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ii. Abstract 
What forces are today driving large property companies in Sweden to save energy and 
increase energy performance in buildings? This master thesis focusing on mandatory- and 
voluntary policy has used a Political Science perspective on Urban Planning questions.  
In this qualitative case-study, interviews were conducted with 7 out of the 10 biggest 
property companies in Sweden. It includes both an investigation into which policies are 
found to be relevant for companies as well as a discussion about which actors are pushing 
them to reduce energy and become more sustainable. Results show that companies make 
voluntary commitments that go beyond what current mandatory building- and energy 
regulations demand. Instead they use voluntary policy 25-35% below BBR-levels, mainly 
by using building certification Miljöbyggnad, to certify and communicate their efforts. 
All companies have energy targets published in yearly reports and continuously work to 
reduce their energy- and emissions output. Yearly reports also show that 6 out of 7 
companies now use the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). Some have joined 
benchmarking initiative GRESB or the CDP. The use of voluntary informational 
disclosure systems show that companies are under increasing pressure to become more 
(verifiably) sustainable.  

 
Keywords: Energy- and building policy, voluntary policy, BBR, Swedish property 
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vii. Glossary and translation 

Abbreviation 
or 
measurement 

English/international name or 
description 

Swedish name or description  

Atemp The area of all floor- and attic levels 
for temperature regulated spaces, to 
be heated to more than 10 °C, 
adjusted to the shell of the house. 
The area of inner-roofs, openings 
for stairwells, shafts etc. are 
included. The area for garages, 
within the building in a residential 
housing or other locality than 
garages, are not counted.  

Arean av alla våningsplan, vindsplan och 
källarplan för temperaturreglerade 
utrymmen, avsedda att värmas till mer än 10 
°C, som begränsas av klimatskärmens 
insida. Area som upptas av innerväggar, 
öppningar för trappa, schakt och dylikt, 
inräknas. Area för garage, inom byggnaden 
i bostadshus eller annan lokalbyggnad än 
garage, inräknas inte.  

 

BBR Boverket’s Building Regulations Boverkets Byggnads-Regler 

CEN Comitè Europeèen de 
Normalisation   

 

 

Europeiska standardiseringsorganisation 

CDP Carbon Disclosure Project  

EIB European Investment Bank  Europeiska investeringsbanken 

GRESB Global Real Estate Sustainability 
Benchmark 

 

GRI Global Reporting Initiative   

kWh/m2 /year  Energy performance Energiprestanda 
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ISO International Standardization 
Organization  

Internationella Standardiserings-
Organisationen 

SGBC Sweden Green Building Council  

SSNC Swedish Society for Nature 
Conservation 

 

Naturskyddsföreningen 

NBHBP National Board of Housing, 
Building and Planning  

Boverket 

NZEB / NNE Near-zero Energy Buildings “Nära-Noll-energibyggnader” 

PBA / PBL Planning and Building Act Plan och Bygg-Lagen 

PRI UN Principles of Responsible 
Investments 

 

SALAR Swedish Association of Local 
Authorities and Regions  

 

Sveriges Kommuner och Landsting (SKL) 

 Swedish Environmental Code Miljöbalken 

SSNC Swedish Society for Nature 
Conservation  

Naturskyddsföreningen 

SEA Swedish Energy Agency Energimyndigheten 

SEPA Swedish Environmental Protection 
Agency  

Naturvårdsverket 

SBGC Sweden Green Building Council Sweden Green Building Council 

SIS Swedish Standards Institute 

A member of CEN (see above) and 
ISO  

Swedish Standards Institute 

 

U
m

 Average energy transmission 
(Isolation)  

Genomsnittlig 
värmegenomgångskoefficient (Isolering) 

UNSDG United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goals (2030) 

FNs Globala Hållbarhetsmål (2030) 

WGBC World Green Building Council  

Source: Own production.  
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1. Introduction 
Today many of us agree that combating climate change is one of the most important issues 
that exist. To do that, we need change the way we use energy. Western society needs 
energy for almost everything: for heating and cooling, for transportation, for production 
of goods and services as well as an increasing amount of non-work related activities. How 
much we use and from which source (renewable or non-renewable) is becoming 
increasingly important.  
Sweden has taken important steps in this regard, i.e. actively engaged in the Paris Climate 
Change Agreement and the UN Agenda 2030. The government has also put together 16 
Environmental goals that should guide our country’s national activities towards a more 
sustainable and resilient future (Miljömål.se, webpage, 2017). In trying to fulfill their 
commitments, in June 2016 Swedish parties jointly decided on a goal for a totally 
renewable electricity system in 2040. Another suggested objective is to eliminate all 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions until 2045. To do all of this, we all need to significantly 
lower our energy consumption.  
In this master thesis, the author will put focus on energy issues in the built environment. 
It is well established that the building sector stands for about 40% of total energy 
consumption in Europe (Allouhi et al., 2015; Ghaffarianhoseini et al., 2013; Visscher et 
al., 2016). But it is also a sector with large reduction potential. Only the Swedish building 
sector is said to be responsible for about 15% of GHG emissions (NBHBP, 2015:14, p. 
43). The IPCC (2015) points out that to combat climate change, we need a host of 
different changes where urban planning also must do its part. Relevant planning changes 
are e.g. in land-zoning laws, new financial incentives and changed building standards 
and -codes etc. 

There are also several problems considering the building stock. First, even if there are 
new construction techniques to use when constructing new buildings, a recent Swedish 
study (Persson & Grönkvist, 2014) show that these are not used at the scale they should 
be. Second, a large challenge lies in making existing buildings more energy efficient 
(NBHBP, 2012b; Hsu, 2014; McCormick et al., 2016; Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 
2016). According to Visscher et al. (2016) 75% of buildings in Europe that will exist in 
2050 have already been constructed today, which points to the large potential of energy 
reductions in existing buildings. A Swedish study conducted between 2006-2009 under 
the acronym BETSI researched energy usage, technical status and indoor environment in 
the today’s built environment. It established that to reach the environmental goal “A Good 
Build Environment” energy usage needed to drop considerably. The goal would only be 
reached if both new buildings became much more energy-efficient than today’s legal 
BBR-demands, and if existing buildings could be retro-fitted on a much larger scale 
(NBHBP, 2009, p. 37). These ideas are also shown in the NBHBP’s Vision for Sweden 
2025, which puts much focus on energy efficiency in buildings (NBHBP, 2012b).  
Third, policy makers worldwide need good- and reliable information about current energy 
consumption to be able to design efficient policies. However, access to such data is not 
always granted. Academics see large problems with for instance low data-quality, false 
reporting and standardization issues (Allouhi et al., 2015; Hsu, 2014). This is a problem 
also recognized in Sweden, where data often is based on several systems. Another 
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problem is that that projections and calculations provide numbers for building projects 
that often end-up far from real numbers when finished. This is called the “performance 
gap” (Visscher et al., 2016). It is the municipalities that are tasked with evaluation and 
measurement of energy output in new buildings, but they often do not have the resources 
to do enough follow-ups (NBHBP, 2009; 2012a).  

There are two ways for urban planners to influence energy use. One is through physical 
planning. What we build and where can have huge effects on energy usage. When 
developing new areas (green-field or brown-field development) the municipalities have 
better possibilities to achieve modern and efficient solutions in buildings and 
infrastructure. Yet even here they can have a hard time getting very energy efficient 
buildings. Municipalities have tried to make higher demands on energy performance for 
developers, but this has been heavily criticized by the industry (e.g. Sveriges 
Byggindustrier, webpage 2017) and National Board of Housing, Building and Planning 
(NBHBP)(“Boverket”), since different demands between municipalities was found to 
impede the pace of construction and made construction more expensive. Consequently, 
the government together with NBHBP, tried stop municipalities from setting individual 
demands (see for instance: 8 kap. 4 a § PBL; NBHBP, 2012a, p. 15). According to the 
ruling, if a developer’s proposed project follows current laws and regulations 
(Environmental Code, Planning and Building Act and the BBR) it should not be possible 
to deny them a building permit. Some municipalities, e.g. City of Stockholm, tries to get 
around it (Dagens Samhälle, 2016.12.07). In essence, this means that unless the 
municipalities take the role of developer themselves, they can have problems controlling 
what is being built and to which energy performance standards. Real estate companies, 
as large-scale property owners, can influence both current- and future energy performance 
in buildings and thus becomes very important actors. 

This makes the second way, the non-physical urban planning policy-arena critical for 
these issues, as it influences current rules and regulations on buildings’ quality and energy 
performance. Rules and regulations (i.e. polices) like the PBL and the BBR lays out the 
framework for important aspects, like how buildings are warmed or cooled, isolation 
standards, how effective their energy performance should be or from which sources they 
can draw their energy from.  

This thesis aims to investigate how Swedish mandatory energy policies are influencing 
and changing the context for property companies’ activities related to energy performance 
in buildings. The thesis also investigates the development of companies’ growing 
sustainability practices by looking at the reasons behind why some real estate 
corporations make far-reaching voluntarily investments in energy efficiency and why 
they choose to make their business practices more transparent.  

The research questions guiding this thesis were:  
 Which are the most important drivers that push large property companies in 

Sweden towards reducing their energy usage?  
 What mandatory- or voluntary policies are relevant for property 

companies’ energy reduction behavior?  
 Does the company’s ownership structure influence the use of voluntary 

information disclosure systems?  
 Which actors are influencing property companies’ energy reduction behavior?   
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2. Thesis disposition  
This thesis will use a qualitative, case-study design to study Swedish policy and how large 
property companies react to such policy. The first part of the study is mainly descriptive 
(chapters 3-4), illustrating the background and providing an overview of academic 
literature. During this research phase, a list of actors with potential impact on property 
companies’ energy reduction behavior was put together. These actors are presented and 
classified according to type. The author felt this was a necessary step to better support the 
discussion and analysis in the paper. The methods’ chapter (chapter 5) explains the 
research design in more detail and discusses some of its limitations. The empirical chapter 
starts off the second part of the thesis by presenting the empirical results (chapter 6). It 
provides an overview of mandatory energy performance (6.1-6.2) based on official 
statistics, laws and regulations and contrasts this with the interview findings. The next 
section (6.3) displays the use of voluntary building certifications. Section 6.4 shows 
results regarding policy on information disclosure systems. In the third and last part, the 
results are discussed and the research questions are answered (chapter 7). A concluding 
chapter (chapter 8) summarizes the study and points out some implications for future 
work.   

3. Background 

3.1. Urban planning and policy 
Modern Urban Planning theory emphasizes how different actors, both public and private, 
need to unite to achieve better living environments. But for theoretical purposes there are 
also many authors, among them Svensson (2015), that discuss the need for a system theory 
perspective on policy making in urban planning. This is applicable both to urban planning 
and city morphology, but also to the political- and administrative systems governing our 
society on all levels: locally, nationally and internationally. If applying such a view on 
urban planning and using a political science lens, there is generally a three-sided division 
of systems into polity (institutions, structures), politics (the political process of decision-
making) and policy (the results e.g. laws, regulations and programs) (Blum & Schubert, 
2009). According to Scharpf (1997), policy is the outcome of intentional action from 
actors wanting to influence society.  
In this master thesis, the author will use Political Science perspectives on Urban Planning 
with a focus on policy-aspects. Influential theories in the political science aimed at public 
regulation, like public choice theory, claims that all actors (public, private or interest 
groups) work towards utility maximization (i.e. gains/profits/benefits of different kinds) 
and that they correspondingly avoid bureaucratic or regulatory burdens (Prakash & 
Protoski, 2006; Balleisen & Moss, 2010). With this background, the author will analyze 
the effects of different mandatory and voluntary policies on a set of actors (property 
companies) that today are active on the Swedish property market.  
So, which policies are influencing the built environment? As mentioned before, there are 
16 Environmental Goals (“Miljömål”) set by the government. One of them focuses on 
how there should be a “Good Built Environment” for citizens. Then there are the laws 
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that assemble environmental issues under the Swedish Environmental Code 
(“Miljöbalken”, 1998:808) and the Planning and Building Act (“Plan- och Bygglagen”, 
2010:900). There are both national and local regulations in a hierarchy order ranging 
from: Laws (acts), ordinances, mandatory provisions and then general recommendations. 
The lower tiers are laying out the rules in more precision and detail. (For a more detailed 
description, see the NBHBP homepage, 2017a). The three first categories are binding, but 
general recommendations are not. NBHBP’s Building Rules (“Boverkets 
Byggnadsregler”) (BBR) contains both mandatory provisions and general 
recommendations about energy- and heating policy for new construction and large-scale 
renovation projects. An overview of BBR’s current rules and a discussion about their 
consequences will be presented in more detail in chapter 6.1.1.   

Statistics from the Swedish Energy Agency (SEA) (2015, p. 12) shows that the total 
energy use in the residential- and service sector was 147 TWh in 2013 (Figure 1). This 
number varies according to outdoor temperature, which can be shown in the cold-spike 
in year 2010. Numbers from the Energy Policy Commission 2016-2017 claims that about 
60% of the building sector’s energy use is used for heating purposes (heating and warm 
water) (SOU 2017:2, p. 172). The other 40% are both household electricity use and 
property electricity (e.g. ventilation, elevators, lights, but also energy use in commercial 
properties. Even if appliances have become more energy efficient, we do have many more 
of them. 
Figure 1: Energy use in the residential- and service sector 1971-2013. (In TWh) 

 
 

 
 

When looking at other Swedish energy statistics (Figure 2), we can see that the use of 
heating from oil have decreased, but that we today use much more electricity overall, 
even if the total energy use is rather constant. We also see that district heating is the 
predominantly used energy source for heating and warming water (tap-water) in 

Source of statistics: Swedish Energy Agency and Statistics Sweden. From SEA 
(2015, p. 12). (Translation of right hand descriptions, top to bottom: Electricity, 
district heating, natural- and city gas, oil-products, coal and coke, biofuels).  
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buildings. Kellner (2017) states that this is a relatively clean- and efficient energy source 
that in the future has potential to become even greener. 
Figure 2: Energy statistics for 2014 - Residential and non-residential buildings. (Total shares %) 

    

3.2. Urban planning and actors 
Which actors are then relevant for this thesis? For one we have the responsible agencies 
concerned about environmental and energy issues and policy, e.g. National Board of 
Housing, Building and Planning (NBHBP) (“Boverket”), the Swedish Energy Agency 
(SEA) (“Energimyndigheten”) and the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
(SEPA)(“Naturvårdsverket”). They are tasked with policy-making and collecting 
statistics. (A more detailed description can be found in chapter 4). Secondly, there are 
property companies that own large amounts of cities’ built environment. In this study, 7 
of the 10 larges largest Swedish property companies are included.  

In this complex setting, there are other actors involved as well. Banks, insurance 
companies, institutional investors (i.e. investment companies, pension funds), fund 
managers and project developers are all involved in building and renovation projects. In 
some cases, they are the owners of different property companies. Separating them from 
each other and discussing their motivations and impacts will be important to understand 
the background setting for this thesis. A selection of actors is made, which the author 
finds reduces complexity by defining which actors will be part of the focus while 
excluding others. The actors are described in more detail in chapter 4. 

We should also not forget the tenants. As end-users, they also have an influence on 
resource use. They are either companies renting space or the citizens of our societies. 
However, when comparing companies with citizens, the latter group can only act as 
individuals and families, or as consumers, which means they are a “loosely gathered 
group” (see e.g. Olsen, 1971). Consequently, they are recognized to have less power to 
influence energy issues and policy  

91%

6%
1% 1%

1%

Total use of energy for 
heating and hot water in 

multi-residential buildings

District heating

Electrical

Biofuels

Oil 

Natural gas

80%

14%

2%
2%

2%

Total use of energy for 
heating and hot water in 
non-residential premises

District heating

Electrical

Biofuels

Oil 

Natural gas

Source: Own production, number from SEA (2015b; 2015c). Measurements have a geographical 
concentration. In this thesis, all numbers, unless otherwise stated, are calculated for class III, “Southern 
Sweden” – since the largest part of Swedish population lives there.  
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However, to set a background perspective on society and utility-maximizing actors, this 
thesis will join other authors in claiming that there is no such thing as a truly rational 
world. Rational Choice- and Neo-Economic Theory (Oats & Portney, 2003; Balleisen & 
Moss, 2010) claims that actors have their self-interest in front of their eyes and should be 
able to navigate the markets and their regulative environments by using “perfect 
information”. Instead this thesis supports the social-science world-view claiming that 
actors are closer to the Bounded Rationality-perspective (e.g. Scharpf, 1997). 
Nonetheless, it recognizes that actors try to be rational in their actions and try to 
maximize profits. This constitutes one modern-day problem with a possible conflict 
between companies’- and individuals’ interests. Companies are supposed to generate 
short- and long term profit for shareholders. Yet individuals can influence decisions and 
act both in the interest of their company as well as against it. This should not be forgotten 
in the case of corporate sustainability mangers, since they have chosen to work these 
issues and as a result often display deeper conviction towards sustainable development. 
If they have the power to affect actions, they can influence companies’ future direction.  

Figure 3 illustrates the complex setting for this master thesis. In summary: 

• Many systems (polity, politics and policy) 
• Many actors (public and private, national and international) 
• Complex interactions between them 
Figure 3: Illustration of actors influencing the property sector 

 
Source: Own production.  

3.3. Information asymmetries between actors 
One goal of this thesis is to gather information about truly sustainable behavior. In a 
liberal market place, the guiding rule is to buy the best-quality product to the best price 
amongst several competitors. Producers of goods or services should strive to improve 

• Financial sector 
actors (e.g. banks & 
funds)

• Residents (corporate 
& private tenants)

• Property owners
• Building managers & 

other employees
• Company owners 

(institutions, 
municipalities, stock-
market owners etc.)

• PBL
• BBR
• EU Directives
• Volontary policy

• Parliament and 
government

• Government agencies
• Municiplities 
• The EU
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Policy
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actors

Private 
sector 
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quality, which creates competition and pushes prices down. Market failures occur when 
communication between producers and consumers fail and it is impossible for consumers 
to distinguish better/worse quality products from the rest. This is called information 
asymmetries (Frank, 2008; Hsu, 2014). That there is a problem with asymmetrical 
information in the property sector is recognized by the NBHBP (“Boverket”) (2015a) 
where they even included the concept into a list of relevant concepts to know about. 
Another important concept they mentioned was split incentives. In the property market 
the ones deciding about energy-efficiency measures are not always the ones who pay for 
them when owners and renters are different entities (2015a; NBHBP & SEA, 2013). 
Additionally, there is another split incentive between construction companies and owners. 
Because after a construction company has sold a finished building they are not 
responsible for daily energy costs or maintenance. This means that will work with a 
different (i.e. shorter) perspective when deciding what should be built and to what 
standards, than long-term property owners do.  
By only reading companies yearly reports, the reader can get a very rosy picture of reality. 
However, to ascertain what is really sustainable is recognized to be a difficult thing, since 
there are incentives for businesses to put themselves in a positive light. Table 1 illustrates 
some choices companies can make in their sustainability strategy. All is connected to 
costs and benefits, which will be different for each company. However, many authors 
agree that over the last few years, the market logic connected to sustainability has rapidly 
changed (e.g. Deloitte, 2014; Lützkendorf, Fan & Lorenz, 2011; Hsu, 2014). 

Table 1: Illustration of company choices  

Rules / 
company 
behavior 

Mandatory Voluntary 

Truthful 

Rules and regulations 

- Minimum levels 
- Maximum levels 
- Prescriptions 

Taking responsibility 
for externalities 

- Reducing resource 
use 

- Reducing emissions 

Untruthful 

Companies not 
following rules and 
regulations.  

Sanctions? (Financial or 
reputational) 

Greenwash 

Source: Own production.  

Today we must recognize that both sides of the coin exist, i.e. on the one hand we have 
classic market failures from monopolies, or cartel behavior resulting in price-fixing 
where companies demand a higher price for a poor product. Some companies in Sweden 
today claim to be much “greener” than they really are as part of marketing- and 
communication efforts (Kellner, 2017). On the other side of the coin we have a market-
problem with companies that are acting more ethically or sustainably, yet they are not 
receiving the higher price or consumer’s attention for their premium product, even when 
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they deserve it. This leads us to one of the most relevant questions today: How do we 
know it when we see it? What is real sustainability and what is “greenwash”? The answer 
is often: We do not know- and therein lies the problem.  

The only way to know where a company fits in the matrix, is to compare numbers and 
data. To do so, we need to develop standardized measurements and reliable indicators 
that measures things in the same way (otherwise we get the classical apples and pears-
problem). As Hapio (2012) discusses, to measure any kind of progress in the 
sustainability field we need to know where we are today, where we want to be in the 
future and then set corresponding goals. However, today there are companies with bigger 
financial muscles than smaller countries. Such global players are working in an 
international environment and the legal requirements used in one country are maybe not 
applicable those in another (Hapio, 2012). This is the reason why a part of this thesis is 
aimed at voluntary disclosing policy and discussing how it is measured, transferred and 
used and for what reasons Swedish companies do it.  

4. Literature review and theoretical discussion  
The thesis will be placed within the sustainable development discussion about how we 
use our world’s resources and the state of our future. This section starts with a broader 
introduction of the concept and then moves on to more specific applications within the 
discourse.   

4.1. Sustainability theory 
“Sustainability” is an ambiguous or fuzzy concept in both daily-use as well as in academic 
literature, for which perhaps over a hundred definitions exist (see Jordan, 2008; YMER, 
2012, p. 37). The sustainability concept came to public attention with the Brundtland 
report Our Common Future during the 1987 UN Summit. It introduced a new inter-
generational dimension of interest conflicts between current (human) population and 
future generations. A Swedish outlook on the sustainability problem can be found in 
“YMER” (2012). The authors state that there are several dimensions to the concept: 
ecological-, cultural-, economical- and social sustainability. With the help of a pro-active 
urban planning they state that we should be able to target several of them. Still, all 
planning concerns itself with interest conflicts, either between human and nature (YMER, 
2012) or between different interest groups or sectors (e.g. Healy, 2010).  
In the first part of two literature reviews about sustainable cities, Bayulken and Huisingh 
(2015) investigated strengths and weaknesses of the concepts sustainable development 
(SD) and ecological modernization (EM). Their analysis showed trends over time and 
space in Northern Europe and North America etc. They showed how urbanization, 
industrialization and population growth has challenged our understanding of 
development. Quoting Langhelle (2000, in Bayulken & Huisingh, 2015a, p. 13) they 
discussed how SD addresses a wide range of issues: development, economics, 
environment as well as population, peace and security and generational social justice. 
EM, on the other hand, concentrated more on the connection between economic growth 
and industrial development. The authors conclude how Sweden, together with many 
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European countries, has come a long way to incorporate ecological considerations into 
the spatial planning sector and the policy arena.  
Several authors agree that the future challenge is to generate positive development (PD) 
(Birkeland, 2012; Bayulken & Huisingh, 2015a) or regenerative development (De Jong 
et al., 2015). PD would increase societal and natural total wellbeing instead of either 
reducing or regenerating it. They focus on increasing eco-system services, which would 
have a positive effect on humans, environment and climate as well as solve equity 
problems. De Jong et al. (2015) also write about the low-carbon city, which has emerged 
as a distinct term in academia.  It focuses on reducing our carbon footprints by eliminating 
the use of non-renewable energy sources. 

4.1.1. Cities as policy-laboratories 

There are also problems of scale that exacerbates problems of who’s responsibility it is 
to reduce energy, -consumption or -production. Is it the local scale, like in Agenda 21 
initiatives? Or on a national level? Or on the global scale? Which of those should come 
first? In this thesis, focus will primarily be on national- to local scales, with an 
international outlook second.  

It is widely recognized, that nation states are not the sole actors fighting modern day 
issues. Instead many documents point out cities as important actors (e.g. IPCC, 2015; UN 
Habitat webpage, 2017). Consequently, problems must to be solved through governance 
(see e.g. Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011) or multi-level governance (see e.g. Van Well & 
Schmitt, 2015) where (public-) actors on all levels work together.  Policy makers and 
academics around the world hope that since cities dominate flows of material and energy, 
they will be able to come up with new and innovative energy policy that reduces GHG 
emissions on city level. Trencher et al. (2016), agrees and claim that cities can function 
as “policy laboratories”. This idea of cities’ policy innovations is identical to the raison-
d’être for federal countries e.g. USA or Switzerland where a weak federal state 
government permits policies to be tailored according to local conditions (e.g. climate, 
culture, economics etc.). This should enable bottom-up experiments on all levels: state-, 
municipal- or city-level.  
However, even if Sweden is a very decentralized country within the field of urban 
planning with many individual administrative solutions to planning, municipalities are 
not allowed to find decentralized solutions to the energy performance problem. As 
mentioned in the introduction, the NBHB (“Boverket”) ruled that setting different 
demands for energy performance in new buildings caused un-fair competition conditions 
for industry (Sveriges Byggindustrier, webpage 2017; Dagens Samhälle, 2016.12.16). It 
is explicitly stated in a NBHBP report from 2012 that municipalities cannot demand lower 
levels of energy output than what is required in BBR (2012a, p. 15). Johnny Kellner 
(2017), who has held executive positions in the construction industry and was part of the 
1990s Energy Commission, calls this the “stop-law” (Kellner, 2017, p. 14).  But he writes 
that even after it came into force in 2015, municipalities have continued to ignore it. 
Instead, they have now write their demands into environmental programs or civil 
agreements.  

Obviously, there is a problem here. In places where there are favorable market conditions 
in municipalities with a high demand for energy efficiency and where construction 
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companies can a supply such buildings, municipalities should be able use their bargaining 
power and get better energy performance in buildings. Such conditions exist today in the 
three urban centers Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmö. Yet the municipalities are not 
allowed to so. Kellner (2017) states that a unified construction industry is in favor of the 
stop-law but also that many are in favor of increasing mandatory regulations as well (e.g. 
BBR). Consequently, in February 2017 the government assembled another committee 
that will review the rules in the Planning and Building Act and try to solve this complex 
question (Regeringskansliet, webpage, 2017).  

4.1.2. Urban living labs 

Another form of small-scale “laboratories” is Urban Living Labs (ULL), that according 
to McCormick et al. (2016) are increasingly used. The authors describe them as a new 
way to organize innovation, collaboration and participation between corporations, 
citizens, academia and local governments (2016, p. 3). Today, there are 13 initiatives 
running in Sweden (ENoLL webpage, 2017).  

4.2. Mandatory vs. voluntary policies 
Mandatory policy, also known as command and control or “hard” policy refers to legally 
binding, precise obligations. How such obligations are met is up to judiciary courts that 
are delegated power to monitor the law. “Soft law” or voluntary commitments on the other 
hand, cover almost all other agreements that starts where hard law “ends”. They might be 
vaguer, and/or there is no actor that has been given power over members to make sure 
that obligations are fulfilled (Abbott & Snidal, 2000). There are costs associated with all 
policy, however the cost for monitoring and sanctioning is higher with hard policy, which 
is why soft policy agreements are used (Abbot, et al., 2000). Visscher et al. (2016) 
describe the case with building policy in the Netherlands, where they work towards 
minimizing the administrative burden of policy on companies and individuals. Still, with 
new societal concerns new and innovative policies are needed. According to Allouhi et. 
al (2015) policies aimed at the building sector can be differently designed, but they are 
mainly out of three types: Mandatory-, and voluntary regulations or financial incentives. 
The first are often in the form of building regulations that set minimum- or maximum 
standards. The case for voluntary policy in the building sector is that it allows more 
flexibility in adoption, as there might be a group that go beyond the mandatory limits. 
Voluntary building policy is often in the form of labels, codes or certifications (Allouhi 
et al., 2015) or disclosure systems (Hsu, 2014). Financial incentives can be used though 
tax exemptions or –reductions, capital subsidies, grants or subsidized loans (Allouhi et 
al., 2015).  

In the next chapters, the reader will find an overview and explanation of mandatory 
building requirements in Sweden (hard law) and then an overview of the most voluntarily 
used certification systems (soft- or voluntary agreements). As financial policy incentives 
do not lie within the scope of this thesis, these are not included below (for a more detailed 
overview, see e.g. Means, 2010). The author does not claim to have included all important 
rules and regulations in either section. As readers will have varying pre-existing 
knowledge of the field, for some parts of this detailed information might be unnecessary. 
But for others it would be important to be able to understand implications for the 
discussion.  
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4.2.1. Mandatory rules - Swedish national laws and regulation 

There have been rules on energy output and isolation thickness for buildings since early 
on in Sweden. Rules for energy management were introduced in 1950 through the 
“BABS” (1950), ”Svensk Byggnorm” (1975), ”Nybyggnadsregler”(1988) and since 1993 
with Boverket´s Building Regulations (BBR) (“Boverkets byggregler”). The latter have 
been revised 8 times (only counting energy-issues) (NBHBP, 2009, p. 16).  

Boverket/NBHBP Building Regulations (BBR) 

In this thesis, focus is on BBR, section 9: “Energy management”. According to the 
NBHBP, the rules are set to represent “society’s minimum demand” (2011, p. 8). The 
section concerns indoor climate as a result from heating and cooling. BBR has set a 
highest acceptable limit of energy use in both new buildings and where existing buildings 
are significantly changed (NBHBP, 2012a). In a 2006 BBR-revision quantifiable output 
levels were introduced. Earlier demands were made on a detail level, which the building 
sector found time-consuming and inefficient. The new rules are now function-based 
instead. It measures the actual output and makes it possible to verify performance levels 
(NBHBP, 2009).  

In Swedish, energy output/performance in buildings is called “energiprestanda” and is 
measured kWh/m2 calculated over a one-year period. Statistics are collected according to 
the type of building and in which Swedish geographical climate zone the building is 
located. It is the energy going into the building that is measured (which covers all bought 
energy) for heating, cooling, warm water (tap-water) and the building’s facility energy. 
In a second step, both internal energy additions and solar power energy are subtracted 
(2012a, pp. 19-21).  
The definition for the square meter measurement is called Atemp and represents the 
building’s total area (of all floor- and attic levels for temperature regulated spaces) that 
is heated above 10° C, adjusted to the shell of the house. The areas of inner-roofs, 
openings for stairwells, shafts etc. are included. The area for garages, within the building 
in a residential housing or other locality than garages, are not counted (NBHBP, 2015). 
A measure for building’s isolation is measured in average heat transmission (Um-value 
demands) and describes how much heat can pass though the building’s shell (NBHBP, 
2012a).  
The BBR also regulates which energy sources are allowed. A heating-oil phase-out has 
started. From 2006, there is also a requirement for measurement equipment that can 
monitor energy use (NBHBP, 2012a). In 2008, new rules about heating with electricity 
came into force. The law limits both how much electricity is acceptable to use for heating 
purposes and makes demand for effect (kW) in building appliances. Earlier rules in BBR 
before 2006 made no demands on verification on energy performance and doing so was 
difficult without a common system. With the update, a responsibility to produce 
verification was put on the municipalities (NBHBP, 2009). 
This paper follows NBHBP’s way of analyzing what should be considered when 
discussing energy performance. As a result, energy output in kWh/m2 and year will from 
now on be referred to as energy performance and will be the most important measure in 
the thesis. Still, it should be recognized that BBR-calculations are more complicated than 
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shown here as they are weighted according to weather/temperature levels and 
geographical locations. The standard developed for this is named SS-EN ISO 13790:2008. 
Since calculation details are not the focus at hand, other issues have been disregarded (for 
those interested see NBHBP, 2012a).  
The goal of the change in 2006 was made to make sure that the rules were measureable, 
quantifiable and comparable. It demanded that calculations during the project phase are 
be followed up by on-site measurements. Follow-up studies on new building property 
(multi-story residential) had shown that energy performance in new buildings built during 
the 2000s were not much better than those built in the 1980s. The NBHBP (2012a, p. 11) 
write that earlier rules before 2006 gave an “unacceptable large range of buildings’ 
actual energy use”. This was in part because they only had only calculated energy 
performance and not actual output, and in parts because the old framework allowed too 
much flexibility. However, the revision did not make higher demands on actual buildings 
performance, which was criticized (NBHBP, 2009, p. 13, 26; 2012a).  
There are other government agencies that can make demands on buildings as well. Two 
such examples are the Swedish Work Environment Authority (“Arbetsmiljöverket”) (e.g. 
workers’ conditions) and the National Board of Health and Welfare (“Socialstyrelsen”) 
(e.g. air quality and thermal comfort) (NBHBP, 2012a). 

Near-Zero Energy Buildings (NZEB) 

European Union (EU) Directive 2010/31/EU mandated that all new buildings from 2020 
onwards will be Near-Zero energy buildings. It stated that governments and official 
bodies must comply with the rules already in 2018. In 2020, they will apply for all sectors. 
That the EU expects governments to act through the power of government ownership can 
be read from Dir. 2012/27/EU (nr. 21): ”The public sector in each Member State should 
lead the way in the field of energy performance of buildings, and therefore the national 
plans should set more ambitious targets for the buildings occupied by public authorities.” 
Both will have one year to adapt (applicable 2019 and 2021). The new rules will lead to 
an update in BBR. There are now suggestions published and hearings are currently being 
conducted. Changes in PBL should enter into force 2017.04.01 and changes in BBR 
together with general recommendations, in June/July 2017 (NBHBP, webpage 2017e). 

Monitoring 

In 2012 the NBHBP clearly stated that it was possible to build even more energy efficient. 
But that this negotiation was between contractors and builders and that it was seen as 
voluntary commitments that were outside of what the municipalities were required to 
monitor. In the same report, they also had clear language about how municipalities were 
not allowed to have other demands than BBR-levels on energy performance (2012a, p. 
11, 58). It is the municipalities that are tasked with monitoring and verifying that BBR-
rules are met. This is one way to make sure that computer calculation’s projected energy 
output levels are in line with actual energy output. If mandatory levels are not met, 
municipalities can issue (financial) sanctions. Visscher et al., (2016) calls this the 
“performance gap” and shows that this is a large problem in the Netherlands as well. For 
the authors, this makes monitoring the quality of the final building even more important. 
Focusing on this, Oats and Portney (2003) describes how “selective” enforcement of 
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regulations can have a negative effect on how rules are followed (i.e. not conducting 
monitoring or issuing sanctions).   

Auditing buildings – Energy Declarations 

Because of the EU Directive from 2002, Sweden introduced Energy Declarations in 
2006. They also changed the BBR and started working with energy offices and 
counselors. The national system was revised and extended in 2009-2010 (NBHBP, 2010). 
The first Swedish declaration was documented 2007.09.10. In December 2016, 638’016 
buildings had conducted energy declarations (NBHBP webpage, 2017b). The energy 
declarations are measured in the same way as the BBR energy performance in kWh/m2 
(A-temp) and year (NBHBP, 2012a).  

According to Andaloro, et al. (2010) the first European experiences with energy 
certification of buildings date back to 1982. But it was first with the 2002 Energy 
Performance Building Directive (Directive 2002/91/EC) that made energy audits in 
buildings mandatory in the member states in 2006. Allouhi et al. (2015) writes that the 
Directive mainly focused on introducing a common framework of National Building 
Code requirements. Over the years, this has progressively developed from a prescriptive- 
into a performance-based system and has led to major changes in the EU-nation states.  
When looking at the harmonization process in the EU27, there is still no uniformity 
between countries. The scale of the laws is mostly the same, but some MS included only 
parts of the Directive into national laws, which makes it hard to compare results between 
countries. The authors conclude that lock-in effects can be observed and that many 
countries have been slower to change their building codes according to the CEN/EU 
standard if they before 2002 already had used individual systems. In contrast, newer EU- 
member countries were found to be faster in implementing the CEN-standard (Andaloro, 
et al., 2010, p. 5845).  

Auditing – energy auditing within companies 

With the introduction of Law (2014:266) about Energy Auditing in Large Companies they 
are now required to carry out an energy audit (“energikartläggning”) every 4 years (SEA, 
2016). This is yet another result from the Energy Efficiency Directive (EU Dir. 
2012/27/EU). Large companies are those that have at least 250 employees, a yearly 
turnover above 50 million EUR and a balance sheet above 43 million EUR per year. 
Trencher et al. (2016) write that effects from auditing policies in general can be very 
unpredictable since users are many times under no obligation to go through with advice. 
However, as officials can collect statistics on both actual levels and the suggested 
measures, they get an overview over which measures that are carrying the most potential. 
It also allows them to collect information about current building characteristics, like state 
of equipment. 

4.2.2. Voluntary policy 

As mentioned earlier, voluntary policy in general should be viewed as an additional step 
from mandatory regulation. When actors want to make credible commitments about good 
or acceptable behavior they enter into agreement with each other (Abbot & Snidal, 2000). 
One of the first forms of voluntary agreements were countries or companies adhering to 
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codes of conducts or similar agreements. In signing, the signatories officially commit to 
its principles. Out of an environmental- or climate perspective, this is sometimes what 
should be done and maybe what is necessary from social or environmental perspectives, 
yet something that it is still not possible to bundle into a hard/mandatory policy program. 
Prakash and Protoski (2006, p. 36) writes that the objective of voluntary policy is to 
”create incentives for firms to comply with its requirements, and hopefully even go 
beyond compliance to create a policy environment where regulators, businesses, and 
environmental groups work cooperatively towards the shared goal of protecting the 
environment”. Yet, the authors state that the effects of voluntary programs are hard to 
measure, especially between different programs.    
Some federal countries like the US or Australia work mainly with voluntary policies 
within the building sector. In those countries, it is up to state-, county-, or even city levels 
to set standards (Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 2016). Problems facing soft policy 
agreements are monitoring and then evaluating policy progress. It can be very difficult to 
collect (official) data or numbers on indicators (Hsu, 2014; Deloitte 2014). Evaluating 
progress in the building sector might also be difficult because even when data was 
collected, expert knowledge about the building sector can be needed to make sense of it 
(Hsu, 2014; Smedby 2016).  

Certification systems  

How can we distinguish a “better” building form others? Buildings are complex products 
and their quality is not easily discovered. That is why (building) certification systems 
reduce information asymmetries between building owners, investors, tenants, 
consultants, and policy makers (Hsu, 2014). They reduce the costs of acquiring 
information about each individual building as the certification guarantee the level of 
performance. This is can be verified by a third-party organization/assessor, which should 
guarantee that there is no false positive bias. This provides owners with a signaling effect 
(Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 2016) from publicity or exposure (Hapio, 2012).  One of 
the benefits is that it connects private benefits for companies with the production of a 
public good (e.g. less polluting emissions, better air) by producing a club-good instead 
(Olsen, 1971; Prakash & Protoski, 2006; Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 2016). Scharpf 
(1997) describes how the members of a club are generally motivated by their individual 
self-interest. The signaling effect benefit the clubs as well.  The value for club’s members 
can be reputational value for showing environmental stewardship or good-will benefits 
of some other kind that they might receive from external stakeholders. There is also an 
incentive to keep benefits for members only and for them to sort out any free-riders who 
do not adhere to the club’s rules (Prakash & Protoski, 2006).  

Building certification systems are made up by indices from a large range of indicators 
(both quantitative and qualitative) (Hapio, 2012) that let building owners target those that 
are most cost-effective for them to reach. If the total sum is over a certain threshold-
number, the building will be certified with a diploma or other sort of verification 
(Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 2016). Today there is a number of certification- or 
assessment systems used internationally, i.e. BREEAM and LEED, or specifically 
developed for the Asian countries Green Star (AUS) or CASBEE (JAP).  
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Some of the systems have also expanded from certifying single properties to include 
whole neighborhoods. This is most often an extension of systems above: BREEAM 
Communities, CASBEE for Urban Development and LEED for Neighborhood 
Development (Haapio, 2012). A master thesis in urban planning at the Human Geography 
department (Häggqvist, 2014) studied the use of BREEAM Communities. From her 
interviews with municipalities and building companies she concluded that the system 
helped incorporate sustainability issues earlier in the planning process and that it in her 
sample provided a clear, process-based approach for discussing such issues in 
collaboration with involved actors. However, the system was experienced to be rather 
complex with high documentation demands that were both time- and resource consuming. 
Another criticized feature was that BREEAM was developed for the UK-context 
(Häggqvist, 2014). This is an ongoing critique mentioned by many authors (Haapio, 2012; 
Ghaffarianhoseini, 2013) and has since then lead to the development of BREEAM-SE. 
Even when introducing standards and indicators for measurements that should help make 
projects more similar the certification systems often clash with national building 
regulations.    

Building labels 

There is no existing definition for what “green” buildings are (Lützkendorf, Fan & 
Lorenz, 2011; Kellner, 2017). But Allhoui et al. (2015) provides an overview of several 
labels: Low Energy Buildings, Passive Houses, Zero Energy Buildings, Zero Carbon 
Buildings or Positive Energy Buildings (2015, p. 126). Modern technical solutions have 
made it possible to go from a neutral/passive standard where houses have little impact 
on the environment to make positive contributions through renewable energy generation. 
The Passive House-standard has been available since the 1970s but has had a slow spread 
(diffusion) in Sweden. Some of the earlier houses had problems with moisture and 
ventilation but those problems have been solved (SSNC, 2012; Persson & Grönkvist, 
2015).  
In a research project at KTH, Persson and Grönkvist (2015) did interviews with eleven 
Swedish construction companies that provide low-energy buildings. The authors criticize 
the term “low-energy”, because the term means only that the building would be compliant 
with current BBR-regulations. The BBR was considered very easy to reach and it was 
stated that there was a wide gap between what is possible to achieve and Swedish 
mandatory regulations. They conclude that the building sector is very conservative and 
slow to absorb new technology. A risk-aversion makes them stick with proven technology 
and result in many companies lacking critical know-how. The authors also point out the 
information asymmetry in the market, especially with buyers, sellers (in marketing as 
well) and construction companies. They state that in this “jungle” of building labels, a 
general lack of knowledge about what is possible makes it hard for customers to know 
what kind of house they are getting.  

Benchmarking systems 

Benchmarking systems normally provide a method for comparison, screening and rating 
of entities in relation to a best practices “base-line”. This also shows which areas of 
improvement exist in comparison to others (Dias Sardinha, Reijnders & Antunes, 2011).  
In Trencher et al. (2016) the authors show the use of one benchmarking system in the US 
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where mandatory information about energy output, water consumption, GHG-emissions 
and gross floor-area had to be submitted to the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA). The data was normalized and a base-line for comparison was set according to 
building types (commercial, hospitals, schools etc.). The authors claim there was 
evidence for mid-term effectiveness (3-5 years) of the mandatory benchmarking systems 
that were analyzed. A number of cities also claimed there were positive effects in both 
social- and economic areas (increased transparency, raised awareness for energy issues, 
collective learning as well as job creation). Their conclusion is that benchmarking can 
promote progress. But if they are to raise energy performance levels of laggard property 
owners, which by themselves do not start with retro-fittings, benchmarking systems 
should be combined with both incentives and sanctions (Trencher et al., 2016, p. 360). 
Matisoff et al. (2016, p. 331) writes that “beyond-compliance” may be favorable both 
with regulators and with consumers.  

4.3. Actors and motivations 
In this section, a description of some of possibly influential actors follows. It is important 
to know more about them to understand the interactions and what power (or capacity) 
they have to influence energy usage and energy policy in the property market. If 
confusion about abbreviations arises, these can be found in the glossary and translation 
(vii) in the beginning.   
Most actor concepts in this thesis are taken from the actor-centered institutionalism-
framework developed by Fritz Scharpf and Renate Mayntz during the 1990s. However, 
we want to find out how actors are responding to energy- and building policy, not 
primarily how actors are shaping public policy. This means that the direction is the 
opposite of Scharpf and Mayntz. Even so, their framework allowed a good description of 
the inter-connectedness of actors and policy in the policy arena, and it also help take the 
argument full circle in the discussion. 
Scharpf (1997) highlight that actors are interdependent – they do not act in a vacuum, 
even if it often is described so for analytical purposes. Policy-making is in this sense a 
result of strategic interactions involving different actors and is not the result of a single 
governmental “policy maker”. However, since it is policy (the resulting programs and 
regulations) and not the political process that is the interest at hand, some actors should 
not be relevant for this thesis, e.g. political parties, unions, industrial associations, 
research organizations etc. Others are presented in more detail: public sector actors 
(government agencies, municipalities), private sector actors (corporate, market-based 
companies, financial actors) and interest groups (general interest groups and other 
organizations). 

4.3.1. Public sector actors 

Individuals pool their resources together to achieve a common goal (Scharpf, 1997; Blum 
& Schubert, 2009). Scharpf (1997, p. 21) writes “(…) most human action will occur in 
social and organizational roles with clearly structured responsibilities and competencies 
and with assigned resources that can be used for specific purposes only.” From this 
follows that public actors are aggregates of individuals. This makes them composite (or 
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complex) actors in themselves and they can be organized into collective- or corporative 
actors. Public sector actors in this case are collective, but not corporative.  
Another way the public sector can constitute an important actor is through public 
ownership. Even after years of privatizations, the Swedish state and especially the 
municipalities own several property companies. This gives them the right to politically 
set their goals and decide how they will act through “owner’s directives” (“ägardirektiv”). 
There are other possibilities as well, for instance US governments have been very 
influential in the green building sector as they have made extra energy efficiency 
demands, i.e. on construction and when leasing office buildings (Means, 2010).   

National level authorities and agencies 

Boverket - National Board of Housing, Building and Planning (NBHBP) 

NBHBP is the central government agency for urban planning in general. More specific 
they are responsible for building and planning, physical planning, and the use of land and 
water. The agency is responsible for three things: 1). Analyzing the housing market and 
2). Issuing Building regulations. This is in part done through NBHBP/Boverket’s 
Building Regulations (BBR). NBHBP also makes sure that rules are not in conflict with 
EU-regulations in the sector. 3). Supervising Town and Country Planning (NBHBP 
webpage, 2017). It is tasked with executing government decisions (Nytröm & Tonell, 
2012). It is also responsible for gathering and disseminating information about the 
property- and building sector’s environmental impact and its development (NBHBP, 
2014). Even if it is the Swedish state (parliament or government) that issues laws/acts, 
they are the primary advisory organization that give support in policy making in this area 
(NBHBP webpage, 2017).  

Energimyndigheten - Swedish Energy Agency (SEA) 

The agency is tasked with the safe provision of energy, ecological sustainability and 
securing a competitive energy market in Sweden (SEA webpage, 2017a). They allocate 
money for government projects and set research priorities. The SEA also collects 
information and develops indicators for measuring progress on the energy market (SEA, 
2015). The Agency writes that energy efficiency is one of the most important areas for 
reaching Sweden’s climate goals. A current goal from 2009 is a 20% more efficient 
energy usage until 2020 (SEA, 2015, p. 42).  

Naturvårdsverket - Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA)   

The SEPA is an agency with responsibilities in the environmental area. One challenge 
concerns the 16 Environmental Goals, the main framework for a more sustainable and 
resilient future society. The government has instructed all Swedish agencies to work 
towards their attainment (SEPA, 2017). Goals important for this thesis are especially A 
Good Build Environment and Reduced Climate Impact.  There is also an inter-agency 
cooperation in an Energy council (“Energieffektiviseringsrådet”), which is set up by 10 
representatives from Swedish national agencies, SALAR (“SKL”) etc. One of its tasks is 
to increase transparency and follow-up of results paid by tax money (SEA, 2017d).  
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Capacity building organizations 

NBHBP and SEA collaborate with the Energy lift project (“Energilyftet”) or other 
organizations that are themselves non-governmental, but include representatives from the 
government agencies. Many of them can be seen as intermediaries (Guy, 2010, in 
Trencher, et al., 2016) that push or fuel innovation by making it possible for policy-
makers to learn from each other.  

Municipal level actors 

Swedish municipalities are also public sector-, collective actors. They have a large 
influence over the built environment as they enjoy the Swedish so-called “planning 
monopoly”. This ensures decentralization in decision-making so that local considerations, 
agendas etc. can be considered. In Comprehensive Plans they decide the direction of 
municipalities for the coming years and in Detail Plans they can make detailed demands 
on proposed buildings and infrastructure (Nyström & Tonell, 2012). 
The municipalities are also big owners of residential companies. About 50% of all rental 
apartments are municipally owned (SABO webpage, 2017). For instance, the City of 
Stockholm owns seven property companies to a 100% (City of Stockholm, 2017b). The 
municipalities can use their owner’s directives to define how and in which way the 
companies should act. The latest owner’s directives for Stockholm companies are for the 
period 2016-2018. They were issued by the municipal council and have four focus areas 
targeting all three sustainability areas of social-, environmental- and economic 
sustainability.  

4.3.2. Private sector actors 

According to Scharpf (1997) the difference between collective- and corporative actors is 
that corporative actors have more autonomy. Such actors are normally organized top-
down and controlled by an owner or other beneficiaries. Scharpf writes that strategy 
choices are developed in top-down leadership that makes the rules for its employees. In 
this way companies can achieve identities and purposes that are different from norms and 
values of its single employees. There is an important distinction in the way to see 
companies either as “unit actors” (Scharpf, 1997, p. 58) that act independently as a single 
unit or seeing them as made up by individual people acting on their own free will.  
One modern problem concerning corporations is their ever-growing sizes and financial 
power to lobby for favorable conditions. Recent scandals have shown how accountability 
in corporations can be a huge problem and that bottom-lines (or bonuses) have been more 
important than following laws or regulations. Lützkendorf, Fan and Lorenz (2011, p. 484) 
quoting Sandel, write that markets in general “have become detached from fundamental 
values (such as intergenerational justice and equity(…)) and that efforts are needed to 
reconnect markets and values”. Such companies are those that do not see corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) or sustainable behavior to improve their businesses.  
In a countermovement to this, there are also more and more company actors that are 
pushing to use their financial powers to contribute to society at large. The authors 
(Lützkendorf, Fan & Lorenz, 2011) write how property companies, funds, fund- and asset 
managers can positively influence purchases, sales, developments and modernizations of 
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assets within their portfolios. Both types of companies exist, which must be imagined as 
two extremes with most other companies in between.  

Real estate and housing companies  

Real estate companies are the owners of built structures. They are responsible for daily 
maintenance, periodic renovations and property investments. The sample collected here 
is made up by diverse owners, both public (state- or municipally owned), private (stock-
market, subsidiaries), institutionally (funds, e.g. pension funds) or as a mix of ownerships. 
A more thorough description of the sample companies is given in chapter 4.3.1.   

Figure 4 above show both an economic evaluation of sample companies’ property 
portfolios and their amount of rentable floor space. We see that the there is a large 
difference between the two metrics.  

Financial actors 

Lützkendorf’s, Fan’s and Lorenz’s article (2011) shows the huge influence the financial 
sector actors can have on the built environment. Banks, insurance companies, institutional 
investors (i.e. investment companies, pension funds), fund managers and project 
developers all grant access to funding for building projects. Their risk assessments can 
have a major influence on deciding which projects will be approved or not. By providing 
better financing conditions for buildings that are more energy-efficient or 
environmentally friendly they can make sure that such projects are carried out, even 
when/if the up-front costs are higher. Yet the authors write that in 2011, only a small 
number of banks were offering preferential lending conditions (Lützkendorf, Fan & 
Lorenz, 2011, p. 490).  
Figure 4: Property companies – descriptive data on value and size 

 
Source: Own production. Data from Fastighetsvärlden (2016).  
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Development- and construction companies 

According to Lützkendorf, Fan and Lorenz (2011) project developers actively influence 
projects’ features in both technical-, functional-, environmental-, social- design- and 
urban development qualities. But according to Persson and Grönkvist (2015) and 
NBHBP, 2013) there are several barriers for building low-energy buildings in Sweden. 
They name for instance “lack of transformation pressure, change aversion, territorial 
thinking, inability to use available knowledge (…) and prices that are higher than they 
should be” (2015, p. 298). Their interviews with 11 construction companies building low-
energy housing, point to that the biggest barrier was a general lack of knowledge about 
this kind of buildings. Such lack of knowledge lead to uncertainties whether it is more 
costly and risky to build low-energy housing by construction managers, consultants, 
subcontractors etc. BBR energy performance rules were generally appreciated by 
interviewees, but they were also considered “too easy to reach”. However, the authors’ 
sample did only consist of people involved in the low-energy housing sector and it was 
stated that those opinions might not represent builders in general (2015, pp. 299-300).    

Consultancies 

The increasing specialization in both business- and society in general has also lead to a 
higher use of consultants. Where in-house competences are not sufficient, or because of 
shorter project duration, consultants are hired. As professionals with broad competences, 
involved in different stages of project development, they could potentially have a large 
impact on companies’ energy reduction behavior.  

4.3.3. Interest groups and (international) organizations  

This section presents some of the organizations and networks that are important to know 
about. According to Scharpf (1997), interest groups are aggregates that in general can be 
made up by both public- and private members. That also makes them complex actors. 
They are normally collective- but not corporative actors and consequentially most of them 
are non-profit organizations. Scharpf would describe all groups below to be associations 
of members. Even if an association is working according to a bottom-up logic, members 
are mostly corporative actors. They can either be NGOs (Non-Governmental 
Organizations) which here are mainly national in scope or INGOs (International Non-
Governmental Organizations).  

 “General” interest groups 

There are interest groups made from the general public or consumers, according to grass-
root or bottom-up logic.  But according to interest group theory (Olsen, 1971) these types 
of groups generally have a hard time coming together around issues and forming 
influential pressure groups. There does not seem to be any interest groups specifically 
fighting for lower energy use in Sweden. Instead, the Swedish Society for Nature 
Conservation (“Naturskyddsföreningen”) is active in most climate related politics, even 
if it is not a major actor in building- and energy policy related questions. Instead 
environmental- and energy questions are promoted by the parties, especially the Green 
Party, which at present is part of the coalition government.  
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Sweden Green Building Council (SGBC) 

One of the most influential groups in Sweden is the Sweden Green Building Council 
(SGBC). It is comprised of companies and organizations within the sustainable building 
sector with the aim of promoting sustainable building practices. The Swedish chapter was 
founded in 2009 following the design of other worldwide green building councils (SBGC 
webpage, 2017). The world’s first green building council was founded 1993 in California, 
US, by three individuals working in the building- and construction industry. The 
organization spread quickly into other countries and when its worldwide organization the 
World Green Building Council (WGBC) was founded in 1999, they already had councils 
in 8 countries (WGBC webpage, 2017). 
Even if the GBC can be described to start off as a movement depending on voluntary 
cooperation (Scharpf, 1997), SGBC is today made up by over 300 companies. SGBC is 
responsible for managing and auditing several certification systems. International 
systems are BREEAM, LEED, EU Green Building. Swedish systems are called 
Miljöbyggnad, and Hållbar Infrastruktur (“Sustainable Infrastructure”) but also Citylab. 
The organization is facilitating the spreading and testing of technical innovations (SBGC 
webpage, 2017) and is one of the most important networks for capacity building and 
learning between actors.  

International non-governmental organizations (INGOs) 

With internationally mobile, multi-national corporations, it is recognized that there are 
many loopholes in business regulations. There are many practices that so far are legal to 
use (i.e. corporate tax planning), even if it goes against what would be strictly ethical 
behavior. Soft policy is in many cases the only tool to regulate both state- and corporate 
behavior. As there are normally no sanctions following misconduct of general 
agreements, signatories only risk bad publicity if they do not live up to them.  
Since the discussions about company ethics and -responsibilities were highlighted in the 
1990s (e.g. child labor) there have been many voluntary actions towards better Corporate 
Social Responsibility (CSR). CSR strategies are essentially about risk management 
(Kellner, 2017). By making sure that the company is not associated with environmental- 
or social scandals, CSR has developed into an integral part of many large and small 
corporate strategies. Yet, with most voluntary/soft policy without monitoring and 
sanctions, it can be hard to know which companies follow stated CSR-strategies and 
which use them mainly as “greenwash”- communication (Table 1).  
Just saying “we follow rules and regulations” should not be good enough for stakeholders 
like investors or consumers. According to Lützkendorf, Fan and Lorenz (2011), one step 
working for better international business practices is through several international 
institutional initiatives that work towards better accounting standards like the EU Lead 
Market Initiative, or the Basel Accords (Basel I, II, III and Solvency III). Then there are 
also well-known voluntary commitments from the United Nations like UN Global 
Compact, UN Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) or UN Principles for Responsible 
Investment (PRI).  
Several international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) have been developed as 
a response to the informational asymmetry between companies and consumers (or 
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companies and states). They can be described as standardized reporting systems or 
benchmarking systems that are applicable on company level. A small number of them, of 
special importance to the Swedish property sector, will be described below. Common for 
3 out of 4 initiatives (excluding CDP) is that they focus on the measurement of so called 
ESG-indicators, where ESG stands for ecological, social and governance.  

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

According to its homepage, GRI was founded in 1997 by two US non-profit 
organizations: Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) and the 
Tellus Institute. Also involved was the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 
The founders aim was to develop an environmental reporting system that would establish 
better accountability in business. In 1998, it was expanded to include economic-, social-, 
and governance issues as well (GRI webpage, 2017). The GRI-system has continually 
evolved and its 3rd version standards were released in 2006. These were developed 
through a multi-stakeholder approach where over 3’000 experts from both business and 
civil society were involved. The same year they made official partnerships with the UN 
Global Compact and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD). The fourth-generation standards G4, were released in October 2016 and exists 
in two versions: core or comprehensive (GRI webpage, 2017).  

GRESB 

Global Real Estate Sustainability Benchmark (GRESB) was founded in 2011 by Nils 
Kok, who today is an associate professor in Finance and Real Estate at Maastricht 
University in the Netherlands (Kok, webpage, 2017). GRESB collects data on company 
performance according to ESG-indicators and then compares (i.e. benchmarks) the 
company’s scores against peers in its region or worldwide. The GRESB system is focused 
particularly on real estate, even if there are two additionally specialized categories, 
Infrastructure Assessment as well as Real Estate Debt (GRESB webpage, 2017a). The 
system claims to have a high data quality control processes that can supply investors with 
performance metrics. Criteria for metrics are established by collecting input by 
institutional investors’ opinions on key issues in the property sector (GRESB, 2017a). 
GRESB-scores should help stakeholders to monitor and compare companies’ progress in 
reaching sustainability goals.  

The list of investors using GRESB is long. At the end of 2016 it contained 759 companies 
and funds. Those entities governed property to a value of 2,8 trillion US-dollar. Its 54 
investor members gets access to company scores and detailed information about those 
scores. Members includes for instance large international banks (e.g. UBS, ING, BNP 
Paribas) or Swedish, Danish and Norwegian pension funds (e.g. Första-, Andra- och 
Fjärde AP-Fonden; PensionDanmark; Norges Bank) (GRESB webpages; 2017a & 
2017b).  

CDP (Carbon Disclosure Project) 

The CDP is another influential non-profit organization (registered as a charity) working 
in similar fashion as the others above, even if is not focusing on ESG-indicators. It is 
targeting a wider range of actors, not only investors and companies but cities, states and 
regions as well. They write that they work towards making actors disclosure their 
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environmental impacts and that they provide decision-makers with data which can help 
them make necessary changes to current market behavior. There are currently more than 
5’000 companies and 500 cities that use the CDP frameworks to provide information 
about environmental impacts, e.g. climate change, forests or water (CDP webpage, 2017). 
Swedish companies using the systems are i.e. Skanska, SCA and Electrolux. According 
to the GDP’s Industry Classification, companies are divided into 10 sectors, where the 
real estate sector is included in the financial sector (CDP, 2016a). This might still be too 
broad to be purposeful for the property sector.   

Standardization organizations 

The last group of organizations are focusing on developing standards, which either are 
used only nationally or internationally. Many companies use the well-known ISO systems 
to standardize their procedures. Their 14000 standards focus on environmental issues 
(Means, 2010: 259). It covers for instance waste disposal, water treatment and energy 
use. Prakash and Protoski (2006) also describes ISO as a “green club”.  

CEN is the European Union’s counter for a standardization organization. It has been 
active for instance in producing a common EU-standard for the energy declaration (See 
Andaloro, et al., 2010). The Swedish Standards Institute (SIS) is the Swedish branch for 
standardizations and works both with ISO and CEN. A Swedish sector-standard in how 
to measure energy performance was agreed within the SWEBY organization. SWEBY 
work to assure that all actors carry out measuring and verification in the same way and 
margins for error in calculations are reduced (NBHBP, 2012a, p. 59). However, a 2016 
investigation showed that the quality of data still can much improved (SWEBY, 2016). 
Table 2: Summary of actors discussed in this thesis  

Public  Private NGOs  INGOs 

NBHBP Real estate companies Swedish Society 
for Nature 
Conservation 

UN Global Compact 

SEA Financial actors 

• Institutional (pension 
funds, other funds) 

• Banks  
• Insurance companies 

SGBC UN PRI  

SEPA Development- and 
construction companies 

 GRI 

Municipalities Consultancies  GRESB 

EU   CDP 

 (Tenants) (SWEBY) (ISO, CEN, WGBC) 

Source: Own production.  
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5. Methods 

5.1. Aim 
This MA-thesis aims to investigate how and if Swedish energy policies are changing the 
context for property companies’ activities related to energy performance levels. It will 
identify mandatory Swedish energy- and building policy (i.e. rules and regulations) 
constraining property companies’ activities and compare them to voluntary policy 
initiatives. An overview of voluntary policy systems used by the sample companies will 
also be produced. A lesser goal is to discuss comparability and reliability of energy output 
data in the property sector, which leads to a discussion about the use of mandatory rules 
and voluntary certification systems and how such systems currently are calculated.  

5.1.1. Research questions 

During the literature research, several research questions were developed. They were 
organized into two main questions and two sub-questions.  

 (A1) Which are the most important drivers that push large property companies in 
Sweden towards reducing their energy usage?  

 (A1a) What mandatory- or voluntary policies are relevant for property 
companies’ energy reduction behavior?  

 (A1b) Does the company’s ownership structure influence the use of 
voluntary information disclosure systems?  

 (B1) Which actors are influencing property companies’ energy reduction 
behavior?   

The concept of one or several “drivers” in question (A1) is broadly defined to include 
both mandatory- and voluntary policies. These can be found both externally (from a 
company’s outside environment, i.e. state- or economic/market environment) or 
internally (including companies’ own goals, programs or other motivations). In (A1a) a 
“relevant” policy is one that is reported to be used and that interviewees find important. 
(B1) focuses on actors that are connected to any drivers from question (A1) and provides 
the opportunity to discuss policies’ origins and possible future potential. However, (B1) 
is more loosely defined than in (A), since the author finds it outside the scope of this 
thesis to label the actors either as drivers or assessing their relevance. Yet it allows a 
discussion about their capacity for action. 

5.2. Methodological approach 
To produce a qualitative case-study of Sweden, the author has chosen to use semi-
structured interviews together with an analysis of written material, mainly government 
agencies' reports and companies’ yearly reports. The yearly reports provided the author 
with officially published numbers and other data. Interviews chosen as a method, to gain 
a better understanding of the reasons behind companies’ decisions (Bryman, 2012). This 
allowed the interviewer to ask questions to investigate the origin of claims made in such 
reports. With the help of graphs and statistics the author wants to show the development 
of energy performance numbers from both NBHBP’s BBR- and EU-rules. These are 
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illustrated and contrasted with both energy performance limits contained in voluntary 
classification systems as well as companies’ current average energy performances. 
The thesis includes a comparative perspective when analyzing both policy levels and 
property companies, but the final results should be able to show a bigger picture of how 
property companies react to energy issues and a changing policy- and economic 
environment.  

5.2.1. Sample selection   

A list of Sweden’s 50 biggest property companies was published in March 2016 in the 
property magazine Fastighetsvärlden. The sample was based on the top 10 companies. 
The list also provided the author with an overview of the property portfolio’s sizes 
(divided into residential, office, commercial and other). Three companies declined to 
participate, which left 7 companies in the interview sample: Vasakronan, Akademiska 
Hus, AMF Fastigheter, Skandia Fastigheter, Svenska Bostäder, Castellum, and Klövern. 
The sample companies’ yearly reports, were analyzed and compared. The baseline year 
was set for 2015, which if not otherwise stated, represents the numbers in tables and 
figures. The author recognizes that the companies are diverse and that because of 
companies’ different focus, they have different business logics and -incentives. In one 
instance, additional data (Stockholmshem’s yearly report) for comparison was included.  

5.2.2. Description of sample companies  

Readers unfamiliar with the sample’s property companies find a short description below.  
Table 3: Sample company ownership description 

Company name Type of ownership Majority owner 

Vasakronan Private/Public AP-Funds 

Akademiska Hus Public/State-owned Swedish State 

AMF Fastigheter Private /Subsidiary AMF (Private pension fund) 

Skandia Fastigheter Private/Subsidiary Skandia (Insurer and bank) 

Svenska Bostäder Public/Municipally 
owned Stockholm Stadshus AB 

Castellum Private/Stock-market  Mixed ownership: large owners are the AP-
Funds  

Klövern 
Private/Stock-market Mainly private (17% institutional) 

Source: Own production. Data from companies’ yearly reports and interviews.  

Below the reader finds several illustrations that show what kind of property types 
company portfolios contain. The author found this relevant in order to get a better 
understanding of what kinds of tenants they have and what challenges the companies face, 
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managing i.e. office space, residential apartments or the category “other” which includes 
welfare properties e.g. nursing homes, (pre-)schools or medical facilities.  
We see that the first four companies have large proportions of offices space (blue), 
whereas the lower two first own more residential apartments (red). Two companies 
especially stand out: Svenska Bostäder and Akademiska Hus. The first have a majority of 
residential apartments and is the only municipally owned company in the sample. Many 
of their buildings were built during the “Million Program”-years that currently have large-
scale renovation needs. For them higher rents after renovations causes social implications 
and extra care must be taken towards tenants’ economic situations. Akademiska Hus 
manages buildings for higher education purposes (i.e. university buildings), which in 
some cases contains highly specialized and energy-intense laboratory equipment.  
Figure 5: Description of companies’ portfolios  

 
Source: Own production. Data from Fastighetsvärlden (2016).  

5.2.3. Analysis of Swedish statistics and companies’ yearly reports 

Quantitative material and additional statistics were important to provide an overview and 
to help generate more detailed interview questions. A description and comparison of data 
on energy use has been collected from the SEA and a large number of NBHBP-reports. 
As the author could find no easy and systematic overview of BBR regulations in 
comparison with voluntary policy in either SEA- or NBHBP-reports, nor in academic 
literature, this thesis presents one in chapter 6.1.1, Figure 6. The BBR contains a 
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sustainability data (e.g. GRI-data reports or energy performance numbers) was not 
included in such reports but was accessible directly through companies’ homepages. The 
analysis of company reports was carried out without the use of specialized software.  

5.2.4. Interviews 

A personal, email-interview invitation was sent out in mid-February to top sustainability- 
or environmental managers from companies’ homepages. Since the topic at hand lies 
between energy issues and corporate sustainability, two contacts requested to do the 
interview together with their colleague responsible for energy. A list of persons 
interviewed, their titles and dates of face-to-face interviews can be found in Appendix A. 
One preliminary interview was conducted with Skandia Fastigheter’s sustainability 
manager Anna Barosen in early February 2017. The rest of the interviews were conducted 
during March and April 2017.  

The questionnaire that was used as an interview guide was completed in early March. 
Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured interview approach, which allowed 
follow-up questions on both sides. The author tried to increase comparability and 
objectivity in the interpretation of answers and included several, structured or “closed” 
answer-categories (Bryman, 2012). Still, since a majority of questions were about 
motivation- and background rationales, the author would still describe the interviews to 
be semi-structured. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. Exact numbers and 
other “hard” facts were mainly gathered from yearly reports, which removed some 
pressure from respondents. A “do not know category” was included in all questions and 
two interviewees took the chance to ask a colleague to complete information gaps over 
email. Interviews were planned to last maximum one hour and this was kept in nearly all 
interviews. 5 out of 7 interviews were recorded and later manually transcribed using free 
software (a Google Chrome plug-in). In one case, the company representative asked to 
see questions beforehand and this respondent ended up only answering them per email.  

There are always ethical concerns when interviewing, but the questionnaire that was 
produced contained no questions about sensitive or private information (Vetenskapsrådet, 
2011). Concerning positionality (Bryman, 2012), interviews must be considered “expert” 
interviews, where both sides were on an equal position and no power-(in)balances would 
negatively influence results. Interview subjects were fully informed about the thesis’ 
purpose and respondents personally consented to participating. The author made sure that 
all interviewees had a chance to look at their direct quotes and their translations before 
publication. One of the biggest issues when interviewing company representatives can be 
that they are officially speaking for their organization. The author was expecting them to 
hold back on internal criticism, however it seems like sustainability issues today are 
strongly connected with a positive, normative direction that enabled respondents to 
discuss companies’ goals, targets or results in an open manner.  

5.2.5. Ranking exercise 

The last part of interviews contained a ranking exercise focusing on actor’s roles as 
drivers. 13 actor-options were presented on slips of paper on the table in front of 
interviewees. This list of actors was derived from chapter 4.3. Since the exercise was 
conducted as the last part of the interview the subjects had gained an understanding of the 
topic and all of them could quickly complete the exercise with only a little additional 
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explaining. According to feedback during interviews, the ranking exercise was an 
appreciated element by interviewees (as well as the interviewer) as it made some 
respondents think differently about issues. Due to the low number of participants (n=6), 
the methodological value (validity) is regarded as low. However, in combination with 
interview results the ranking exercise helped structure and corroborate respondents’ 
answers, which motivates its inclusion.  

6. Empirical results 
The following section starts with an overview of Swedish mandatory- and voluntary 
policies on energy performance. It continues with a presentation of interview results 
focusing on companies’ use and view of building- and energy policies. It also contains a 
part with more general results gathered through interviews and yearly reports. The last 
section shows how companies would place themselves when rating their sustainability 
work.  

6.1. Mandatory and voluntary policy on energy performance 

6.1.1. BBR 

An overview of the development of BBR is presented in Figure 6. The graph clearly 
depicts the development of BBR levels until today and shows how future changes will 
look like. It also demonstrates how corresponding voluntary systems have developed over 
time (a discussion about such levels follows in chapter 6.3). 
Figure 6: Illustration of energy performance rules for new buildings. (KWh/m2 and year) 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

K
W

h/
m

2 
ov

er
 a

 y
ea

r

Year

Energy performance levels - mandatory and voluntary 
levels

SWE Average - Multi-
residential buildings
SWE Average - Commerical

BBR - Multi-residential 
buildings
BBR - Commercial

Miljöbyggnad Silver - Multi-
Residential
Miljöbyggnad Silver -
Commercial
Miljöbyggnad Guld - Multi-
Residential
Miljöbyggnad Guld -
Commercial
Stockholm municipality -
Multi-Residential



37 

 
 

Source: Own production. Data from NBHBP homepage (based on BFS/BBR documents) and Swedish 
average numbers from SEA (2015b & 2015c). Data on voluntary certification systems from SGBC’s 
homepage (Miljöbyggnad and GreenBuilding). All numbers are per m2-area using Atemp.  

Included are numbers for two types of buildings, according to SEA’s own classifications: 
multi-residential housing and commercial buildings. BBR-numbers for single-family 
housing, which is the third category that they collect statistics on, has not been included. 
The rules on energy performance applies only to new buildings or large renovation 
projects. For comparability purposes, the numbers start in 2006 when the Atemp method 
for floor area calculation was introduced. 
The BBR is used as the reference level for voluntary building certification levels 
Miljöbyggnad and EU GreenBuilding and they are calculated accordingly. However, both 
BREEAM and LEED are index systems that calculate their scores within an international 
points’ system, as a result they cannot be included here. The level Miljöbyggnad Bronze 
is also not included, since it corresponds to the level of current BBR-rules (=100% of 
BBR energy performance levels). We can see that Miljöbyggnad Silver is reached when 
levels are more than 25% below maximum levels (>75%) and to reach Gold level energy 
performance needs to be even lower (>65%). EU GreenBuilding (>75%) mirrors 
Miljöbyggnad Silver and is not included in the graph.  

We see that reductions happened in 2011 and 2015 and the graph illustrates the coming 
changes for 2018/2020. The top two lines however, show the latest SEA numbers on 
Swedish average energy performance for existing buildings until 2015. For the author, 
those numbers illustrate that even if it is important to build better new buildings, it is 
crucial to reduce energy output in existing property as well. The bottom green line shows 
how Stockholm municipality’s current levels, decided in 2012, which places them 
between current Miljöbyggnad Silver and -Gold commitments. The City has 
demonstration projects that are aiming at 45 kWh/m2 (or lower) (City of Stockholm, 
2016a, p. 15). 
The top two lines however, show the latest SEA numbers on Swedish average energy 
performance for existing buildings. For the author, the numbers illustrate that even if it is 
important to build better new buildings, it is crucial to reduce energy output in existing 
property as well.  

Results from the interviews show that only one of the companies saw the BBR-rules in 
themselves as an important driver for reducing energy today. The other 6/7 of them found 
the Swedish voluntary Miljöbyggnad certification was pushing them to build more energy 
efficient. Two companies (Klövern & AMF Fastigheter) are not involved in any, or just 
in a very few, new production projects. Below Table 4 presents an overview of company 
commitments. This shows that all companies, except one, use Miljöbyggnad to make 
voluntary commitments to construct buildings with lower energy demands than what 
NBHBP currently demands (Vasakronan uses LEED instead). All companies have made 
demands for new production ranging between 50-25% lower than BBR, even if 
companies lately have decreased voluntary demands as BBR-levels after revisions.  

Anna Denell (Vasakronan) criticized it for generally setting maximum output levels too 
high, seemingly so that numbers can be attained by every house-builder in Sweden. Even 
if making them this easily attainable makes little sense out of a wider social- or economic 
perspective. Both Johan Tjernström (Akademiska Hus) and Yngve Green (Svenska 
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Bostäder) thought it odd that energy performance levels in the BBR were not at all 
updated until 2018/2020 (considering the time-lag for compliance, this means not until 
2019/2021). Exempting AMF (no answer), all companies expressed the same view. Anna 
Barosen (Skandia Fastigheter) described it like this: “BBR is our (Sweden’s) lowest level. 
This is not where we work, we want to be better than that.”  

6.1.2. Municipal rules  

Svenska Bostäder, which is municipally owned and is mainly working within the 
municipality’s borders, is required to meet 55 kWh/m2. All companies constructing new 
buildings in the City of Stockholm after 2012 have to comply with these rules. According 
to Sara Wallin, this is definitely seen as a driver for the company. But both company 
representatives agreed that the number is very low and that is a challenge to reach a 
verifiable 55 kWh/m2.  

The City of Stockholm currently keeps the numbers from 2012 and writes in its 
Environmental Program for 2016-2019 that it aims at 45 in several projects. Norra 
Djurgårdsstaden, which is a demonstration project shall at least reach 50 kWh/m2 

BOA/LOA (City of Stockholm, 2016a, p. 15).  

6.1.3. Near-zero energy demands for new buildings  

When discussing the new demands for Near-Zero Energy Buildings (NZEB) for 
2018/2020 the impression was the same as with the BBR, where most companies did not 
see the new rules as a driver since they already had made other voluntary commitments. 
For Svenska Bostäder, future demands are still higher than what is required by the City 
of Stockholm. However, two company representatives (Denell & Tjernström) criticized 
the way the measure for “primary energy” have been defined in the new rules. When 
calculating energy performance, it will be possible to subtract any energy produced on 
site, i.e. generated through solar panels, from the total. This creates an incentive for 
companies either to produce their own energy through geothermal energy (“bergvärme”) 
or with solar panels, which is good. But it removes the incentive to make investments in 
isolation, energy efficiency or lowered total energy needs. Denell especially thought this 
an area where the state/national agencies should take more responsibility and make 
possible corrections.  

6.1.4. Energy Declarations 

When asked about Energy Declarations, none of companies found them particularly 
“useful”. When conducting an energy audit for the declaration, the building’s owner 
receives a list of suggestions for energy reduction measures. However, the way to conduct 
audits can be much different from how they normally work. This could be the reason why 
two representatives did not see any use of them and called them a “paper product”, which 
for them required hours of administrative work, but did not add anything except than 
fulfilling the law. Denell (Vasakronan) also criticized them for not being bound to any 
incentive, neither positive nor negative, but she discussed that this has been successfully 
done in the UK. Filip Elland (Castellum) took a wider societal perspective and thought it 
positive that the demand exists and that they provide a simple visual system that is 
available for all interested. He found that it increased pressure on real estate owners. 
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6.1.5. Energy Auditing in Large Companies 

Similar to the Energy Declarations, the law on Energy Auditing in Large Companies also 
requires companies to conduct audits, this time on company level. More than half voiced 
that they had combined the requirements with larger, company internal energy auditing. 
They described how the audit in itself was not very useful for the companies, but that if 
their own audit was done properly this could be seen as an investment. Updated and 
detailed information about buildings can then be used for improvements. The other half 
of companies stated that they constantly or continuously carry out their own energy 
audits.    

6.2. Motivations for energy reductions in general 
After we have seen companies’ responses to these policies, the question remains why 
companies choose to generally reduce their energy output. Interviews explicitly showed 
that all companies work with energy issues on a daily basis and have done so for a long 
time. Green at Svenska Bostäder put it like this: ”5-year plans and energy plans, that is 
something we have worked with for over 30 years now”. Elland (Castellum) stated that 
“My conviction is what is measured is what is done”.  

Several reasons were given to why it is important for companies to reduce their energy 
output. Firstly, it is one of the biggest direct costs for property companies. Secondly, 
buildings with good energy performance were considered qualitatively better, both within 
portfolios and in sales. Connected to this we also find a tenant perspective. If investments 
in energy systems (heating and cooling) increase an office’s general air quality and 
consequently peoples’ comfort, this is positive for both tenants and property owners. 
Thirdly, all companies mentioned their responsibilities towards environment and climate. 
All companies have internal goals to save energy, even though company reduction goals 
are individual for each company. When comparing them, it is important to critically 
consider the starting point of measures together with well as the size an overall reduction 
goals, especially for percentage-reductions. A reference year from far back in time, 
compared with today’s levels generally makes objectives easier to reach.  
The last factor, which came up in several interviews, was that many employees found it 
rewarding to work towards reducing energy. Thomas Blomlöf	 (Klövern) said “I imagine 
that people think it is fun to work with. You get interesting tasks, which stimulates the 
employees to come up with their own suggestions.” His colleague Johan Wiss stated that 
the engagement from personnel, especially technicians which work with the daily 
maintenance, has been part of the company’s success. Barosen (Skandia Fastigheter) 
expressed similar statements in the interview, agreeing with them both. At Castellum they 
have created an even stronger incentive as they have connected energy goals to bonuses.  
But the fact remains that if energy investments did not make financial sense, a lot less 
would be done. All respondents discussed that even where initial costs might be higher, 
energy efficiency investments can have short pay-back times and that they are mostly 
positive for long-term property values and thus for company profits. However, some 
interviewees explicitly stated that actions are only done in combination with other actions, 
like large-scale maintenance, renovations or retro-fittings.  
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Below, Figure 7 shows where the companies’ energy performance levels are today. We 
can see that reduction efforts have showed some results. In this graph, companies are 
separated between those that use A-temp and the ones that do not. The numbers are 
collected from 2015 and 2016 –reports. 6 out of 7 companies had published such data in 
reports. 5 of these are displayed below together with Swedish averages from SEA.  

If buildings are uncertified, these numbers are first party data, directly from the company 
representatives. Even when as they consciously work towards making realistic 
measurements, interviews showed that there are several issues with calculations for this 
kind of performance data. Of course, the main issue is what is included (heating, warm 
water, electricity for heating/cooling and (property- or customers’-) electricity). Cooling 
for offices is also something that is now becoming more common, even in Sweden. But 
other factors are critical for understanding and comparability. Issues are i.e. about: 

• The system for measurement (A-temp or BOA/LOA) 
• Sector-specific data?  
• Are numbers predicted or measured?  
• How recent buildings’ drawings are  
• First-, second- or third party data? 

Figure 7: Five companies average yearly energy performance. (KWh/m2 and year) 

 
Source: Own production. Data from publicly published companies’ 2015- & 2016- yearly reports and 
additional sustainability publications. Swedish average numbers are taken from SEA (2015b & 2015c). 
Energy performance according to NBHBP A-temp requirements. 

According to Green at Svenska Bostäder the difference between BOA/LOA and A-temp 
could be between 10-50%. To get continuity in measurements and see to goal-attainment 
it often makes sense to use the same (older) measurement for calculations of energy 
performance. But doing this will also constitute a “lock-in effect” (Hsu, 2014) where the 
first system used stays the measurement unit for the future and where later changes comes 
with time- and financial costs. Additionally, interviewees explained that BOA/LOA is the 
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metric they use for calculating rents which gives them a strong incentive to make sure 
that it is always up to date.  
Elland at Castellum discussed many of these difficulties. He also stated that even if A-
temp is the “dream scenario” there is a long way to go to enable comparability. His 
company had joined European Public Real Estate Association (EPRA) where 
calculations are done according to their “Best Practices Recommendations on 
Sustainability Reporting”. This ensures transparency in calculations (see their appendix 
on sustainability for 2016, Castellum, 2016b). Another issue he brought up was that data 
is not presented sector-specifically. Their company has started to collect group statistics 
for offices, warehouse- and logistics’ buildings etc. Each “property” often has several 
buildings, each with large numbers of sensors. In total this gives tens of thousands of 
measurements. The risk for mistakes is considerable. He also pointed out that there is a 
large structure needed to collect this kind of measurements, which most large companies 
like themselves have, but that this can be a challenge for middle- or small sized companies 
(Elland, interview).  
This is an important division for the energy performance data in this thesis as well. Output 
levels vary according to buildings’ use. (For a reminder of companies’ portfolios, see 
Figure 5). We see that the Swedish average bars on the right-hand side are higher for 
residential than the non-residential properties. Svenska Bostäder is the company with 
most residential housing in the sample. They are the only company using BOA/LOA 
instead of Atemp. in their yearly reports. When analyzing their numbers, we see that they 
have reduced overall energy output from 159 kWh/m2 (2014) to 155 kWh/m2 (both 2015-
2016) (Svenska Bostäder, 2016, p. 52). If compare with Stockholmshem, another 
municipally owned company and similar company, we see that energy performance 
numbers also show similar, and even higher numbers. Stockholmshem used 169 kWh/m2 

(both 2015-2016, in BOA/LOA) (Stockholmshem, webpage 2017).  
Akademiska Hus is the only company in the sample that did not publish their energy 
performance numbers in yearly reports. One of the reasons was bad comparability, 
especially when many of their buildings contain energy extensive lab equipment etc. 
Their numbers include not only their property electricity but also tenants’ 
(“verksamhetsel”), which is not the case with regular A-temp measurements. Klövern’s 
numbers also include some of their tenants’ electricity and are in reality somewhat lower.  
The three other points should be mentioned as well. First, most of published numbers are 
only calculated (predicted) and not measured. This is the reason why the municipalities 
responsibility to verify completed buildings is so important. Second, the accuracy of 
existing buildings depends on the availability- and actuality of drawings. The samples’ 
property companies have a large number of properties, which in themselves often consist 
of several buildings. Whenever tenants move in, they often make adjustments to 
buildings. Renovations or changing energy equipment can also have large effects on 
energy performance. The last point concerns credibility. Referring to Means (2010) in 
chapter 5.4, company employees can produce performance numbers (1st party) or 
(accredited) consultants can collect information (2nd party). The last step is done with 
independent organizations without financial ties to claim-makers (3rd party). This is also 
highlighted by an overview study by Deloitte (2014), which states that investors prefer 
more structured and evidence-based reporting compared to “ad-hoc” presentation of data.   
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6.3. Voluntary building certification systems  
The next section shows what kind of voluntary commitments in building- and energy 
issues the companies have made. Table 4 shows which systems they use. All companies 
have made commitments to build to a higher standard the BBR levels. As mentioned 
before, Klövern and AMF Fastigheter are doing very few new production projects. 
However, when they do them they also make sure to certify buildings. 6 out of 7 
companies in the sample use Miljöbyggnad and all of those (excepting Svenska Bostäder 
following the City’s goals) have set the Silver-level as their minimum requirement when 
building new. Klövern´s Blomlöf called it a “hygiene demand” to certify.  
Retro-fittings or other large-scale renovations of existing buildings are also certified, 
although not at the same rate as new projects. Several representatives criticized the 
applicability of Miljöbyggnad for existing buildings and rather used BREEAM’s or 
LEED’s systems for this category. WELL is a new certification, which focuses more on 
indoor quality issues important to tenants. Castellum and Vasakronan are currently 
competing with each other to complete Sweden’s first WELL-certified building.  
Table 4: Overview of voluntary building certifications used by the sample companies 

Name Vasa-
kronan 

Ak. Hus AMF 
Fast. 

Skandia 
Fast. 

Svenska 
Bostäder 

Castellum Klövern 

Miljö-
byggnad 

(lowest 
level) 

No Silver Silver Silver Silver 
(Does not 
certify all 
projects) 

Silver 
(Gold for 

2017) 

Silver 

EU Green 
Building 

No No Yes No No Yes Yes 

BREEAM Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes 

LEED Yes 
(Platinum 
for 2017) 

No Yes No No No Yes 

WELL Yes No No No No Yes No 

Source: Own production. Data from companies’ yearly reports and interviews.  

Reasons for certifying in general, were for instance according to Michael Eskils (AMF 
Fastigheter) that they provide “An instrument for controlling quality (“styrmedel”), gives 
a positive environmental status and an opportunity for communicating this”. Other 
companies claimed certifications were either a necessity for acquiring tenants today, or 
that they expected this to be the case in a near future. That they are easy to use in 
communication/marketing was also highlighted by Barosen (Skandia Fastigheter) as she 
stated that “They are easy to grasp, even for people who do not understand environmental 
issues specifically. It is generally easy to communicate with”. Whenever tenants explicitly 
wanted a higher classification level and/or a certain (international) system, companies 
tried to accommodate them. Stockholm’s Royal Technical University (KTH), an 
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important customer to Akademiska Hus, now requires them to meet Miljöbyggnad Gold 
in all projects. Castellum are increasing overall demands and are now demanding Gold 
as well. Vasakronan used to demand an energy performance of 50% below BBR but as 
maximum BBR-levels have been lowered, they have decided to demand at least 25% 
lower even if they according to Denell still achieve 50% below BBR in several projects.  

Another important reason, given by one half of respondents, was that certifications 
provide a possibility to methodically work with energy- and environmental issues (for 
BREEAM also with general sustainability). This gives them a way to test their way of 
working and delivers a “receipt” after completion. Sara Wallin (Svenska Bostäder) 
discussed the difficulty to reach actual 55 kWh/m2 energy performance. To reach such 
low levels she said that it is not enough to build good quality buildings, they need to 
optimize and continuously monitor both facility- and energy management. She stated that 
Svenska Bostäder aim for new buildings to meet the performance requirements of 
Miljöbyggnad level Silver. However, the company only certifies a few buildings as a 
quality assurance of their working methods. Both interviewees (Wallin & Green) stated 
that actual energy measurements in combination with independent verification become 
more and more important for the company. As they work with Stockholm municipality, 
they mentioned that with today’s long building processes, the first buildings complying 
with the 2012-standards are not yet finished. When they are, it will be very important for 
the City to conduct verifications and make sure levels are attained by all construction 
companies.   

One last reason, applying to Vasakronan and Castellum is that certifications grants access 
to financing within green obligations/bonds.  

When calculating how much of a company’s property portfolio that is certified, the author 
has chosen to present two measurements in Table 5: 

• as a share of total floor area, and 
• as total number of buildings 

The numbers also depend on where in the certification process the company is since it 
takes years from the start of construction to final 3rd party verification (final certifications 
should be made within two years after completion).  
Table 5: Percentage of certificated buildings in 2015 

Name & % 
certified 

Vasa-
kronan 

Ak. Hus AMF 
Fast. 

Skandia 
Fast. 

Svenska 
Bostäder 

Castellum Klövern 

% of floor 
area  71% x 62% x x 20% 6%  

Total nr. of 
buildings 44 25 (32 in 

2017) 29 25 3 (11 
2016) 

114 (117 
2016) 

22 (22 in 
2016) 

 

Source: Own production. Data from interviews, companies’ yearly reports and homepages. Some 
numbers (x) are not available within the company or presented to the author.   

Castellum has the highest number of certified buildings, with 114 in 2015 and Vasakronan 
has the highest share of certified building space: 71% (2015) and 77% (2016). Again it 
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is important how the numbers are calculated. Certifying a very large building with large 
floor areas gives a higher percentage of certified area. This number looks good and 
companies with a high percentage also make sure to highlight in its yearly reports. 
Nevertheless, it is probably not a bad thing, since reducing the energy output from a very 
large building also reduces a lot of emissions.  

6.4. Voluntary policy on information disclosure 
Both yearly reports and interviews show that the sample companies have made several 
other voluntary commitments, like using voluntary information disclosure systems or 
participating in the property benchmarking system GRESB. An overview is provided in 
Table 6. Sections below first discuss the numbers by themselves then present some of 
companies’ motivations for using them.  

6.4.1. UN Global Compact & PRI 

All companies adhere to the rules set up in UN Global Compact. Several write that they 
have used them as a basis for internal codes of conduct and other internal documents. The 
PRI system is used by the mother-companies of both AMF- and Skandia Fastigheter but 
is otherwise not applicable to most real estate companies.  

6.4.2. GRI in sustainability reporting? 

All companies except one use GRI as a part of their sustainability reporting. State-owned 
companies were mandated to use it until 2017 and the City of Stockholm have 
recommended it for its municipally owned companies from 2016 (Stockholm Stadshus, 
2016). A new law for 2016 requires sustainability reporting for all large companies, 
however in which way they chose to do this is up to them. Interview results show that 
reasons were: “It made sense, positive with comparability.” (Denell, Vasakronan), or 
“(…) an honest way to compare with other sectors.”(Blomlöf, Klövern). For Castellum it 
is a demand made by investors. Skandia Fastigheter is the only company not using it, 
even if they in 2015 were considering it. Barosen (Skandia Fastigheter) stated that the 
questions in themselves are very important, but that the time load was too high for their 
small working group. Instead they chose to use the GRESB-index as it is more relevant 
to the sector. 
Table 6: Overview of voluntary policy systems used  

Name  
& system 

Vasa-
kronan 

Ak. 
Hus 

AMF 
Fast. 

Skandia 
Fast. 

Svenska 
Bostäder 

Castell-
um 

Klövern 

UN Global 
Compact Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

GRI Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
(2017) Yes Yes 

GRESB Yes No Yes Yes 
(2017) No Yes No 
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CDP No No Yes No No Yes Used in 
2002- 2016 

Source: Own production. Data from companies’ yearly reports and homepages. 

However, how they choose to follow many requirements for the GRI-reporting is up to 
the companies. The numbers can be broken down differently. Klövern has in their latest 
report chosen to publish numbers on total output for heating and electricity (both 
separately), not breaking this number up per m2. One of the more interesting measures 
was CO2-intensity, which shows emissions per square meter total floor area (Table 7 
below).  
For the author, one of the positive properties of the GRI measurements is that it includes 
a calculation of direct and indirect GHG emissions (description in Figure 8). Even if 
companies are aware of most energy- and GHG emissions related to Scope 1-2, Scope 3 
includes emissions from transportation. If they calculate their emissions according to the 
GRI indicators, they can see black on white how much indirect- and direct emissions they 
produce, like impact from both local transports or business travelling, which also has an 
impact.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Table 7: GRI numbers for company CO2 emissions intensity per m2 in 2015 & 2016.  

Name / 
emissions 

Vasa-
kronan 

Ak. Hus AMF 
Fast. 

Castellum Klövern 

2015 CO2 

emissions 
kg/m2 

0,55 8,1 3,1 4,7 4,2 

2016 CO2 

emissions 
kg/m2 

0,38 7,4 2,9 2 x 

Source: Own production. Data from GRI reports, indicator G4-EN18. (Note 
that Akademiska Hus’ numbers include tenants’ electricity and that 
Vasakronan’s are after climate compensation.)  

Scope 1: Direct emissions from operations owned or controlled by the organization.  

Scope 2: (Energy) Indirect emissions from the generation of purchased or acquired 
electricity heating, cooling, and steam consumed within the organization.  

Scope 3: (Other indirect) Emissions that are all not included in Scope 2 that occur 
outside of the organization, including both upstream and downstream emissions.  

Source: GRI/G4 Online, 2017. 

 

Figure 8: Description of GRI Scope 1-3 
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The author argues that this is additional but important information that companies in 
general would not otherwise compile. Having these measurements also motivates that 
higher emission sources are managed first. Akademiska Hus’ numbers are the highest in 
the sample. But as we have seen before, this is also because of their tenants. Tjernström 
discussed the climate issue and the company’s GHG-footprint, and how it could be better 
quantified, measureable and connected to definite time-limit and in this way made into a 
better target. His suggestion had been to join the Haga-initiative, which also works with 
reducing GHG emissions. A comparison with the sample companies with residential 
apartments would have been interesting, but is not possible. However, if we look at 
Stockholmshem’s output for which there is data, we see that they had a CO2 output of 
16g/m2 in 2015 and 17g/m2 in 2016. 

Vasakronan is one of two companies that use climate compensation by buying rights in 
the well-known Clean Development Mechanism (DCM)-project to outweigh most of 
their GHG emissions. They write that since 2006, 95% direct emissions have been 
reduced and that the rest is compensated (Vasakronan, 2015).  

As we have seen, Swedish BBR-numbers calculate energy performance in “bought” 
energy and subtract renewable energy produced on site. Those numbers do not show what 
kind of emissions are produced by a leaky building with bad energy performance 
numbers. One could argue that such numbers from GRI could provide a very good 
complement, that would be necessary to see if their energy performance actually is good. 

6.4.3. Voluntary benchmarking - GRESB 

Table 7 also shows that 4 out of 7 companies voluntarily use the GRESB benchmarking 
system. Vasakronan has used it the longest. They started already in 2012, as one of two 
Swedish companies. According to Denell: “It was a good way to develop our 
sustainability work. It included things we had not thought about.” Elland (Castellum) 
stated that the pension funds (AP-funds) that are large owners in the company have 
pushed the use of GRESB. For him GRESB ensures transparency and gives an extra 
credibility check on their work. He also told about how representatives flew in to verify 
data after they had managed to greatly improve their position between 2014-2015, which 
earned them a “Green Star” in 2015.     

Other positive features mentioned with GRESB was that it is industry specific (3 
companies). One company had used it but found it complicated and too time consuming 
and they had decided to opt out again.  

6.4.4. CDP 

Three companies have been using the CDP system for disclosing and calculating how 
much carbon emissions they have produced (Table 6). Klövern did it over the last four 
years but they felt that the process was very time consuming and rather difficult to work 
with. Because their investors did not show enough interest, it will be discontinued.  

6.5. Other voluntary initiatives 
This section contains other findings from both interviews and yearly reports with 
relevance to the research questions.  
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6.5.1. Green leases 

One big topic during interviews was that it was difficult for property companies to 
influence the behavior of their tenants. The problem rises where property companies and 
tenants have split incentives (see chapter 3.3). Depending on how rental agreements are 
written, with “total rent” (“varmhyra”) where heating and cooling is included or not 
included with “partial rent” (“kallhyra”). With the second, a property owner can make 
costly investments but the tenant receives the benefits in higher comfort and/or lower 
direct costs. Especially for Tjernström at Akademiska Hus this was an issue where they 
are now trying to improve energy performance numbers and incentives in cooperation 
with tenants. One problem for him was tenants’ low knowledge levels and little 
experience of working with energy issues, which sometimes made them reluctant to start 
energy efficiency projects. Currently the company is working with tenants to make them 
follow the company’s reduction goals and including them in energy audits. This was an 
issue for Svenska Bostäder as well. Yet, Green stated that “tenants are also growing more 
conscious about sustainability- and energy issues, in a way they might not have been 
before.”  
NBHBP and SEA (2013) also focus on these issues. One of their solutions was for 
companies to work with Green Rental Agreements or Green Leases. These ensure 
continuous information exchange on energy issues and can increase incentives for both 
parts by writing binding agreements. The SEA was in 2010 involved in a project 
developing national standards for them. Table 8 show their increasing use by the sample 
companies. All companies use them, except Akademiska Hus and Svenska Bostäder. Both 
companies have to work with questions in a different way. AMF Fastigheter has even 
developed a webb-based tool for tenants with green leases where they can monitor energy 
use/energy performance and their CO2/m2 (AMF Fastigheter, 2016, p. 23).  
Table 8: Green leases 

Name Vasa-
kronan 

AMF Fast. Skandia 
Fast. 

Castellum Klövern 

Green 
leases 2015 

1000+ (Nr. 
of contracts) 

Yes 200+ (Nr. of 
contracts) 

62 (Nr. of 
contracts) 

111 (Nr. of 
contracts 6% 

of total) 

Green 
leases 2016 

Integrated 
within 

standard 
contract 

60% (of 
total m2) 

400+ (Nr. of 
contracts) 

90 (Nr. of 
contracts) 

141 (Nr. of 
contracts). 

7% (of total) 

Source: Own production. Data from yearly reports. 

6.5.2. Influencing supply chains 

Table 6 showed that almost all companies have implemented the principles in the UN 
Global Compact. These provide guidelines in business ethics though including the human 
rights, non-discrimination, supply chain management, anti-corruption, among other 
important things (UN Global Compact, webpage, 2017). Most companies have applied 
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this to their code of conduct concerning both and suppliers. This is one way to make sure 
that companies take responsibility for their whole product out of a Life-Cycle perspective.  
As we saw in one of the thesis’ initial graphs (Figure 2), district heating is the major 
heating source for both residential (91%) and non-residential (80%) buildings in Sweden. 
However, around the country, there are still district heating plants which runs on dirtier, 
non-renewable sources. Two companies, Klövern and Akademiska Hus are actively 
negotiating with their local district heating distributors to provide a better energy mix. 
This is another way they can use demand-side strategies for influence.   

6.5.3. Capacity-building initiatives 

Barosen (Skandia Fastigheter) stated that even if many property companies are 
competitors when it comes to acquiring tenants, they work together when it comes to 
building better buildings. Table 9 shows a number of such commitments. We see that  7 
out of 7 companies are members in SGBC. Two of them are also involved in Citylab, 
SGBC’s initiative towards more sustainable neighborhoods. The table also shows that the 
companies are working in collaboration with different industry organizations. Examples 
of important capacity-building organizations are Byggvarubedömningen, BELOK and 
BEBO.  
Table 9: Overview of membership in different capacity building organizations  

Name Vasa-
kronan 

Ak. 
Hus 

AMF 
Fast. 

Skandia 
Fast. 

Svenska 
Bostäder 

Castellum Klövern 

SGBC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Citylab No Yes No No Yes No No 

Bygg-
varubedömn
ingen 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

BEBO No No No No Yes No No 

BELOK Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

Forum för 
hållbara 
fastigheter 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Source: Own production. Data from companies’ yearly reports & webpages of BEBO, 2017; BELOK; 
2017).  

Byggvarubedömningen is an industry non-profit organization that collects, provides and 
distributes information about construction- and building materials. One of its aims is 
setting a standard for environmental evaluation in the field. In doing so, they hope to 
influence material producers to act sustainably, safely and ethically 
(Byggvarubedömningen, webpage 2017). BEBO and BELOK were both initiated by the 
SEA in 1989 and 2001 respectively, as capacity-building industry organizations working 
towards a more energy efficient building(-procurement) sector. The first focuses on the 
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residential- and the second on the non-residential sector. The NBHBP is also actively 
involved in BEBO (BEBO webpage, 2017; BELOK webpage; 2017). The City of 
Stockholm (webpage, 2017) also have their own initiative, in which four companies took 
part.  

6.5.4. Company ownership structures 

The interviews clearly showed that ownership structures dictated different company 
logics. However, this was one part where the companies showed a large variety. Early on 
in the thesis, Table 1 displayed how companies include both the state- and municipally 
owned companies (Akademiska Hus & Svenska Bostäder) together with companies traded 
on the stock market.  Of these, all except Klövern have either majority- or major owners 
by institutional investors (Vasakronan, AMF Fastigheter, Skandia Fastigheter & 
Castellum).  

Both the state- and municipally owned companies have owner’s directives guiding their 
businesses. The Parliament renewed and expanded Akademiska Hus’ mandate in 2013, 
but not in sustainability (Akademiska Hus, webpage, 2017). The City of Stockholm gave 
its Environmental Division (and in extent the municipally owned companies) the goal to 
reach at minimum BBRs rules for energy output for new dwellings when they are 
renovating the City’s residential housing (City of Stockholm, 2017). This makes it both 
an internal- and external goal.  
Vasakronan has one of the most explicitly sustainable directives. They are mandated by 
the owners (1st-, 2nd-, 3rd- and 4th AP-funds) to include sustainability as an “integral part 
of business”.  (Vasakronan, 2016, p. 8). 

6.5.5. “Green” financing 

A number of interview questions were focusing on if companies had different financial 
options for their certified- or more “sustainable or green” buildings. This was currently 
not a relevant topic for respondents. The same was true for different conditions in 
insurances for conventional and sustainable buildings.  
Financing sources varied widely according to ownership structures and this was one of 
the main effects from different ownership structures. I.e. Skandia- and AMF Fastigheter 
only invested their institutional owners’ money. Castellum, Klövern and Vasakronan are 
dependent on external banks. Two companies (Vasakronan & Castellum) have also 
issued “green bonds” and Castellum got loans by the European Investment Bank (EIB).  

6.5.6. Living labs  

Only two companies (Akademiska Hus and Castellum) used living labs to collect data and 
measure tenants’ real-time behavior. This shows that it is still a more experimental way 
to gain knowledge, even if it might become more common in the future.   

6.6. Where do they rank themselves and their companies? 
The author also collected some statistics about the personnel’s view on their company’s 
performance and as well as their own convictions. Both personal- and mail conversations 
included a question where company representatives were asked to judge their personal 
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convictions about the need for overall sustainability on a scale from 1-10. Without 
hesitation, all of them (10/10) gave the highest number possible.  
Another question was to rate their company´s progress in their sustainability work on a 
scale from 1-4, where (1) The company has not worked long with questions (2) 
Sustainability is starting to become a stronger focus, (3) Has long been a focus for the 
company and (4) Among the best in Sweden. 4/9 interviewees, gave their companies top 
ratings. Five respondents placed their company in the 3rd category. Klövern’s two 
interviewees agreed that they had worked long with energy issues and in that respect, they 
believed had earned the company a three. But Klövern has only lately started focusing on 
broader sustainability issues, which for them merited only a two. Environmental manager 
Blomlöf put it like this: ”If we talk about energy, then we have come far, but if we talk 
about general sustainability, that has just begun”. Svenska Bostäder’s two 
representatives made a similar judgement, where they gave themselves the highest rating 
for their energy work, but the second-best category for overall sustainability.  

6.7. Which actors do company representatives see as “drivers”?  
This section will relate information about actors that was not presented elsewhere, even 
if the answering of research questions (B1) will focus more broadly on actors from all 
results.  

6.7.1. Interview results 

Questions concerning company owners and executive boards as drivers, received varied 
answers. Owners were ranked on an ordinal scale from 1-3, where half of the companies 
landed in the middle category and the other half above. Akademiska Hus, Svenska 
Bostäder’s, Vasakronan’s and Skandia Fastigheter’s representatives felt that their owners 
were pushing them. For them, owners were overall positive to this engagement and 
towards new ideas concerning sustainability issues. A second question about executive 
boards’ involvement was harder to answer, since the distinction between both categories 
(owners and boards) was harder to make. Boards could contain a mix of representatives 
from both categories. But here a majority (5/8) indicated that boards were proactive. 
Nonetheless, some criticized that knowledge levels about energy- and sustainability 
issues from individuals (both in boards and from owners) have started from rather low 
levels even if they are increasing with time.  

When asked about what the respondents and their sustainability groups could achieve, 
this was described very positively by all respondents. They explained that they were the 
ones deciding on practical implementation of projects and they are the ones ensuring 
projects’ fulfillment. They come up with ideas and policies which are then brought to 
executives, not the other way around (with one exception, Svenska Bostäder, where goals 
are set politically, but it is still up to them to decide on how). Many representatives saw 
large potential for their own ideas to be successful and felt that their work had a 
measurable impact. However, how they worked with energy- and sustainability issues 
differed greatly between companies. Most had appointed groups in different 
constellations (local, regional, national or within a sustainability “council”) that mainly 
worked with these issues. One company had come further in totally integrating or 
“mainstreaming” sustainability issues into personnel’s everyday business (Vasakronan).  
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6.7.2. Ranking exercise  

The ranking exercise showed some overarching trends in results, but answers also varied 
here. AMF Fastigheter’s respondent did not take part in the exercise, which leaves (n=6). 
For better results, a larger sample would be needed. Yet, out of 13 actors for them to rank 
(list in appendix), results were ranked similarly to an ordinal scale where three groups 
“top-middle-bottom” could be discerned. In several questions, these held consistently 
between interviewees. The author believes that the results from top- and bottom 
categories are the strongest, whereas the middle category results are not as influential.  
Owners ware seen as drivers in 4/6 cases. The AP-funds were influential here, which was 
mentioned in several interviews. Customers/tenants were seen to be pushing companies 
(4/6) and that the group had increasing potential to drive energy issues was highlighted 
by every respondent. Svenska Bostäder was very much driven by the municipality’s goals, 
since Stockholm City acts both as owner and major customer, as well as setting generally 
low performance goals. Concerning green economic performance, the exercise also 
showed that companies with green obligations had to both document and meet their 
progress goals, otherwise they could risk losing financing. 
Out of the bottom group, judged to have only little importance, results showed that 
international competitors and -customers were not much relevant today. These actors 
were totally removed in 4 out of 6 cases. Only one company talked about getting input 
internationally. The EU got also got a very low rating (last/second place in half of all 
ratings).  

The middle group mostly included the municipalities, but it also included the voluntary 
systems (GRI/GRESB/CDP etc.) and SGBC. According to some respondents, the latter 
organization was not a very “active” organization. It is made up by industry 
representatives who contribute to the development or adaptation of (international) 
certification systems. We saw that all sample companies were members, but only one has 
a representative in the executive board (Skandia Fastigheter). Both construction- and 
consulting companies were placed in the middle/neutral- (3/6) or bottom category (3/6).  

7. Analytical discussion 
To be able to answer (A1), sub-questions (A1a) and (A1b) are discussed first and are then 
followed by a discussion about general impact of policies on the sample´s companies. 
The last part of the discussion is about actors’ potential for influence (B1). Throughout 
the chapter, the author also focuses on connections to the literature- and theoretical 
sections as well as includes new literature for further inquiry.  

7.1. Policy for energy reduction 
  (A1a) What mandatory- or voluntary policies are relevant for property 

companies’ energy reduction behavior?  
Results from interviews and the analysis of the companies’ yearly reports show several 
polices that were mentioned and should be discussed in respect to (A1a). These are first 
discussed individually and then summarized. Results are presented in Table 10.  Prakash 
and Protoski (2016) (chapter 4.2.2.) wrote that the effect of (voluntary) policy is hard to 
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measure, and the author makes no claim to do this. Yet if this was to be done, this study 
gives an indication for which policies would be interesting to include.  

7.1.1. Building rules and -codes 

The results in this study support the results of previous works (e.g. Persson & Grönkvist, 
2015) in that building regulations for energy performance in BBR is not considered a 
strong regulation that is pushing the sample companies to reduce energy. Similar to the 
KTH study the rules are instead criticized by several company representatives for setting 
maximum levels too high, making them easy to reach when constructing new buildings 
or carrying out large retrofitting projects. The new rules for 2018/2010 for NZEB are for 
most companies either far away in the future or they voluntarily already reach low levels. 
However, with time, mandatory BBR-rules are slowly tightened to levels where even the 
large property companies in this sample have to work harder to reach. Because of this, 
they can on the one hand side be considered relevant, but on the other hand, they cannot 
be considered a driver and will not be discussed more in (A1).  

The lowest (most stringent) mandatory levels are set by the City of Stockholm with 55 
kWh/m2. This was definitely a relevant policy for companies constructing new buildings 
in the Stockholm municipality. As we could see from interviews, energy performance 
levels for new buildings or large retro-fitting projects below 60 kWh/m2 demands higher- 
and ongoing efforts by both constructing companies’ architects and engineers as well as 
property owners.  

We could also see that Energy Declarations and Energy Auditing in Large Companies 
mandatory policies were followed, but that the policies by themselves were not very 
relevant for sample companies’ reduction behavior as they had their own routines where 
they constantly work with energy issues and collect measurements according to internal 
systems. Compiling statistics according to the bureaucratic requirements were instead 
seen as time-consuming and seldom with any great reward. However, the author is the 
opinion that with time, these mandatory policies could become more part of companies’ 
internal practice and increase in value for the companies. If the SEA or NBHBP would 
connect them with an incentive (either positive or negative), the investment in 
administration could perhaps be seen more favorably. If we take a broader view on both 
policies, they are probably more relevant for companies outside the property sector that 
do not have the same ways of working with energy issues as the sample companies.  

7.1.2. Voluntary certifications 

Instead all the sample companies had decided to make voluntary commitments to increase 
energy performance and also reduce general energy outputs. The use of vague or 
ambiguous building labels without certification/verification was never a topic. Instead, 6 
out of 7 used Miljöbyggnad. The system builds upon the BBR and changes 
correspondingly. Companies also used the international systems BREEAM and LEED. 
Considering this, the author is unwilling to say that the BBR is without consequence for 
the property companies in the sample. Yet results show that it was not a very relevant 
policy in itself. Because of this, the author has placed it in the first category within Table 
10 below. It should also be acknowledged that even if this thesis mainly focuses on energy 
issues, the BBR also includes other important rules and recommendations, e.g. isolation, 
in-door climate etc.  
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7.1.3. GRI, GRESB & CDP 

The results show that the sample’s property companies are not only concerned about the 
rules set by the Swedish state (or what is introduced in Swedish law through the EU).  
We see that voluntary policy on information disclosure (sustainability reporting and 
benchmarking) made by international organizations like the GRI, GRESB and CDP was 
used by all, even if the systems differed. This picture is supported by Dias Sardinha’s, 
Reijnders’ and Antunes’ (2011) UK-study as well. The organizations pushed them to 
collect information and publicly publish this (GRI, CDP) or submit it to the organization 
for internal benchmarking (GRESB). Collecting statistics for the systems gave companies 
more indicators to work with.  
Researchers concerned with sustainability and climate change (especially including those 
working with voluntary building certifications) have long agreed the theoretical benefits 
of sustainable behavior. Some business consultancies are showing a similar picture (e.g. 
Deloitte, 2014). With time they have been able to show that not following mandatory 
rules (laws and other regulations) causes risks: reputational risks and financial risks. 
Joining these initiatives give companies the possibility to show progress. In this way they 
are battling informational asymmetries by providing transparency and help increase 
control of published data. By using these growing initiatives, investors demand more and 
more information, so there is a growing market for this detailed environmental (and 
social) information. Dias Sardinha’s, Reijnder’s and Antunes’ (2011) study showed how 
this was considered an increasing competitive advantage and a source of added value. 
According to Elland (Castellum) there now is a considerable risk not keeping promises 
for companies in Sweden. Even if it today is only/mostly financial information that is 
independently audited, to say one thing and then do another can make a company lose 
credibility and attraction. The next step for him is to measure and audit environmental 
information to the similar standards as financial information.  
Voluntary/soft policy often comes before any mandatory regulations can be introduced. 
It might be too early to introduce whole-scale, but we see that there is both a market and 
an interest to participate from companies. Making the same demands on all would 
eliminate greenwash claims and ensure that companies do not demand a higher price for 
a poor product (see chapter 3.3).  

Table 10 show those policies that were part of interview questions and were specifically 
asked for in interviews. Yet, the author believes that other policies are worth mentioning 
as well and a number of them are presented in the next section.  
Table 10: Results (A1a) 

Relevant policies Not relevant policies 

Miljöbyggnad  

(BBR (as a basis for Miljöbyggnad)) 
Stockholm municipality rules 

GRI, GRESB, CDP 

NZEB 2018/2020 

Energy Declarations 
Energy Inventories in Large Companies 

Source: Own production.  
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Capacity building initiatives  

This thesis put much emphasis on information asymmetry but did not focus on capacity 
building organizations, mostly since they are part of a separate research field. But we 
could see that the SEA was very active within several groups like BELOK and BEBO. 
Byggvarubedömningen is also an industry initiative, working in a similar fashion. By 
reducing information asymmetries between owners-, constructers-, architects- of 
buildings as well as consultants involved in the construction process, such capacity 
building organizations could have a measurable positive impact and should therefore be 
the focus on further academic studies.  

Green leases 

The increasing use of green leases present another interesting academic research focus 
that could not be given sufficient attention in this thesis. Internationally, a 2014 Deloitte 
study also shows their increased use. The SEA is also including them in their “Energy 
Coach”-program for small- and middle sized companies (SEA webpage, 2017e).  

Codes of conduct and supply chains 

We could see in Table 5 that 6 out of 7 sample companies had promised to keep to the 
UN Global Compact and that some of them had included those rules in their internal 
company policies or codes of conducts. Others had expanded this to include UN 
Development Goals or the Swedish Environmental Goals. In some respects, following 
them is only following Swedish laws. But whenever companies have international supply 
chains, such policies become more important. This also goes hand in hand with social 
sustainability work, which is as important as the economic- or the environmental sides of 
sustainability. According to one interview, there has been a development from asking if 
code of conduct policies exist, to reviewing these in more detail. 
Considering the whole life cycle also makes sure they remove themselves from elements 
of risk (reputational- or financial risks). However, such processes face the same problems 
with credibility, follow-up and verification that make it hard to control if claims are 
truthful or closer to greenwash. For instance, Kellner (2017, p. 38) writes that the 
construction industry should be more active and make higher sustainability demands on 
suppliers of both building materials as well as energy supply companies. Yet, since these 
is not areas that fall under any mandatory policy (there are no international laws) there is 
a long way to go before social issues will have come as far as environmental ones.  
Another policy used by the companies but not focused on in the interview questions was 
the use ISO 14001. 6 out of 7 companies use it or will introduce during the next years. It 
seems a methodical way of working with issues. This thesis did not further focus on ISO 
but finds it possible future academic topic. Another possibility to influence (residential-) 
tenants’ behavior and drive innovation is the development of “living labs”. Results 
showed only two companies used them today.   

7.2. Company ownership´s effect on voluntary policy 
The second research sub-question concerning policy was formulated as following.  
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 (A1b) Does the company’s ownership structure influence the use of voluntary 
information disclosure systems?  

The answer in this small sample is yes. Mainly because of owners’ directives. Firstly, 
state-owned Akademiska Hus was until 2017 mandated to use GRI in their sustainability 
reporting. As Vasakronan was privatized in 2008, and according to Denell (interview 
Denell), at that point the company already used GRI. Secondly, municipally-owned 
Svenska Bostäder is introducing GRI for 2017. This became a requirement by their owner 
Stockholm Stadshus AB when the new law on sustainability reporting entered into force.  
Thirdly, both AMF Fastigheter and Skandia Fastigheter, are subsidiaries to larger 
financial actors (pension funds and/or insurers). They are following similar ethical 
guidelines as their parent corporations. The same applies to Vasakronan, which is owned 
by the Swedish state’s pension funds, (AP-funds). Lastly, the stock-market companies in 
the sample (Castellum & Klövern) are not mandated by anyone to use GRI-system, even 
if they have to publish a general sustainability report. Which system or procedures to use 
is up to their executive boards to decide. Since Castellum’s owners also include the AP-
funds, they obviously have influence there as well.   
Reflecting on this, the sample contains too few companies to make any generalizable 
claims to (A1b). Instead of choosing heterogeneous companies (“least-similar” system 
sample design) as became the result of choosing out of top 10 companies, a further study 
should concentrate on a more homogenous group of companies (“most-similar” sample 
design). This should enable a better control for variation, both in the use of policy systems 
as well as to which time the companies chose to implement them.  

7.3. Drivers for energy reduction 
With the help of both sub-questions (A1a) and (A1b) we will now go back and focus on 
the main research question guiding this thesis:  

  (A1) Which are the most important drivers that push large property companies 
in Sweden towards reducing their energy usage? 

First and foremost, in the property sector there is an obvious cost to energy. Saving energy 
means saving money. Even if initial investments many times are costlier, the sample 
companies agreed that when done properly, investments in energy reduction or efficiency 
measures paid off (or at least paid back initial investments). Secondly, better buildings 
mean better economy. This is supported by Smedby’s (2016) Malmö-study as well. 
However, what is a “better” building? Matisoff, Noonan and Flowers (2016, p. 331) 
called it “difficult-to-observe building attributes”. Considering new construction, only 
following legal requirements and building codes was not enough for the sample 
companies. Lowering energy output means better building performances in the future as 
well. Also, when considering existing buildings, energy- and facility managers work with 
energy statistics every day. Wherever certifications could be used, both for new- and 
existing buildings, the companies in the sample wanted to show this. This was especially 
the case with the two companies who got financing from the European Investment Bank. 
They had to live up to demands as a requirement for getting money. With this only 
exception, interviews showed that the financial sector was not yet involved with 
environmental qualities of buildings in either preferential loans or insurance.   



56 

 
 

This leads us to the third factor, corporate communication. In this way, certification 
means verification. This is relevant in two respects, first for buildings but then also on a 
company level. It was said in interviews that certifications brought better property 
valuation together with more potential customers as they had started to make higher 
demands on buildings as parts of their internal environmental goals.  

The fourth driver on this list must be considered the employees. Today there is nothing 
within the companies that keeps individual employees from following a sustainability 
goal out of personal convictions. And we saw in chapter 6.6, all respondents were highly 
committed.  If they continue to perform in their other duties, the author doubts that their 
convictions or their initiatives are frowned upon by other employees or managers. 
Klövern and Skandia Fastigheter both illustrated how different parts of the companies 
work with sustainability issues.  
The last driver should be the numbers and measurements by themselves. The author has 
found many quotes where the importance of collecting statistics on today’s levels is the 
first step to reducing energy (e.g. Elland, interview; Hapio, 2012, NBHBP, 2015b). The 
SEA for instance collects statistics on energy use, e.g. putting together numbers for 
different sectors and producing important Swedish averages. But interview questions did 
not focus on finding out exact what information was collected, so the author cannot say 
anything about if their role in this respect could/should expand. When respondents were 
asked about it in interviews, it was not a widely-known topic. Yet, the quality of 
information was an important topic in several discussions. Even when breaking down real 
estate companies’ numbers, those are made up from hundreds of properties, which 
themselves are complex entities made of separate buildings. The problem with all 
aggregates is that you lose information in each compilation.  
However, detail level data is problematic as well. There are several reasons for this, 
firstly, not all information is easily collected. To calculate energy performance 
completely accurately, all measurement data needs to be up to date and/or stay the same 
over time including property drawings, tenants and their use of buildings, building 
equipment etc. Every time large changes are made in any one of such factors, this will 
affect building’s performance. In this respect, the accuracy of data is rarely a 100%. 
Secondly, the quality of calculations depends on the knowledge and expertise of 
employees or consultants who collected them. As Hsu (2014) discussed, energy statistics 
can require high knowledge levels for people analyzing numbers as well. Expert 
knowledge can often be required to understand the implications from published numbers 
on energy. Thirdly, many calculations do not include tenant’s behavior (Visscher et al., 
(2016).  
Fourth, and maybe most importantly, even if measures are collected in a standard way 
(Atemp, or defined by GRI or GRESB), today this does not prescribe with enough detail 
how the data was put together. Interviews showed that standardizations of measurements 
and standardized numbers were important for respondents, even when there was some 
disagreement about which system was most useful for them (Atemp or BOA/LOA?). 
However, several company representatives saw potential for improvement in how 
measurements were calculated. Connected to the literature, this seemed to be the case for 
all standardized systems and a critical point for the academics that scrutinizes them. New 
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initiatives in collecting and scoring ESG-information are also beeing developed (see Dias 
Sardinha, Reijnders & Antunes, 2011).   

7.4. Actors’ influences  
These last chapters (6.1-6.3) were about policy and drivers, but we will now turn to the 
last research question focusing on actors. Actors could also be seen as drivers, but the 
author considered it outside this thesis’ scope to classify them as “relevant” or not, as was 
done for policies. Yet, the author did not want to leave out a discussion about actors’ 
capacity for action. Because of this, the research question was more broadly defined to 
include actors that today are influencing the companies. Influence is also a very broad 
definition, but after analyzing interview results the author feels that this has merit. 
Including this allows us to take the discussion full circle and analyze which of them have 
influence on the policy-arena and in which ways.  

Research question (B1) was formulated as following:  
 Which actors are influencing property companies’ energy reduction behavior?  

In chapter 4.3 a number of actors are listed and described in more detail. The research 
question concerns what capacities they have to influence the companies. But their role in 
society should also be discussed.  

7.4.1. Public sector actors - The Swedish state and its agencies 

Of the public-sector actors listed in the theoretical section, the author finds that only the 
NBHBP and the SEA seems to be influencing energy reductions in the respondents’ 
companies. None mentioned the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) in 
any interview. But the SEA and in some respects the NBHBP, were organizing capacity 
building initiatives like BELOK, BEBO of which most companies were part of. Capacity 
building efforts are soft policy efforts, additional to mandatory rules and regulations. 
They can work towards eliminating information asymmetries and removing informational 
gaps that can help the market introduction of new techniques (SEA, 2015). The SEA’s 
homepage and literature show that there are several other initiatives like Halvera Mera, 
BETSI, BeBo (NBHBP, 2016). There is also the SGBC’s Cityab, which involves both 
public agencies and the industry. However, as these organizations were not a focus in this 
thesis, the author can only say that they have an influence, even when they might be one 
of the main ways for the state to influence the property sector.  

We saw from (A1a) that there are several policies that the sample’s companies found 
relevant for them in their reduction efforts, however others were not seen as relevant. The 
author argues that it is the State’s and the public actors’ role to make sure that we are 
protected against negative externalities and that the industry works towards fulfilling the 
goals set by the government. Policy-making is as earlier discussed a process of integrating 
preferences from the Swedish state, the EU as well as industry- and interest groups. But 
we can see that the NBHBP has had trouble presenting a version of the new BBR-NZEB 
rules that the property- and building sector find satisfactory.  

Persson and Grönkvist (2015) recommendations were to have the government better 
control the different labels and in this way, eliminate some information asymmetries and 
to tighten the BBR-regulations. As their study was published, they pointed out the 
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positive role of new EU-regulations on Near-Zero-Energy Buildings. This thesis shows 
that even if the new policies have some positive effects on the sample companies, their 
role in driving property companies and the construction industry to build better buildings 
might have been seen too optimistically. However, it does not say anything about how 
other property companies are reacting to the new mandatory rules and regulations, e.g. 
BBR, NZEB or what the overall outcome will be the different energy audits.  

7.4.2. Municipalities and cities 

When nation states (governments) as actors are decreasing in importance in favor of other 
actors, like regions, (federal) states, or cities we see the rise of more multi-level 
governance. As discussed in the background section, the municipalities are supposed to 
refrain from making additional demands in the planning process. Even so, the City of 
Stockholm and other municipalities continue to do it. In this respect, we can see that they 
are successfully pushing companies to achieve even lower levels than the companies 
would have by themselves. The City’s demand is also lower than companies’ voluntary 
aim Miljöbyggnad Silver. Quickly growing urban regions like Stockholm, Gothenburg 
and Malmö today have favorable market conditions where they have a high number of 
interested builders. They are in a position where they can set higher individual demands 
and still get offers. Yet this type of “policy laboratory”-way of (innovative) policy-
making is not permitted by the state agencies. The question rises if it would have been if 
Sweden did not experience such levels of housing shortage.  

By using its owner’s directives, the City of Stockholm is also having a large influence on 
Svenska Bostäder and the six other municipally owned companies. According to their 
yearly report (2015, p. 8), 39% of Stockholm’s population live in rental apartments (total 
176 000). 15% of those rental apartments owned by the 6 municipal companies. Numbers 
showed that the municipally owned Svenska Bostäder (as well as Stockholmshem) have 
high reduction potentials in general energy performance numbers. Emissions per square 
meter could only be gathered from Stockholmshem, but it was the highest in the sample 
(17g/m2 compared to 7g/m2 for the second). The author finds that they should continue to 
use this to fulfill the many goals set by the City’s and the state.  
Yet the author recognizes the difficulties companies with residential housing face. 
Interview results showed that convincing tenants of energy reductions was a large piece 
in reduction and convincing many thousands of individuals is harder than convincing 
institutions or companies, as most other companies need to. A joint report by NBHBP 
and SEA (2016:15) about the Swedish strategy for energy efficient renovation points out 
that residents need to give permission for renovations that increase the standard of their 
apartments and would motivate higher rent. But they do not have the same power in 
regular maintenance, since such maintenance efforts are included in rental costs. Another 
problem of asymmetrical information or -incentives can arise here, where the property 
owner is not the one profiting from general upgrades or maintenance, but have an 
incentive to increase rents. According to experts this sometimes lead to larger renovation 
projects (and rent increases) than what is needed, which affects residents’ economy 
negatively and has wider social implications, especially on low-income segments in 
society (NBHBP & SEA 2016, p. 77, 107). This shows some of the complexities that 
residential apartment owners must deal with.  
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7.4.3. The EU 

The analysis of early NBHBP-reports shows that most mandatory building- and energy 
policy relevant for property companies have originated from EU directives (NZEB, 
Energy Declarations, Energy Inventories in Large Companies). These have then been 
integrated into national policy. One of the most influential directives must have been the 
EU Direcitve from 2002 on Energy Performance of Buildings. This were continuously 
narrowed down in ensuing directives. One could argue that since the EU is pro-active and 
is pushing the state to continuously incorporate their directives, the Swedish state could 
take a “back-seat role”. Bayulken & Huisingh (2015a, p. 13) they discussed how 
European countries, has come a long way to incorporate ecological considerations into 
the spatial planning sector and the policy arena. But the author argues that this is not 
sufficient. The NBHBP (2011, p. 19) report showed that neighboring Norway have made 
demands for passive-houses since 2015, with levels like Stockholm municipality. This 
thesis has shown that there is much potential in property companies to reduce energy and 
general emissions and that the work needed by both the EU and the national state for us 
to live up to the Paris Agreement and to reach the ambitious objective of eliminating all 
GHG-emissions until 2045. 

During interviews, it was apparent that not many saw the connection between the EU and 
Swedish policy. The wider perspective in EU-policy making, for instance in mandating 
energy performance regulations that set minimum requirements for all EU countries or 
increasing comparability between them, might not be directly relevant out of the 
perspective of a company representative even if it is very important from a European- or 
Global perspective.  

We also see that the EU pushed the use of information disclosure systems, especially 
thorough the Directive 2014/95/EU regarding disclosure of non-financial and diversity 
information. This resulted in 2016’s law about sustainability reporting in large 
companies. In the directive, there was already a reference to GRI. Results in this study 
showed that 6 out of 7 companies used the GRI system to fulfill commitments.  

7.4.4. Owners 

Both the state and the municipalities can use their owners’ directives to influence their 
companies’ actions. They can push them to act more responsible and to become active in 
their communities. But do they use this enough? The Swedish state is the owner of 
Akademiska Hus. On the one hand, liberal market economy demands that the state does 
not dictate how businesses is run in detail, as this is one of the main issues when debating 
privatization/public ownership. On the other hand, it does not make sense to hold them 
back and not give them a clear mandate to act sustainable when other companies show 
that it is possible and/or even positive to combine businesses with sustainability. The 
company recently got new directives to build student housing, the author hopes that the 
next update introduces more direct sustainability language. We saw that the municipally-
owned property companies with a lot of residential units have gotten a strengthened 
mandate to be part of “societal development” (e.g. Svenska Bostäder, 2015), which the 
author thinks is positive and is in line with the City’s (social) sustainability goals.  

Some companies have put focus on sustainability issues in more comprehensive way. 
Especially, in two cases, a mainstreaming effect of sustainability practices can be 
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observed. In those companies, the responsibility of “sustainability work” has expanded 
from being the focus of appointed personnel to be incorporated into the core business. 
We see this especially in Vasakronan and to some extent with Castellum, which is a 
company that have won many industry prices for their work with energy and 
sustainability reporting.  

In summary, the author finds that even if actors cannot use their owners’ directives 
directly to influence corporate sustainability and energy reduction, they can be active 
setting up goals concerning energy and emissions as well as in the follow-up process.  

7.4.5. Private sector actors 

Regarding different private, financial sector actors, Lützkendorf, Fan and Lorenz found 
much future potential for them to drive sustainable business forward. This view was 
shared by Persson and Grönkvist (2015) who also wanted to see a more engaged finance 
industry that provides better financial conditions for premium buildings. Yet, the results 
in this study show that the effect from banks or insurance companies was small to non-
existent. The exceptions were companies working with green obligations (two 
companies) or getting loans through the European Investment Bank. Otherwise none of 
the respondents were aware of their company being offered preferential lending 
conditions bound to of sustainability performance. Nevertheless, some of the 
interviewees expressed the belief that financial sector actors could have more influence 
in the future and saw potential for different financing solutions, which is also supported 
by Means (2014). There are signs of change with using additional information for 
investors, especially through GRESB or GRI.  

This supports evidence (Deloitte, 2014) that there are new market sectors growing for 
both information and for new analytical tools. Such requirements could also create new 
market demands for other skills: building designers, construction engineers and workers, 
auditors that have new professional abilities in connection to low-energy building(s). 
Examples are for instance certifiers, monitoring professionals. Another are 
companies/consultants hired to do GHG-calculations for reports or climate 
compensations, which we saw two companies work with directly (Vasakronan) or 
indirectly (AMF Fastigheter compensates GHG-emissions from district heating) (AMF 
Fastigheter, 2015). 

7.4.6. Individual employees  

According to Scharpf (1997), when single actors (individuals) work in corporate 
structures there should be less room for their individual views and preferences and they 
should be taking up the collective´s aims and goals. We also know that corporations are 
not altruistic; their task is to generate profits to owners/investors. Scharpf claimed that 
corporative actors mainly work in a top-down manner. However, we saw that all 
respondents (n=10) were very convinced about the need to work towards higher 
sustainability. Respondents also indicated that sustainability issues were a driving force 
for other people who work with the day-to-day of energy- and sustainability. 
Additionally, results showed that respondents felt they can influence improvement in 
their companies and that they had impact on decisions. This is contrary to Scharpf’s 
perspective because this points towards a stronger bottom-up logic.  



61 

 
 

7.4.7. (International) Non-Governmental Organizations  

SGBC 

Results from the ranking exercise showed that the industry organization was not 
considered to be a very active organization. However, even if the SGBC was not seen as 
the most influential actor in this thesis, they are working together with the industry to 
develop new rules and levels for the different voluntary systems that by themselves were 
found be highly relevant to companies. It is also working with incorporating and 
standardizing international- and national rules, as well as educating professionals in 
calculating and verifying certification systems (SGBC webpage, 2017).  

INGOs 

Lützkendorf, Fan and Lorenz (2011, p. 484) wrote how markets in general have been 
“detached from fundamental values” (justice, equity, paying for environmental 
externalities). If this is the case, then market correctives are needed. The authors 
mentioned several, but this thesis especially found the Global Compact and the UN GRI 
to be organizations that influenced the sample companies through their voluntary policies 
on corporate conduct. Dingwerth (2007) writes how nation-states used to be the only actor 
responsible for international public policy, but how that has changed over time, especially 
since the 1990-2000s. According to Abbot et al. (2000), private actors (corporations, 
individuals) or international, non-state public actors (INGO/NGOs etc.) are responsible 
for most new international agreements. They claim that many international agreements 
concerning states’ responsibilities already have been reached. If this is true, national 
agencies may be responsible for tightening- or expanding policy, but that new 
“innovative” policy is more likely come from NGOs or INGOs like the ones discussed 
here. 
INGO’s policies were also subject to standardization issues. The GRI, GRESB and CDP 
are promoting information disclosure and transparency, but how the information is 
calculated is not always a 100% clear. We can see that there is still room for improvement. 

What GRI, GRESB and CDP now contribute with is that they provide an exclusive “club 
good” (Prakash & Protoski, 2006). The authors write that it used to be easier to just create 
your own organization/certification standard by copying another standard. These clubs 
do/did not include monitoring mechanisms. These new organizations could be used for 
green-washing purposes as the companies did not face any negative consequences by 
doing it. However, companies can become members of large, recognized “clubs” which 
today earns them reputational benefits. This makes it in their interest to do well, and 
means that non-members are not enjoying the same benefits. They are e.g. allowed to 
publish the logos and compete with others for internal prizes. Higher scores in 
GRI/GRESB can help attract investors and provides credibility. All of this is positive in 
public communication efforts. For instance, CDP (2016a) is letting large, multi-national 
companies showcase their reduction strategies in their report. On the one hand this might 
help promote best-case solutions and on the other hand provides participating companies 
with positive publicity. Rightly done, this could introduce a positive cycle where effective 
companies both get credit for their achievements and become motivated to continue when 
their efforts are publicly recognized. If the CDP and other similar INGOs are serious 
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about their reputation, they will check up company claims and only publish strategies that 
verifiably have led to large reductions. If they have the data to back it up, it is not green-
wash. Interestingly, the CDPs latest report focusing on companies also published the 
largest polluters (CDP, 2016b). This “naming and shaming” tactic might grow more 
powerful in the future.  

According to the GRESB- and GRI webpages (2017a; 2017c) the GRI- and PRI systems 
are aligning their reporting frameworks. GRESB also considers “all existing building and 
project certification standards.” This points to a consolidation of indicators and systems 
and there is collaboration between the systems. This is a positive development, since they 
are working towards the same goals.  
The author joins other academics, like Prakash & Protoski (2006, p. 37) in believing in 
the potential that the sheer size of the above-mentioned organizations. Associations with 
only a smaller membership will have much less effect on either the environment or policy. 
For instance, the GRI organization was recommended by the EU in a Directive, which 
carries considerable weight. However, GRESB is a less generally well-known actor since 
it is focused on real estate benchmarking. Because GRESB is such a large organization, 
one would think there is much academic research about it. Yet this is not the case. There 
are a number of academic studies that discuss the use of GRESB, but the author finds it 
problematic that a large number of them were written by the founder of the organization 
itself or these were published by colleagues at the same research institute (see e.g. 
Eichholtz, Kok & Quigley 2011; Bauer, Eichholtz, Kok & Quigley, 2011; Kok, McGraw 
& Quigley 2012; Kok & Jennen, 2012; Eichholtz, Kok & Quigley, 2013; Kahn, Kok & 
Quigley, 2014; Eichholtz, Kok & Quigley, 2015…). Yet, irrespectively of how much 
academic research is produced, GRESB today has over 250 large members (GRESB, 
2017b). Those companies and funds must have conducted their own analyses, even if 
those are un-published or un-academic.  
In Table 11, results have been summarized in the simplest possible way, with a 
dichotomous separation between actors, which the author labelled influential- and less 
influential actors. Still, it must be recognized that these results only provide a snapshot 
of spring 2017. As discussed in chapters 2-3, the impact of sustainability issues in general 
society, as well as most business sectors, is growing. This means that opportunities for 
actors in the real estate market, especially concerning financial actors, might rapidly 
change.  
Table 11: Results (B1) 

Influential actors Less influential actors 

State agencies: the NHBHP and the SEA 
The EU 

Municipalities 
Employees 

GRI, GRESB, CDP, UN Global Compact 
Owners  

Financial (banking) sector 
Insurance sector 

Construction companies 
Consultancies 
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Source: Own production. 

The author found that some actors were not possible to consistently place in either 
category. They were for instance the SGBC, but also organizations that were not further 
discussed by the respondents, like ISO, CEN or SWEBY.  

8. Conclusion 
In this thesis, the author has investigated what policies and other forces are influencing 
one of the sectors with the largest impacts on energy use, namely the property sector. The 
study has concerned itself with what mandatory-, and voluntary measures are taken by 
the 7 largest property companies in Sweden. It has also attempted to analyze which other 
reasons are driving them to reduce energy.  
The author started by investigating which mandatory policies the National Board of 
Housing, Building and Planning (NBHBH) and the Swedish Energy Agency (SEA) use 
to control energy performance in buildings. Results from interviews and the analysis of 
companies’ yearly reports show that mandatory policies BBR and NZEB 2018/2020 are 
followed by the sample companies when doing new construction and large renovation 
projects, even if they are not very relevant for overall energy reduction behavior. The use 
of Energy Declarations and the new rules on Energy Audits for Large Companies were 
also not considered relevant by respondents. Instead, the sample companies have chosen 
to make voluntary commitments to construct buildings with better energy performance. 
In 2015, 6 out of 7 companies had set standards according to Miljöbyggnad Silver. An 
illustration of mandatory- and voluntary energy output levels is presented in Figure 6. An 
overview of companies’ different voluntary commitments can be found in Table 6.  
Two research questions (A1) and (A1a) focused on which policies (both mandatory and 
voluntary) the companies saw as relevant for reduction behavior. These results are 
presented in chapters 7.1 and 7.3 and are summarized in Table 10. The companies were 
generally negative to current levels of BBR and the new NZEB 2018/2020 rules. Instead 
it was voluntary building certification Miljöbyggnad that was the most relevant policy to 
them, as they all had made voluntary commitments about 25-35% below BBR’s 
maximum limits. Another policy that was considered relevant for all companies doing 
new construction (5 out of 7), was the City of Stockholm´s 2012 rules that new buildings 
within their municipality shall reach an energy performance of 55 kWh/m2 and year (for 
multi-residential buildings). Several companies generally agreed that such levels were 
not easily attainable because they require higher- and ongoing efforts by both architects, 
constructing companies and engineers as well as property owners´ facility management. 
Because of this, verification became an important factor either by certification systems 
or the municipality.  
The author considers one of the contributions of this thesis to be a discussion about how 
measurements, indicators and statistics are collected. The analogy to measuring “apples 
and pears” was a central topic during interviews. Some company representatives were 
worried that their competition would include numbers displaying only “half the truth”, 
i.e. exclude certain parts of the statistics without clarifying this. Many respondents 
highlighted the that comparability between numbers in A-temp or BOA/LOA is bad and 
should not be made. This problem with standardizing both indicators and measurements 
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is already receiving attention (see NBHBP, 2015b), but will need much further work. 
Another topic was displaying numbers sector-specifically. The author recognizes that to 
increase comparability the sample could have been chosen differently.  

The main empirical contribution of the thesis is the surprisingly positive picture of 
companies’ energy reduction behavior. It shows that the sample companies consistently 
work with energy issues. It also shows that they are making voluntary commitments that 
go beyond what is legally required. The author has followed issues of sustainability and 
CSR for a long time but it seems that there now is a window of opportunity that is open 
for a “win-win(-win) situation” where companies’ profits can grow together with, or even 
increase as a direct result of improved sustainability behavior. The third “win” could be 
a contribution to general society. 

The central reason for property companies’ reduction behavior is that energy is one of 
their largest expenditures. Companies with long-term ownership perspectives know they 
profit from better-quality buildings with good energy performance. As a result, they can 
internally profit from energy efficiency measures. But companies’ work is increasingly 
including more external parts as well. Institutional investors like pension- or investments 
funds are coming under pressure from customers and INGOs to manage funds more 
responsibly. On the one hand this means that fund managers have an interest in reducing 
risk exposure and making sure that both technology- and companies on the out (i.e. oil 
and coal-related businesses) is removed. On the other hand, managers can lower risk 
potential by investing in “good” companies that reduce the risk of scandals (e.g. 
corruption or child-labor) through ethical behavior.  
This study showed that sample companies’ yearly reports contain a growing amount of 
sustainability data. Since June 2016, there is a Swedish law originating from Directive 
2014/95/EU about mandatory sustainability information for companies. Almost all 
companies voluntarily published numbers on current energy use and all of them published 
energy reduction goals as well as how good they have been at reaching goals. This shows 
an impression of overall company performance. Yet the law does not describe how this 
is to be presented or within which measurement standard. An issue connected to this was 
that financial information in yearly reports undergo revision according to Swedish law 
and general business practices. However, this is not done with all information in reports. 
Which parts that have underwent revision is not always clear. To overcome such issues, 
6 out of 7 companies had chosen to present their numbers according to the Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI)-standards. For the author, one important contribution of GRI 
was the inclusion of calculations for direct- and indirect GHG-emissions. Table 7 presents 
an overview of how sample companies’ numbers for CO2 emission intensity. The author 
is convinced that collecting statistics, as well as displaying these numbers, is 
strengthening the connection between companies’ actions and the externalities (i.e. the 
negative effects on nature) they produce.  

Question (A1b) questioned if companies’ ownership structures’ influence their use of 
voluntary disclosure systems.  Several actors have pushed the use of the GRI-reporting 
system, e.g. the State (until 2017 a requirement for all state-owned companies,) or 
Stockholm municipality (for all municipally owned companies). Other companies in the 
sample have had similar demands from investors. Yet, in this respect the sample was too 
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small to make any generalizable claims. To better control for variation in results, future 
researchers would have to use of a different sample-selection method.  
Another organization collecting statistics on GHG emissions and energy use is the CDP. 
In 2015 three of the sample companies were members, today two remains. The 
contribution of CDP should be similar to that of GRI. The third organization that works 
toward voluntary information disclosure was GRESB. All three of them produce a “club-
good” with positive benefits for members (Scharpf, 1997; Prakash & Protoski, 2006; 
Matisoff, Noonan & Flowers, 2016). Even if the three organizations’ voluntary policies 
were rated differently in interviews, the author has chosen to evaluate them as relevant, 
since using this kind of voluntary information disclosure was non-mandatory but not 
connected to direct financial profits, like building certifications could be argued to do. 
Collecting and reporting on statistics is time-consuming business for respondents. Yet if 
they or their investors do not feel that they might profit from this in the future, they will 
not continue its use. Even if the implications for the companies are not major, their use 
might have a strong future effect either by continuously developing their standards or 
because they present indicators that might become indicators in mandatory policy. More 
generally, the vast number of companies that currently work with either of three systems 
show that it is possible to calculate and present numbers on different externalities. This 
increase transparency, which has a potential for increasing accountability for actions as 
well. Third-party assessments demonstrate efforts to verify and to sort out untruthful data. 
This kind of transparency for energy goals and emissions-output numbers could over time 
lead states to make better mandatory minimum demands as well as possibly develop 
incentives to reward good behavior. 

The second main research question (B1) concerned which actors the companies did see 
as influential in persuading them to reduce energy. Influential were the state’s agencies 
(the NHBHP & the SEA), the EU and the municipalities. According to respondents, 
company employees were important as well, as they had a large influence on both goal 
attainment and -selection. Other actors were GRI, GRESB and CDP as well as company 
owners. Actors that were seen to be less influential were e.g. financial (banking) sector 
and the insurance sector. Notably the construction companies as well as consultancies 
were neither considered to be influential actors. But respondents saw potential for future 
influence, especially for the financial sectors. Results are summarized in Table 11.  
Nevertheless, even if results show that property companies are making voluntary effort 
to reduce energy- and GHG emissions, we also see that company sustainability levels 
have not yet arrived at positive development (Birkeland, 2012; Bayulken & Huisingh, 
2015a) or regenerative development (De Jong et al., 2015) where companies’ 
contributions to nature/society are larger than the negative impact they cause. But 
companies’ continuous progress in all three fields of sustainability might show that there 
now is a stronger connection to general society (in opposition to Lützkendorf’s, Fan’s and 
Lorenz’ (2011) claims about “value-detached” markets).  
Writing this thesis has pointed towards that energy issues seem to have been left mainly 
to the engineers. Out of 10 people interviewed, these either had an engineering 
background (8) or were expert technicians (2). Are urban planners mainly concerned with 
the cities form but not building’s qualities? Is this group of professionals left only with 
zoning issues? Or are they involved in goal-making (i.e. regional- and comprehensive 
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plans) but not in the work attaining those goals? And as we have seen, even in negotiations 
with construction- or property companies, planners are not (supposed to be) allowed to 
make special demands on what is being built for the future.  

With climate change on the horizon, this issue is becoming relevant for all sectors of 
society and all those sectors will need to contribute. The EU issued several important 
Directives during the middle 00s and Sweden have incorporated them into Swedish law. 
The two agencies focused on urban planning- and energy issues, the NBHBP and the 
SEA, should actively tighten Swedish mandatory policies. Yet it lies within the nature of 
public policy that it often represents a middle ground. Policies are compromises resulting 
from negotiations where different actors involved likely wanted to have either stronger- 
or weaker regulations, or perhaps keep status quo. The author finds that this can be seen 
with the work on updating the BBR, especially concerning the conversion of the energy 
definition and its weighting, which has been a long and difficult process for the NBHBP.   

Energy is a tricky thing: we cannot live with it at current levels but we cannot live without 
it. It is the author’s view, that is not only about understanding energy sources and the 
buildings that use it. In this respect, the author is convinced that our cities would profit 
from more interdisciplinary work between academic fields. 
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10. Appendix 

Appendix A. Table 12: Interview details 

Company name Representative’s 
Swedish title 

Representative’s 
name 

Date of interview 

Vasakronan Hållbarhetschef Anna Denell 2017.03.31 

Akademiska Hus  Affärsutvecklare Energi 

 

Hållbarhetschef 

Johan Tjernström 

 

Mia Edofsson 

2017.03.07 

Additional aswers via 
mail, 2017.03.07 

AMF Fastigheter Hållbarhetschef Michael Eskils 
 

Answers via mail, 
2017.03.30 

Skandia Fastigheter Hållbarhetssamordnare Anna Barosen 2017.02.06 

(Preliminary 
interview) 

2017.04.24 
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Svenska Bostäder Energi- och miljöchef – 
samordningsansvar för 
hållbarhetsarbete 

Energiansvarig 

Sara Wallin 

 

Yngve Green 2017.03.20 

Castellum 

 

Hållbarhetschef Filip Elland 
2017.04.19 

Klövern Miljöchef 

Verksamhetsutvecklare, 
drift 

Thomas Blomlöf 

Johan Wiss (Linköping) 2017.03.07 

Source: Own production. 
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Appendix B. Table 13: Questionnaire 

 
 

Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 1 

Frågor företag - Intervjufrågor 
Introduktion: 
I mitt examensarbete i samhällsplanering studerar jag energi- och byggnadspolicyer 
(lagar, program) från Sverige och EU. Jag genomför också intervjuer med de 8 av de 
10 största fastighetsbolagen i Sverige för att få reda på hur de arbetar med energi- och 
hållbarhetsfrågor. (Lista företag: Vasakronan, Akademiska Hus, AMF Fastigheter, Skandia 
Fastigheter, Svenska Bostäder, Castellum, Stockholmshem och Klövern).  

Syftet med arbetet är att få en bättre förståelse för vilken motivation svenska företag 
har för att spara energi och att bli mer hållbara i sin resursanvändning. Ett fåtal frågor 
intresserar sig för dina personliga åsikter som yrkesverksam inom 
hållbarhetsområdet.  

Godkännande: Varje person som deltagit i intervjuerna ska få möjlighet att godkänna 
material ur intervjuerna innan publicering (senast mitten av maj).  

Intervjutid: Intervjun är beräknad till att ta ca 1h.  

Intervjun består av 6 delar: Kort om hållbarhetsteamet, Energireduceringar, 
Certifiering, Finansiering, Drivkrafter, och slutligen en rankingsuppgift.  

 
Är det okej om jag spelar in samtalet?  

Ja Nej 
 

”Vet ej” – kategori: Om det är någon fråga som du inte kan svara på så noterar jag det 
och vi kan försöka skicka iväg den till en person som kan svara på den. 

1. Hållbarhetsteamet: 
1.1. Namn & titel – stämmer detta? 

 
Namn: Titel: 
  
Utbildningsbakgrund:  
  

 
1.2. Hur länge har du personligen jobbat med hållbarhetsfrågor?  

 
 

1.3. Har du tidigare jobbat med liknande uppgifter på andra företag.  
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Företag: Datum: 2017 

 

 

 2 

 

1.4. Har ni något team som jobbar med hållbarhet? 

 

1.5. Vilken bakgrund har gruppen med hållbarhetsansvariga? (Antal:) 

 

Naturvetare: ______________ 

 

Teknisk utbildning (ingenjörer etc.): ______________ 

 

Samhällsvetare: ______________ 

 

 

1.6. På en skala från 1-10, hur övertygad är du personligen om behovet av 

hållbarhetsarbete inom fastighetsbranschen? (1= inte särskilt övertygad, 

10=extremt övertygad).  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

          

 

• Varför? Ytterligare motivering? 

 

 

1.7. På en skala från 1-4: Inom hållbarhetsområdet generellt, var skulle du säga att 

ditt befinner sig? (1= sämst, 4=bäst). (Fokus grön hållbarhet: energi och miljö). 

 

1 2 3 4 

Har inte jobbat 

med frågorna 

mycket 

Börjar bli ett 

starkare fokus 

Har länge varit ett 

fokus 

Bland de bästa i 

Sverige 

 

2. Energireduceringar: 
2.1. Varför gör ni energireduceringar på företaget, generellt? Vilka är 

drivkrafterna?  

 

 

2.2. Ser ni något ekonomiskt hinder i att reducera energianvändningen?  

 

 

2.3. Lagen (2014:266) om energikartläggning i stora företag (EKL) kräver en 

energikartläggning minst vart 4e år – Har ni gjort inventeringar oftare än det?   
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Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 3 

 
 

2.4. Vilken energiprestanda eftersträvar ni i nybyggnadsprojekt? 
Årsrapporten från 2015 säger: 
 

 
2.5. Jag skulle vilja veta mer om följande regelverk: Ser ni dem som drivande i ert 

energiarbete? Vad är din syn på? 
2.6. BBR? 

 
 

2.7. Energi-deklaration? 
 
 

2.8. EU-s regler: ”Nära-Noll-Energibyggnader” för nya byggnader (Dir. 
2010/31/EU). Ska införas innan 2020 eller redan 2018 för statligt ägda 
byggnader.  

 

3. Certifieringar: 

Fastighetscertifieringar: 
 
3.1. Certifieringar: Hur många procent av ert bestånd är certifierat? 

 
 

3.2. Varför har ni valt att certifiera? 
 

 
3.3. Har ni valt internationella eller svenska certifieringar? 

 
 

3.4. Använder ni något system utöver hållbarhetsrapporten för att visa på resultat 
inom hållbarhetsområdet? 
 
Ja   Nej Vet ej 

Företagscertifieringar: 

Lista för varje företag: 
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Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 4 

3.1. Använder ni GRI? 
 

Ja   Nej Vet ej – det har inte 
diskuterats inom 
företaget. 

 
3.2. Ifall inte: Känner du personligen till det? 

 
 

3.2.1. Vet du varför företaget har beslutat att använda/inte använda GRI? 
 
 

3.3. Använder ni GRESB?  
 
Ja   Nej Vet ej – det har inte 

diskuteras inom 
företaget. 

 
3.4. Ifall inte: Känner du personligen till det? 

 
 
3.5. Vet du varför företaget har beslutat att använda/inte använda GRESB? 

 
 
 

3.6. Använder ni PRI? (UN Principles for Responsible Investments) 
 

Ja   Nej Vet ej – det har inte 
diskuteras inom 
företaget. 

 
3.6.1. Ifall inte: Har du personligen hört om PRI?  
 

3.7. Finns det påtryckningar från ägarna att använda sig av (int.) 
certifieringssystem på företagsnivå? (Eller finns det påtryckningar någon 
annan stans ifrån?) 
 
 

3.8. Vad är din personliga åsikt som yrkesverksam:  
Tycker du svenska lagar är tillräckliga eller behöver vi fler frivilliga 
certifieringssystem?  
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Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 5 

 
3.9. Samlar och mäter svenska myndigheter alla nödvändiga indikatorer på ett 

tillfredställande sätt? 
 

4. Finansiering av hållbara fastigheter: 
(Med hållbart byggande menar jag byggnader som går längre än lagkraven i BBR 
(Typ BBR Klass B eller Miljöbyggnad Silver)? 

 
4.1. Skulle du säga att det är dyrare att bygga energisnåla byggnader?  

 
Ja   Nej Vet ej 

 
 

4.2. Finns det olika lån eller finansieringslösningar att tillgå för olika sorters 
byggnader?  
 
Ja   Nej Vet ej 

 
 

4.3. Tycker du att det finns tillräckligt bra möjligheter att finansiera hållbara 
fastigheter?  
 
Ja   Nej Vet ej 

 
 

4.4. Tycker du att det finns tillräckligt bra möjligheter att försäkra hållbara 
fastigheter? 
 
Ja   Nej Vet ej 

 
4.5. Behövs det nya/fler finansieringslösningar enbart för hållbara fastigheter? 
(Öppen fråga) 
 
 

5. Drivkrafter: 

Ägande och styrelse: 
5.1. Statement ägarförhållande – rätta mig om jag har fel: 
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Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 6 

Årsrapporten säger att:  
 

 
5.2. Finns det några internationella ägare?  

 
 

5.3. På en skala på på 1-3: Hur drivande skulle du säga att ägarna är i 
hållbarhetsfrågor? (1= inte alls drivande, 2= arbetar aktivt med frågorna, 
3=mycket drivande) 

 
1 2 3 

   
 
 

5.4. På en skala på 1-3: Hur drivande skulle du säga att styrelsen är i 
hållbarhetsfrågor? (1= inte alls drivande, 2= arbetar aktivt med frågorna, 
3=mycket drivande) 
 

1 2 3 
   

 
 

5.5. Hur mycket kan hållbarhetsteamet påverka?  
 

 
5.6. Hur ser beslutsgången ut? 

 

Samarbeten 
 

5.7. Har ni något ”Living Lab”- projekt?  
 

 
5.8. Genomför ni några samarbeten med olika organisationer, projekt med 

myndigheter, etc.?  
 

6. Ranking 
Lista med aktörer – rankning efter hur viktiga dessa aktörer är som ”drivers” för att 
minska energiförbrukningen.  
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Företag: Datum: 2017 
 
 

 7 

Steg 1: Ta bort icke-relevanta aktörer 
Steg 2: Rangordna – t ex. 1-3: (Drivande, möjligtvis/ibland, inte mycket?) 
Steg 3: Finns det några (1-2 aktörer)som hade kunnat driva energifrågor bättre än de 

gör idag?  
 
 

Staten 
Boverket, Energimyndigheten: 

lagkrav etc. 

EU 
EU:s Byggnadsdirektiv 

2020 

Kommuner 
 
 

Konkurrenter - Svenska 
marknaden 

Fastighetsföretag 

Konkurrenter - 
Internationella marknaden 

(Relevant för er? Annars - ta 
bort) 

Kunder - Svenska 
marknaden 

Hyresgäster etc. 

Kunder - Internationella 
marknaden 

(Relevant för er? Annars - ta 
bort) 

Ägare 
 
 

Finansiella aktörer 
Banker, 

försäkringsbolag 
Frivilliga certifieringar el. 

benchmarkingsystem 
GRESB, GRI 

SGBC 
Sweden Green Building 

Council 

Konsultföretag 
Vid nybyggnad etc. (Införande 

av ny teknik?). 

Byggföretag 
Vid nybyggnad, ombyggnad  

etc. 
 


