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Abstract

This article aims to evaluate satisfaction with the continuity of the Green Office project's
performance and to present an evaluation of the GO projects in Thailand in terms of environmental,
economic, and social performance. The study evaluated the operation of twenty activities, such as
information on Greenhouse gas emissions, initiatives to publicize the office staff, consumption of water,
energy, paper, management of waste, seminars, meetings, procurement, etc., by collecting data from
administrators and operators, using a questionnaire from 73 offices during 2015 to 2017. An in-depth
interview was also conducted with 25 key respondents. Satisfaction evaluation revealed that 86.0% of
operators were satisfied with the staff’s knowledge, intelligence, and awareness of the operating steps
of GO, followed by satisfaction that participation in the GO project has promoted the staff's quality of
work and life (80.82 percent). Also, 90.41% of administrators were satisfied with the view that the GO
project increased the knowledge about the GO operation procedure, and 89.04% were satisfied as the
GO project has awarded certificate trophies to offices based on the auditing score. Finally concluded
that the GO project in Thailand brings satisfaction to offices in terms of economy, society, and the
environment.
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Careless use of natural resources, and
unsustainable ways of mankind, for example,
using diesel, petroleum, and other fuels for
industrial usage, to drive vehicles, or generate
electricity, which release large quantities of

1. Introduction

Nowadays, every nook and corner of
the world has been experiencing the impact of
climate change, which has resulted in lots of

discussion among scholars, academicians, and
scientists on the global environmental
problems, including pollution, increase of the
global surface temperature, ozone depletion,
reduction of natural resources, etc. [1,2,3].
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Carbon dioxide, cause these negative impacts
on the environment [4,5,6]. Consequently, there
are operating steps for leading towards
sustainability, that pressurize all kinds of
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organizations worldwide to include the element
of sustainability in the management and
working process, with due consideration of
emissions, generated waste and disposal, and
energy usage [7, 8, 9], including regions of hot
weather like Thailand leading to the reduction
of energy usage even by 16.56 percent due to
the development of innovative energy saving
guidelines in air conditioning systems[10]. The
GO Project has been operating continuously
under the sponsorship of the Department of
Environmental Quality Promotion(DEQP),
Thailand to promote sustainability in the daily
office operations. Sustainability is composed
of three elements, including environmental,
economic, and social sustainability [11]. As
sustainability has been defined as meeting
current needs without compromising the
abilities of future generations [12], it is closely
related to human activity, which is responsible
for significantly intensifying the greenhouse
effect [13]. The main issue of environmental
sustainability is minimizing the impact of
organizational activities on the environment,
and identifying the sources of environmental
problems with standardized environmental
management systems such as ISO 14001 [14].
This standard aims to improve the
environmental performance of an organization
by following the procedure of evaluation. More
specifically, the procedure encompasses
auditing, evaluation of performance, etc.
[15,16].

Recent studies have also reported on
managing and reducing GHG emissions,
electricity and water consumption, waste
generation, and air pollution [17,18,19].
Minimizing the impact of climate change
requires substantial human efforts to achieve
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in the
coming decades through changes in our
economy, system of production, and
consumption behavior [20, 21]. Even though
this change focuses mostly on the government
and industrial sector, we need changes at the
individual, household, and community level

because it has been estimated that 2/3 of the
world’s emitted GHGs have been caused by
people’s latent or manifest behavior and
practices [22]. Environmental sustainability
has become an ethical and strategic imperative
for organizations, and more and more
employees are interested, encouraged, or
instructed to act in environmentally sustainable
ways. Consistent with current societal and
workplace trends regarding environmental
sustainability, there are prominent theoretical
frameworks from social and environmental
psychology that influence employee green
behavior (EGB). This includes the theory of
planned behavior, which suggests that people's
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control predict their intentions,
resulting in behavior change, such as the use of
environmentally sustainable packaging, and an
employee’s intention to go by public bus [23].
Since many organizations now include
environmental sustainability goals in their
strategy,  organizational
psychologists have increasingly studied
employee green behavior (EGB).
Characteristics of EGB include a meaningful
set of employee behaviors that contribute to the
shared organizational goal of promoting
environmental sustainability (e.g., creating
sustainable products or delivering services in
sustainable ways [24]. Thus, employees’
behavior can be evaluated in terms of its

scholars and

contribution toward (or detraction from) these
goals [25].

So, we need to evaluate factors that
help in adopting sustainable behaviors to reduce
GHG emissions [26]. It is commonly seen that
workplaces worldwide are a major source of
carbon emissions, and CO; emissions due to
energy usage are estimated to increase to 720.5
million tons in the year 2050 from 188.0 million
tons in 2010 [27]. So, attitude and behavioral
change in energy usage, such as the adoption of
energy-saving habits of employees and
behavioral interventions in the office
environment, a sustainable green management
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system (SGMS) saves energy, and also helps to
reduce the impact of carbon dioxide emissions
on the environment [28,29].

Department of Environmental Quality
Promotion (DEQP) Thailand is an organization
that assists with projects of good management
for environmental sustainability, and one such
prominent project is the Green Office (GO).
DEQP has developed a criterion, tested it, and
evaluated participating offices that meet the
criteria to certify as green offices starting in
2013.  Gradually, GO upgraded the
environmentally safe offices and extended the
certification of offices to all kinds of
organizations, both public and private, as
qualified green office standards. The main aim

of GO is to change office staff's ways of using
office resources to save resources for
minimizing global warming and other impacts
on the environment, which have increased due
to the reckless behavior of human beings, that
increases GHG emissions without
consideration of the natural environment [30].
The green office has been set up to promote
sustainable work practices in the office work
process through the provision of training and
education programs among the office staff to
increase environmental awareness on the
effects of climate alteration and adopt practices
through behavioral changes and usage of
innovative energy-saving products [31]. The
main elements of the GO Management System,
adapted from [12], are given below in Figure 1.

— B RleY

¢ A written document shared for communication in compliance with the GO Standard

el 2.Responsibilities

¢ Defined the duties and authority of every office employee

mmmd 3. Monitoring, measurement, and analysis.

e Helps to monitor the economic, social, and environmental elements of the GOmanagement system.

S 4. Documentation

¢ Provides written guidelines for organizational operation steps

el 5. Internal audit

eEvaluates a GO organization in terms of operational processes and systems

] 6. Review of management

¢ Evaluates the management system for continual improvement and effectiveness

Figure 1. Elements of the Green Office Management System

The working principles of GO practices
are designed to minimize generated office
waste through situational behavioral changes
such as the adoption of sustainable meetings,
saving resources such as paper, ink, and energy,
recycling office wastes, refraining from using
harmful insecticides and chemicals, and
promote purchasing of environmentally

friendly office utilities and services [32, 33,
34, 35]. So, all organizations need to pass the
GO standards as these will encourage these
offices to save resources, reduce generated
waste, and if generated waste, recycle it for
further usage. This suggests that to qualify for
the GO standard, participating offices
encourage office staff to minimize the use of
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energy, water, and other resources, switch to
renewable energy, reduce PM,s and other
impacts due to environmental pollution,
promote reusing and recycling waste, consider
using innovative eco-friendly office furniture,
space, design, and construction [36].

1.2 Research Objectives
The objectives of this research paper are:

1) to evaluate satisfaction with the continuity of
green office projects' performance

2) to present an evaluation of the Green Office
projects in Thailand in terms of environmental,
economic, and social performance

2. Methodology

The satisfaction of the green offices’
project operation in Thailand was evaluated
with a focus on the performance procedure of
GO under the sponsorship of DEQP in the
following ways:

1. Formation of a managerial committee,
comprising an auditor, board members, and
other team members with a specific
responsibility.

2. Preparation and setting up of guidelines for
participating offices that apply to get the GO
Standards.

3. Organization of operational training program
for participating offices on GO operations and
how to maintain it continuously.

4. Evaluation and decision for qualifying
organizations to be awarded green office
standard certificates in different strata in terms
of the office's performance on environmental
safety and consideration.

The working principles of GO practices
are designed to minimize generated office
waste through situational behavioral changes
such as the adoption of sustainable meetings,
saving resources such as paper, ink, and energy,

recycling office wastes, refraining from using
harmful insecticides and chemicals, and
promote purchasing of environmentally
friendly office utilities and services [32, 33,
34, 35]. So, all organizations need to pass the
GO standards as these will encourage these
offices to save resources, reduce generated
waste, and if generated waste, recycle it for
further usage. This suggests that to qualify for
the GO standard, participating offices
encourage office staff to minimize the use of
energy, water, and other resources, switch to
renewable energy, reduce PM,s and other
impacts due to environmental pollution,
promote reusing and recycling waste, consider
using innovative eco-friendly office furniture,
space, design, and construction [36].

1.2 Research Objectives
The objectives of this research paper are:

1) to evaluate satisfaction with the continuity of
green office projects' performance

2) to present an evaluation of the Green Office
projects in Thailand in terms of environmental,
economic, and social performance

2. Methodology

The satisfaction of the green offices’
project operation in Thailand was evaluated
with a focus on the performance procedure of
GO under the sponsorship of DEQP in the
following ways:

1. Formation of a managerial committee,
comprising an auditor, board members, and
other team members with a specific
responsibility.

2. Preparation and setting up of guidelines for
participating offices that apply to get the GO
Standards.

3. Organization of operational training program
for participating offices on GO operations and
how to maintain it continuously.
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4. Evaluation and decision for qualifying of the office's performance on environmental
organizations to be awarded green office safety and consideration.
standard certificates in different strata in terms

2.1 Green office evaluation criteria

Table 1. Green office evaluation criteria (New)

Criteria

Evaluate specific policies, plan ways of office performance, pattern of resource usage, impart
awareness, green office laws, and rules, collect data on GHG, plan for continuous improvement,
and administrative section review

Evaluate established channels for communication, awareness, training, knowledge sharing,
understanding, publicity, and campaigning

Evaluate energy and other resource consumption

Evaluate steps for minimizing waste and reusing generated waste

Evaluate steps to preserve a safe environment on the usage of air, light, sound, livability, and
emergency preparedness

Evaluate office procurement

2.2 Procedure for joining the Green Office Project

Table 2. Procedure for joining the Green Office Project

Step Procedure
1 Any office can send a completed application form to check the quality of the office and to get
the award for the GO project.

Submit to the management team of DEQP the introductory document for evaluation

3 If the office is qualified for the introductory evaluation, it should be informed.

4. All participating office staff should be provided facilities to receive training and education on
practicing green office

5. Visit the office to recommend for improvement

6. Each area committee should evaluate the performance of applicant offices

7. The responsible national committee should reevaluate offices that scored 90 percent in all
criteria.

8. The evaluation result of the committee should be summarized in a meeting of DEQP.

9. Finally, the results of the successful applicants should be announced on DEQP's website

The participant offices were evaluated 2.3 Tools employed for data collection

to check whether they followed the green

office's criteria. After the assessment, the result This research used many techniques for

data collection, notably questionnaires, in-
depth interviews, and literature review.
Researchers used both primary data (obtained

scores were prepared for awarding the GO
trophies. Qualified satisfactory offices were
awarded the green office trophies, divided into
three levels: 1. Gold (90% and above); 2. Silver from a questionnaire) and secondary data

(80% to 89%); 3. Bronze (60% to 79%). If an (obtained by reviewing the literature of
previous research) for evaluation. For

evaluating the offices that applied for

office scored less than 60%, it is considered to
be unqualified for awarding the trophies [37].
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certification as qualified GO standards, data
was collected during the years 2015 to 2017.
The main tool used for collecting data was a
mail questionnaire set in the Thai language, as
it is a convenient tool for collecting data for a
large sample size. The questionnaire was
prepared according to the objectives of the
research. The questionnaire was divided into
two parts, one for operators and the other for
administrators, with questions set to examine
the status, continuity, benefit, and satisfaction
of the GO project. The questionnaire was sent
to 207 certified green offices. However, only
73 (35%) offices responded and returned the
completed questionnaire. Details of the
questionnaire can be seen in Tables 5 and 6. In
this study, there was consideration to recruiting
only those green offices that have been certified
with gold and silver trophies, who have
knowledge and awareness about the operating
steps of GO, and who could spare time to
provide answers to questions of in-depth
interviews. 25 key respondents having in-depth
knowledge of the procedure and working
process of the GO were contacted, and a
scheduled time and place for an in-depth
interview were fixed. The target objective of
evaluating the GO was to find out whether the
respondents were satisfied with the working
process and continuity of the GO. The selected
in-depth
administrators and working groups. The
selected sample respondents for in-depth
interview were divided into four groups in
terms of area size, such as 1) very large areas
above 50,000 square meters (2 agencies were
recruited), 2) large areas having 12,500-50,000
square meters (9 agencies were from this
group), and 3) small areas having less than
1,500 square meters (5 agencies were from this
group). Department of Environment Quality

interviewees consisted of

Promotion has given 21 agencies the gold
award and 4 agencies the silver award.

2.4 Steps for the evaluation of the Green
Office Project operation

The GO research project was evaluated
stepwise, as shown below in Table 3.

The participant offices were evaluated to check
whether they followed the green office's
criteria. After the assessment, the result scores
were prepared for awarding the GO trophies.
Qualified satisfactory offices were awarded the
green office trophies, divided into three levels:
1. Gold (90% and above); 2. Silver (80% to
89%); 3. Bronze (60% to 79%). If an office
scored less than 60%, it is considered to be
unqualified for awarding the trophies [37].

2.3 Tools employed for data collection

This research used many techniques for
data collection, notably questionnaires, in-
depth interviews, and literature review.
Researchers used both primary data (obtained
from a questionnaire) and secondary data
(obtained by reviewing the literature of
previous research) for evaluation. For
evaluating the offices that applied for
certification as qualified GO standards, data
was collected during the years 2015 to 2017.
The main tool used for collecting data was a
mail questionnaire set in the Thai language, as
it is a convenient tool for collecting data for a
large sample size. The questionnaire was
prepared according to the objectives of the
research. The questionnaire was divided into
two parts, one for operators and the other for
administrators, with questions set to examine
the status, continuity, benefit, and satisfaction
of the GO project. The questionnaire was sent
to 207 certified green offices. However, only
73 (35%) offices responded and returned the
completed questionnaire. Details of the
questionnaire can be seen in Tables 5 and 6. In
this study, there was consideration to recruiting
only those green offices that have been certified
with gold and silver trophies, who have
knowledge and awareness about the operating
steps of GO, and who could spare time to
provide answers to questions of in-depth
interviews. 25 key respondents having in-depth
knowledge of the procedure and working
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process of the GO were contacted, and a
scheduled time and place for an in-depth
interview were fixed. The target objective of
evaluating the GO was to find out whether the
respondents were satisfied with the working
process and continuity of the GO. The selected
in-depth
administrators and working groups. The
selected sample respondents for in-depth

interviewees consisted of

interview were divided into four groups in
terms of area size, such as 1) very large areas
above 50,000 square meters (2 agencies were

recruited), 2) large areas having 12,500-50,000
square meters (9 agencies were from this
group), and 3) small areas having less than
1,500 square meters (5 agencies were from this
group). Department of Environment Quality
Promotion has given 21 agencies the gold
award and 4 agencies the silver award.

2.4 Steps for the evaluation of the Green
Office Project operation

The GO research project was evaluated
stepwise, as shown below in Table 3.

Table 3. Stepwise evaluation of the Green office project

w2

=3

(¢}
=

Procedure

Reviewed and specified the product as the target of the green office criteria

Selected the criteria that affect quantitatively

Classified the result into the dimensions of economic, social, and environmental

Specified the quantitative result assessment guideline

Calculated the result on each dimension

Compared the result as a unit of economic value

Summed the result up as the total benefit of the project

o No L v —

Evaluated the worthiness of the project

2.5 Background of Financial Proxy Data.
There were two major steps of the
Green Office Project operation, namely, giving
suggestions and knowledge, and evaluation of
the criteria of auditing set up by the audit
committee under the sponsorship of DEQP,
which financed the operating budget of the
Green Office Project, divided into the following
budget types:
1. Auditing and registration of the audit
committee in the Project.
2. Organizing meetings of the audit
committee.
3. Advisors who provide suggestions for
improving the green office criteria

Table 4. Background of FP data.

4. Auditing offices that have participated
in the GO project

Activities of the GO project were evaluated by
examining participants' comments given in the
GO operation form. The data obtained from
these participants of the GO project, which
consisted of both quantitative and qualitative
data, was analyzed accordingly in a systematic
way, including background of previous data,
measurement of indicators of GO, and
monetization of Financial Proxy (FP). FP was
calculated by multiplying the carbon credit cost
by the reduced quantity of GHGs, and the result
obtained can help decrease the budget allocated
for GHG management. Table 4 provides the
background of the data listed as an FP.

Item unit mean min max
Average rate of water supply cost m? 27.50 21.75 29.75
Electricity price per unit kWh 4.10 3.80 4.50
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Item unit mean min max

Diesel price (2017) Liter 25.56 21.89 26.79
Gasohol price (2017) Liter 26.89 24.78 27.98
Paper price (A4) Ream 120 100 140
Waste management cost Kg 2 1 6
Wastewater treatment cost for an office size of more than m? 4.00 2.00 6.00
100 square meters

The ratio of consumed raw water per water supply, m? 1.44 1.29 1.55
including water leakage in the pipe

Recycle material price ( average) kg 4.5 3.5 8.95

Training expenditure on the course of Carbon footprint

operation(CFO)

Half course 5,000 5,000 5,000

Electricity bill of air purifier for a room size of 60 square

meters (Baht/20 staff)

Half year 3,700 2,000 4,000

Training cost for general environmental awareness per person 250 100 800
person
Average Carbon credit price of the T-VERS project tCO2e 30 21 100
(2017)
Water supply cost m? 0.15 0.10 0.40

Source: Aroonsrimorakot et al. [30]

The compensation of the GO Project,
divided into three dimensions, namely,
economic, social, and environmental, was
evaluated. From this result, as given in Table 7,

the estimated benefit was obtained. The GO
project activities were evaluated to check the
benefit/ worthiness of the project, which was
calculated by using the formula given in (1).

The worthiness of the GO Project =

Benefit-Cost

1

Investment

3. Results and Discussion

The results of the study of the
Satisfaction Evaluation of GO Projects in
Thailand are discussed in the following
headlines:

1. Evaluation to assess satisfaction with the
Green Office Project

2. Quantitative evaluation result of the Green
Office project

3.1 Evaluation to assess satisfaction in the
Green Office Project

An evaluation to assess the satisfaction
of participants was conducted to investigate the
obtained benefits and the opinions of
respondents in the operation of future projects.
To assess satisfaction in different strata from
the office that participates in the GO Project,
data were collected from two categories, that is,
operators  and
participating offices in the project (Table 5 and
Table 6), which contained statements listed to
identify the level of satisfaction of respondents
from the three categories, namely, High,
Medium, and Low.

administrators  of  the



Interdisciplinary Research Review 9

Table 5. Evaluation for operators to assess contentment in the green office steps

The green office operation steps Level of satisfaction in percent

High Medium Low

1. Project publicity, advertising, and an invitation to 47.95 50.68 1.37

any offices for participation

2. The office responds to the invitation by sending a 58.90 39.73 1.37

completed document of the first round self-assessment

form

3. Interested office joins the green office training 56.16 38.36 5.48

program

4. GO team visit and provide recommendation criteria 61.64 31.51 6.85

for improvement

5. Evaluation of the GO in terms of area by the 72.60 24.66 2.74

national committee

6. Based on the evaluation result, the national GO 79.45 17.81 1.37

auditors certify offices

7. When the evaluation is concluded, list offices that 78.08 19.18 2.74

are qualified and give trophy awards based on the
result score

8. Suitability of the duration of the GO project 58.90 35.62 5.48
9. Satisfied with the staff’s knowledge, intelligence, 86.30 12.33 1.37
and awareness of the operating steps of GO

10. Participation in the GO project led to behavioral 76.71 23.29 0.00
changes in staff

11. Participation in the GO project has increased the 68.49 30.14 1.37
staff's work efficiency

12. Participation in the GO project resulted in saving 63.01 34.25 2.74
resources and reduction of resource consumption

13. Participation in the GO project has promoted the 80.82 17.81 1.37
staff's quality of work and life

14. Participation in the GO project trained the office 72.60 23.29 5.48

staff to improve continuously to create a sustainable
environment at all times

15. To check the efficiency of the GO work procedure 75.34 24.66 0.00
and resource consumption, it is essential to collect
office operation data continuously

Table 6. Satisfaction evaluation result of administrators in the green office project operation

The green office operation steps Satisfaction Level in percent
High Medium Low
1. Joining the GO project provided knowledge to my 90.41 6.85 0.00
office about the GO operation procedure
2. The GO project has awarded certificate trophies to 89.04 8.22 0.00
my office based on the auditing score
3. The GO project has provided a policy for continuous 84.93 12.33 0.00

improvement of the office
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The green office operation steps

Satisfaction Level in percent

High Medium Low
4. Like the policy for renewing the GO certification for 68.49 17.81 9.59
improving the office continuously
5. To check the efficiency and improvement of the GO 83.56 13.70 0.00

work procedure and resource consumption, it is

essential to collect office operation data continuously

by the concerned GO team

3.2 Quantitative evaluation result of the
Green Office project

The data of the GO operation were
evaluated according to the criteria given in
Table 1. Results of the GO project operation
converted into an improvement
compensation value. The total compensation

WEre

value obtained from the evaluation was 299.00
million Baht, which is 1.4 million Baht per
office per year. On dividing the compensation
into three dimensions, it was found that 262.5
million Baht spent on economic
compensation, 28.5 million Baht on social
compensation, and only 7.55 million Baht was
for environmental compensation. The detailed
values are given in Table 7.

was

Table 7. Quantitative evaluation of the GO project (2015-2017)

No. Category Results Evaluation Quantita Unit Compensation )Baht(
Activities guidelines tive result Economic Social Environmental
1 Information Increased To reduce GHG 207 person - 1,035,000 -
on GHG ability to by calculating
evaluate GHG ~ GHG quantity
emissions of
the office
2 Initiatives to Increased To provide 54,980 person - 27,490,473 -
publicize the awareness and  training and
staff participation education for
of staff behavioral
change of staff
3 Consumption Quantity of To save water 640,247 m? 17,606,786 - -
of Water water and reduce the
consumption bill
reduced
4 Consumption Quantity of To save water 513 tCOze - - 15,377
of water water and reduce
consumption GHG emission
reduced
5 Consumption Quantity of To reduce water 923,236 m? -- -- 138,485
of water water consumption
consumption
reduced
6 Consumption Quantity of To reduce 49,351,000 kWh 202,338,907 -- --
of energy energy electricity bill
consumption
reduced
7 Consumption Quantity of To reduce GHG 30,100 tCO,e -- -- 902,086
of energy energy emission from
consumption electrical
reduced appliance
8 Consumption Quantity of To reduce fuel 503,000 Liter 12,855,696 -- --
of energy fuel oil bill
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No. Category Results Evaluation Quantita Unit Compensation )Baht(
Activities guidelines tive result Economic Social Environmental
consumption
reduced
9 Consumption Quantity of To reduce GHG 1,381 tCOze -- -- 41,419
of energy diesel oil emissions from
consumption fuel
reduced consumption
10 Consumption Quantity of To reduce 6,680 Liter 179,693 - -
of energy gasohol expenses on
consumption fuel
reduced consumption
Source: Aroonsrimorakot et al. [30]
Table 7. Quantitative evaluation of the GO project 2015-2017)Continued
No. Category Result Evaluation Quantitative Unit Compensation )Baht(
Activities guideline result Economic Social Environmental
11 Consumption Quantity of To reduce 15.2 tCOze - -- 456
of energy gasoholand ~ GHG
other fuel emissions
consumption  from fuel
reduced consumption
12 Consumption  Quantity of To reduce 558,617 Kg 26,813,656 -- --
of paper paper paper
consumption  consumption
per unit
reduced
13 Consumption Quantity of To reduce 2,913 tCO,e - -- 78,335
of paper paper GHG
consumption  emissions
per unit from paper
reduced consumption
14 Consumption Quantity of  To reduce 63.1 tCOze -- - 1,893
of paper paper GHG
consumption  emissions
per unit
reduced
15 Seminar, Quantity of Switched to 15.7 tCO,e - - 472
meeting, and  paper Online
other consumption  meeting to
arrangement  for meeting reduce GHG
reduced emission
16 ~ Management Quantity of  To reduce 413 ton 827,344 -- -
of waste generated the cost of
waste eliminating
reduced, waste
reused, and
recycled
17 Management  Quantity of  Giving 413 ton 1,861,525 -- -
of waste recycledand ~ compensation
reused for purchasing
products reused and
recycled
increased products
18  Management  The quantity — To reduce 195,200 tCOze -- - 5,856,640
of waste of generated ~ GHG
waste emission by
reduced separating
leftover food
19  Management  Thesource of  To improve 139.1 Machine/year -- 514,662
of office airpollutionin - ganitation and
equipment the office is 10ty yi1ce air
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No. Category Result Evaluation Quantitative Unit Compensation )Baht(
Activities guideline result Economic Social Environmental
due to usage of  pollution by
the office using air-
equipment purifier
20  Procurement  Sustainable To reduce GHG 142.58 tCOse - - 4277
procurement emissions by
increased purchasing eco-
friendly products
such as:
- paper 104 tCOse -- - 3,125
- envelope 15.5 tCOse -- - 465
- office file 3.14 tCOze -- - 94
- ink cartridge 19.2 tCOse -- - 576
- tissue paper 0.59 tCOze -- - 18
Total 262,483,609 28,525,473 7,552,056

Source: Aroonsrimorakot et al. [30]

The analysis of the data from in-depth
interviews revealed that each has at least one
responsible person who took responsibility for
the operation of the GO project. Also, every
participating office formed a responsible
committee, who were assigned responsibilities,
criteria of auditing, and performance in
meetings  organized periodically. Each
committee of an office has at least 10 members,
and the average days to complete the
certification process is 30 days per office. On
analysis of Table 7, it was found that the total
budget for the GO Project operation was 5.1
million baht per year, which was 15.3 million
Baht in total for operating three years, that is,
2015,2016, 2017, and the equivalent budget per
office was 72, 440 Baht. However, expenses for
replacing old office items with new ones and
other office materials were excluded from
evaluation. The worthiness of the project was
calculated as given in equation (1). The
obtained value after calculation was 18.5, and
the median value ranges from 15.6 to 22.6.
Excluding electricity cost, the cost value was
found to be decreased, and if the quantity of
paper consumption increased, the amount of
compensation also increased to 69.4 million
Baht. The mean value of the GO budget was
3.54.

4. Summary and Conclusions

This study aimed to evaluate

satisfaction with the continuity of green office

projects' performance and to present an
evaluation of the Green Office projects in
Thailand in terms of economic, social, and
environmental activities. The GO Project has
been operating continuously under the
sponsorship  of the  Department of
Environmental Quality Promotion, Thailand to
promote sustainability in the daily office
operations. The evaluation of the current
research was undertaken for a period of three
years, from 2015 to 2017. The total budget
sanctioned for this project was 15.28 million
Baht. The study evaluated the operation of
twenty activities listed in Table 7, such as
information on Greenhouse gas emissions,
initiatives to publicize the office staff,
consumption of water, consumption of energy,
consumption of paper, management of waste,
seminars, meetings, and other arrangements,
procurement, etc. The operating budget of the
GO project consisted of economic, social, and
environmental costs. 89.0 percent of the total
budget was for economic activities such as
expenses on energy and other resources used
directly and indirectly, while 9.0 percent of the
budget was sanctioned for social activities,
including training, seminars, meetings, etc., for
sharing knowledge and developing awareness
among the staff. Lastly, 2.0 percent of the GO
budget was spent on environmental activities.

Regarding the satisfaction of the GO operation
among operators, a high proportion of
participants (86.30 percent) were satisfied with
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the staff’s knowledge, intelligence, and
awareness of the operating steps of GO,
followed by satisfaction that participation in the
GO project has promoted staff's quality of work
and life (80.82 percent), satisfaction on the
evaluation result of the national GO auditors
certifying offices (79.45 percent), and
satisfaction that participation in the GO project
led to behavioral changes of staff (76.71
percent). Similarly, on evaluation of the
satisfaction of administrators in the green office
project operation, most administrators were
satisfied with the view that joining the GO
project provided knowledge to their office
about the GO operation procedure (90.41
percent), followed by the view that the GO
project has awarded certificate trophies to
offices based on auditing score (89.04 percent).
Based on this satisfaction evaluation, it can be
concluded that

- The majority of the participant
administrators have high satisfaction with the
view that the GO project provided knowledge
to my office about the GO operation procedure
(90.41%)

- The majority of the participant
administrators have high satisfaction with the
statement that the GO project has awarded
certificate trophies to offices based on auditing
score (89.04%)

- The majority of the participant
administrators have high satisfaction with the
statement that the GO project has provided a
policy for continuous improvement of the office
(84.93%)

- The majority of the participant
operators have high satisfaction with the staff’s
knowledge, intelligence, and awareness of the
operating steps of GO (86.30%)

- The majority of the participant
operators have high satisfaction that
participation in the GO project has promoted
staff's quality of work and life (80.82 %)

- The majority of the participant
operators have high satisfaction, which is based
on the evaluated result, the national GO
auditors certify offices as GO (79.45%)

- The majority of the participant
operators have high satisfaction that when the
evaluation is completed and finalized, qualified
offices are listed, and then award trophies based
on the result score (78.08 %)

On the evaluation of the GO project in Thailand
in terms of economic, social, and environmental
compensation, the result shows that the total
compensation value obtained from the
evaluation was 299.00 million Baht, which is
1.4 million Baht per office per year. On
dividing the compensation into three
dimensions, it was found that 262.5 million
Baht was spent on economic compensation,
28.5 million Baht on social compensation, and
only 7.55 million Baht was for environmental
compensation. The above result also shows a
massive reduction in the consumption of
energy, paper, other office resources, and
generated waste, which is an indirect outcome
of each office's adoption of resource-saving
measures, and these measures directly or
indirectly cause an impact on sustainability on
the economy, society, and the environment. In
the end, it can be concluded that the result of the
performance evaluation of the GO Project in
Thailand reveals that participation in the GO
Project brings satisfaction to offices in terms of
economy, society, and the environment.
Adoption of GO activities promotes
sustainability through behavioral changes,
which indirectly leads to the reduction of
consumption of natural resources. On the
whole, certifying an office with the Green
Office Standard is essential to save resources
for achieving a sustainable environment.
Finally, the study suggested that the GO project
should get support and approval as a national
policy from the government in the years to
come for the continual development of the GO
Thailand standard at the international level.
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