	 0	 0	 0	 0	 34	 0	 0	 0

	 88	 92	 GRESHAM SMITH, Nashville, Tenn.	 125	 8.33	 3	 10	 0	 0	 82	 0	 0	 0	 2	 7

	 89	 **	 GWWO ARCHITECTS, Baltimore, Md.	 15	 7.90	 33	 0	 0	 74	 0	 0	 0	 26	 0	 0

	 90	 94	 CURTIS + GINSBERG ARCHITECTS, New York , N.Y.	 24	 6.79	 70	 0	 0	 0	 14	 0	 53	 0	 0	 0

	 91	 85	 ROBERT A.M. STERN ARCHITECTS, New York , N.Y.	 NA	 6.74	 8	 1	 6	 20	 0	 0	 1	 71	 0	 0

	 92	 **	 DEKKER/PERICH/SABATINI LTD., Albuquerque, N.M.	 36	 6.71	 16	 8	 2	 22	 67	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0

	 93	 93	 SHP, Cincinnati, Ohio	 37	 6.33	 29	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 94	 61	 MARMON MOK, San Antonio, Texas	 22	 6.10	 15	 0	 0	 0	 93	 0	 0	 7	 0	 0

	 95	 **	 BAR ARCHITECTS & INTERIORS, San Francisco, Calif.	 24	 5.52	 34	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 36	 8	 50	 0

	 96	 100	 MG2, Seattle, Wash.	 104	 5.42	 6	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0

	 97	 **	 SMALLWOOD, Atlanta, Ga.	 9	 5.22	 21	 2	 0	 3	 0	 14	 15	 3	 0	 0

	 98	 **	 QUATTROCCHI KWOK ARCHITECTS, Santa Rosa, Calif.	 10	 5.07	 15	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 99	 **	 CUNINGHAM, Minneapolis, Minn.	 75	 5.04	 6	 2	 0	 15	 64	 0	 12	 0	 7	 0

	100	 **	 TREANORHL, Lawrence, Kan.	 23	 5.02	 12	 0	 76	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 20	 0

RANK
2024  2023

#64 HMFH ARCHITECTS is working 
with the Massachusetts School Build-
ing Authority on a healthy material 
research initiative pilot project. 
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	 1	 1	 TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO., New York , N.Y.	 843	 7,120.94	 42	 22	 4	 7	 10	 0	 3	 7	 11	 37
	 2	 3	 AECOM, Dallas, Texas	 NA	 5,638.29	 81	 29	 0	 1	 16	 4	 6	 17	 23	 4

	 3	 7	 STO BUILDING GROUP, New York , N.Y.	 405	 4,492.90	 41	 47	 2	 8	 8	 0	 7	 0	 11	 17

	 4	 4	 DPR CONSTRUCTION, Redwood City, Calif.	 610	 4,427.61	 47	 16	 0	 3	 9	 3	 2	 0	 0	 61
	 5	 5	 CLAYCO, Chicago, Ill.	 NA	 4,218.00	 73	 37	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 36	 27

	 6	 2	 CLARK GROUP, McLean, Va.	 285	 3,945.18	 60	 14	 11	 13	 16	 4	 21	 9	 8	 5

	 7	 10	 GILBANE BUILDING CO., Providence, R.I.	 235	 3,445.33	 48	 12	 4	 33	 11	 4	 3	 6	 4	 22

	 8	 9	 SUFFOLK CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Boston, Mass.	 218	 3,366.08	 60	 12	 0	 14	 1	 11	 34	 0	 19	 0

	 9	 6	 HENSEL PHELPS, Greeley, Colo.	 418	 3,344.92	 47	 4	 17	 7	 17	 3	 1	 0	 34	 17

	 10	 8	 SWINERTON, Concord, Calif.	 172	 3,162.00	 75	 23	 9	 13	 13	 11	 17	 5	 7	 2

	 11	 11	 THE WHITING-TURNER CONTRACTING CO., Baltimore, Md.	 262	 2,954.86	 26	 16	 11	 40	 21	 0	 3	 3	 0	 6

	 12	 13	 PCL CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISES, Denver, Colo.	 321	 2,697.54	 37	 18	 14	 7	 30	 6	 4	 9	 8	 4

	 13	 12	 HOLDER CONSTRUCTION, Atlanta, Ga.	 363	 2,695.00	 54	 13	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 17	 70
	 14	 16	 AUSTIN INDUSTRIES, Dallas, Texas	 NA	 2,482.10	 55	 5	 0	 0	 0	 3	 0	 0	 0	 88
	 15	 15	 CONSIGLI BUILDING GROUP INC., Milford, Mass.	 115	 1,872.80	 60	 1	 2	 35	 4	 0	 8	 1	 36	 0

	 16	 18	 HITT CONTRACTING, Falls Church, Va.	 65	 1,750.26	 31	 15	 0	 0	 0	 1	 17	 0	 2	 65
	 17	 14	 SKANSKA USA, New York , N.Y.	 299	 1,653.62	 23	 15	 0	 18	 12	 0	 5	 2	 2	 47
	 18	 20	 JE DUNN CONSTRUCTION CO., Kansas City, Mo.	 295	 1,394.00	 22	 9	 4	 3	 19	 8	 24	 3	 6	 10

	 19	 19	 BRASFIELD & GORRIE, Birmingham, Ala.	 156	 1,228.21	 21	 18	 15	 4	 15	 1	 11	 0	 11	 19

	 20	 17	 MORTENSON, Minneapolis, Minn.	 222	 1,155.78	 21	 10	 0	 3	 15	 4	 0	 4	 0	 63
	 21	 29	 WEBCOR, San Francisco, Calif.	 102	 1,134.90	 86	 20	 9	 1	 14	 1	 19	 2	 0	 22

	 22	 26	 HATHAWAY DINWIDDIE CONSTRUCTION CO., San Francisco, Calif.	 113	 1,096.21	 68	 69	 1	 9	 0	 0	 0	 21	 0	 0

	 23	 24	 BALFOUR BEATTY US, Dallas, Texas	 114	 1,024.44	 22	 24	 2	 8	 8	 23	 4	 3	 7	 12

	 24	 22	 HASKELL, Jacksonville, Fla.	 106	 994.97	 58	 0	 0	 7	 0	 0	 0	 15	 0	 78
	 25	 25	 ADOLFSON & PETERSON CONSTRUCTION, Minneapolis, Minn.	 164	 954.61	 68	 0	 4	 56	 0	 0	 0	 3	 12	 25

	 26	 33	 COASTAL CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Miami, Fla.	 14	 901.30	 94	 10	 0	 12	 0	 0	 76	 0	 0	 0

	 27	 21	 FORTIS CONSTRUCTION INC., Portland, Ore.	 53	 889.40	 52	 0	 4	 6	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 90
	 28	 40	 SHAWMUT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION, Boston, Mass.	 100	 848.10	 52	 45	 0	 53	 0	 0	 0	 0	 2	 0

	 29	 32	 BNBUILDERS, Seattle, Wash.	 88	 836.30	 67	 69	 3	 3	 25	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 30	 34	 PEPPER CONSTRUCTION, Chicago, Ill.	 56	 828.29	 45	 5	 0	 18	 14	 0	 0	 5	 51	 7

	 31	 35	 J.T. MAGEN & CO. INC., New York , N.Y.	 18	 820.42	 46	 61	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 39
	 32	 31	 THE WALSH GROUP, Chicago, Ill.	 375	 787.53	 12	 0	 14	 6	 26	 0	 3	 0	 29	 22

	 33	 30	 JAMES G. DAVIS CONSTRUCTION CORP., Rockville, Md.	 30	 773.25	 75	 54	 0	 3	 11	 0	 31	 1	 0	 0

	 34	 28	 BL HARBERT INTERNATIONAL, Birmingham, Ala.	 NA	 741.48	 55	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 35	 43	 THE YATES COS. INC., Philadelphia, Miss.	 47	 709.20	 14	 0	 0	 7	 0	 0	 5	 3	 0	 84
	 36	 23	 LENDLEASE, New York , N.Y.	 177	 703.00	 49	 20	 5	 0	 13	 0	 27	 0	 0	 30

	 37	 27	 MCCARTHY HOLDINGS INC., St . Louis, Mo.	 402	 667.00	 11	 14	 0	 11	 52	 0	 0	 0	 0	 24

	 38	 41	 OKLAND CONSTRUCTION, Salt Lake City, Utah	 NA	 577.50	 37	 2	 15	 22	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 61
	 39	 36	 LEVEL 10 CONSTRUCTION, Sunnyvale, Calif.	 NA	 552.00	 73	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100
	 40	 53	 HARKINS BUILDERS, Columbia, Md.	 23	 547.60	 76	 0	 0	 0	 16	 0	 84	 0	 0	 0

	 41	 38	 SELLEN CONSTRUCTION, Seattle, Wash.	 50	 506.01	 76	 94	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 6	 0	 0

	 42	 50	 WALSH CONSTRUCTION CO., Portland, Ore.	 30	 501.17	 NA	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0

	 43	 39	 CADDELL CONSTRUCTION, Montgomery, Ala.	 16	 476.92	 47	 0	 81	 1	 0	 0	 18	 0	 0	 0

	 44	 46	 GRUNLEY CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Rockville, Md.	 41	 476.00	 85	 0	 37	 17	 0	 0	 0	 21	 25	 0

	 45	 45	 NIBBI BROS. ASSOCIATES INC., San Francisco, Calif.	 28	 443.21	 98	 2	 0	 0	 0	 0	 92	 0	 1	 4

	 46	 48	 IPS-INTEGRATED PROJECT SERVICES LLC, Blue Bell, Pa.	 77	 433.88	 57	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100
	 47	 44	 C. OVERAA & CO., Richmond, Calif.	 6	 433.33	 100	 3	 1	 32	 5	 0	 6	 0	 11	 33

	 48	 59	 ROBINS & MORTON, Birmingham, Ala.	 94	 396.34	 20	 5	 5	 0	 79	 0	 0	 0	 0	 11

	 49	 47	 JRM CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT, New York , N.Y.	 NA	 370.00	 34	 84	 0	 16	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 50	 56	 CAHILL CONTRACTORS, San Francisco, Calif.	 34	 359.31	 85	 0	 0	 5	 0	 0	 87	 8	 0	 0
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THE TOP 100 GREEN CONTRACTORS
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	 51	 **	 LANDMARK CONSTRUCTION LLC, Athens, Ga.	 6	 331.56	 52	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0

	 52	 49	 SUNDT CONSTRUCTION INC., Tempe, Ariz .	 59	 319.52	 14	 0	 5	 4	 0	 0	 1	 0	 20	 71
	 53	 57	 DIMEO CONSTRUCTION CO., Providence, R.I.	 38	 304.40	 43	 0	 0	 36	 4	 0	 25	 0	 35	 0

	 54	 51	 XL CONSTRUCTION CORP., Milpitas, Calif.	 53	 302.02	 NA	 58	 0	 34	 1	 0	 0	 0	 8	 0

	 55	 64	 CHOATE CONSTRUCTION CO., Atlanta, Ga.	 68	 295.44	 13	 29	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0	 27	 2	 0

	 56	 42	 BERNARDS, San Fernando, Calif.	 27	 292.50	 46	 0	 0	 48	 0	 0	 52	 0	 0	 0

	 57	 61	 JACOBSEN CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Salt Lake City, Utah	 16	 272.00	 27	 0	 0	 7	 36	 0	 56	 0	 0	 0

	 58	 52	 HARPER CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., San Diego, Calif.	 4	 260.90	 84	 0	 23	 6	 0	 0	 19	 0	 0	 51
	 59	 63	 BIG-D CONSTRUCTION, Salt Lake City, Utah	 75	 257.00	 10	 0	 7	 0	 0	 0	 7	 0	 86	 0

	 60	 **	 DONOHOE CONSTRUCTION CO., Bethesda, Md.	 18	 255.10	 79	 0	 0	 0	 3	 18	 79	 0	 0	 0

	 61	 **	 WALBRIDGE, Detroit , Mich.	 47	 247.92	 4	 0	 0	 3	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 97
	 62	 60	 FONTAINE BROS. INC., Springfield, Mass.	 7	 228.40	 79	 0	 0	 96	 0	 0	 0	 0	 4	 0

	 63	 65	 J.H. FINDORFF & SON INC., Madison, Wis.	 23	 226.30	 18	 1	 0	 17	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 14

	 64	 79	 CLANCY & THEYS CONSTRUCTION, Raleigh, N.C.	 26	 220.41	 21	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0

	 65	 91	 KRAUS-ANDERSON, Minneapolis, Minn.	 54	 219.48	 23	 60	 0	 0	 9	 0	 31	 0	 0	 0

	 66	 73	 O&G INDUSTRIES INC., Torrington, Conn.	 5	 215.46	 43	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 67	 74	 EXXEL PACIFIC INC., Bellingham, Wash.	 22	 213.13	 58	 0	 0	 0	 11	 0	 89	 0	 0	 0

	 68	 62	 CHINA CONSTR. AMERICA/PLAZA CONSTR., Morristown, N.J.	 NA	 204.89	 42	 17	 5	 0	 0	 0	 11	 0	 67	 0

	 69	 37	 BURNS & MCDONNELL, Kansas City, Mo.	 396	 197.61	 5	 2	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 98
	 70	 71	 RAND CONSTRUCTION CORP., Alexandria, Va.	 16	 197.11	 35	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 71	 72	 PINNER CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Anaheim, Calif.	 NA	 164.56	 90	 0	 0	 94	 0	 0	 0	 0	 6	 0

	 72	 **	 CF EVANS CONSTRUCTION, Orangeburg, S.C.	 12	 162.50	 38	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0

	 73	 75	 BRADBURY STAMM CONSTRUCTION INC., Albuquerque, N.M.	 160	 152.42	 38	 0	 8	 13	 71	 0	 0	 0	 7	 0

	 74	 55	 KPRS CONSTRUCTION, Brea, Calif.	 4	 138.00	 16	 0	 0	 22	 0	 0	 22	 0	 56	 0

	 75	 68	 RYCON CONSTRUCTION INC., Pittsburgh, Pa.	 18	 136.00	 12	 6	 0	 13	 0	 0	 24	 0	 57	 0

	 76	 58	 MANHATTAN CONSTRUCTION GROUP, Tulsa, Okla.	 23	 135.97	 8	 13	 64	 11	 0	 0	 13	 0	 0	 0

	 77	 86	 COAKLEY & WILLIAMS CONSTRUCTION, Bethesda, Md.	 12	 135.20	 63	 17	 13	 47	 0	 17	 4	 0	 2	 0

	 78	 77	 CMTA INC., Prospect , Ky.	 228	 131.00	 100	 0	 0	 87	 0	 0	 0	 0	 13	 0

	 79	 **	 SKENDER, Chicago, Ill.	 NA	 129.50	 23	 69	 0	 0	 8	 0	 23	 0	 0	 0

	 80	 89	 W.E. O’NEIL CONSTRUCTION, Chicago, Ill.	 NA	 126.11	 10	 0	 0	 25	 0	 0	 57	 17	 0	 0

	 81	 85	 C. H. NICKERSON & CO. INC., Torrington, Conn.	 NA	 119.00	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100
	 82	 69	 THE KORTE CO., Highland, Ill.	 12	 115.91	 16	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 83	 78	 LEOPARDO CONSTRUCTION, Hoffman Estates, Ill.	 29	 109.09	 26	 0	 0	 0	 1	 0	 99	 0	 0	 0

	 84	 **	 NV2A GROUP LLC, Miami, Fla.	 5	 77.77	 55	 0	 0	 42	 0	 0	 58	 0	 0	 0

	 85	 **	 HOWARD SHOCKEY & SONS INC., Winchester, Va.	 6	 77.57	 34	 0	 0	 88	 0	 0	 0	 0	 12	 0

	 86	 76	 COLUMBIA, North Reading, Mass.	 27	 75.85	 20	 0	 0	 30	 0	 0	 0	 0	 66	 4

	 87	 81	 SAUNDERS CONSTRUCTION INC., Englewood, Colo.	 50	 74.77	 11	 54	 0	 13	 0	 0	 0	 14	 0	 0

	 88	 **	 MORLEY BUILDERS, Santa Monica, Calif.	 11	 69.00	 23	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0

	 89	 80	 C.W. DRIVER COS., Pasadena, Calif.	 24	 57.14	 8	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 90	 82	 W. M. JORDAN CO., Newport News, Va.	 54	 49.11	 10	 0	 1	 78	 0	 21	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 91	 67	 MASCARO CONSTRUCTION CO., Pittsburgh, Pa.	 20	 47.68	 11	 0	 19	 0	 81	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 92	 87	 PC CONSTRUCTION CO., South Burlington, Vt .	 23	 47.60	 11	 0	 0	 48	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 43
	 93	 **	 C.A.C. INDUSTRIES INC., Long Island City, N.Y.	 11	 45.66	 NA	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100
	 94	 93	 BUTZ ENTERPRISES INC., Allentown, Pa.	 15	 27.99	 10	 0	 0	 44	 56	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 95	 **	 HEAPY, Dayton, Ohio	 65	 20.98	 96	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 96	 95	 TARLTON CORP., St . Louis, Mo.	 18	 20.96	 11	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 100	 0

	 97	 83	 MCCOWNGORDON CONSTRUCTION, Kansas City, Mo.	 19	 20.11	 3	 87	 0	 13	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 98	 **	 T N WARD CO., Ardmore, Pa.	 10	 18.46	 7	 0	 0	 100	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0

	 99	 100	 BARTON MALOW HOLDINGS LLC, Southfield, Mich.	 76	 16.66	 0	 0	 0	 98	 0	 0	 0	 2	 0	 0

	100	 98	 MIRON CONSTRUCTION CO. INC., Neenah, Wis.	 131	 15.66	 1	 0	 24	 5	 0	 0	 58	 0	 12	 0
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#67 EXXEL PACIFIC named Geoff 
Stodola as president and CEO earlier 
this year. Stodola succeeds Kevin 
DeVries.
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