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Governmental initiatives in Sweden that aim to support the shift towards a more 

sustainable building stock are frequently organized as pilot (or demonstration) 

projects. Pilot projects have been suggested to provide platforms for learning, where 

for example communication can be enhanced across actors and domains, and changes 

in practices can be supported. However, they have also been associated with a limited 

diffusion of project outcomes to mainstream practice as well as difficulties fulfilling 

project intentions and demands regarding sustainability. In an on-going study of a 

pilot project for the planning and design of a housing area in a sub-arctic 

environment, the advancement in the understanding and use of sustainable building 

practices in a sustainable building pilot project is explored. Interviews were 

conducted with representatives of the five local contractors that participated in the 

pilot project, addressing their retrospective descriptions and reflections from a 

personal and an organizational viewpoint. In keeping with earlier sustainable building 

research, the project initiators’ intention was to develop a shared and holistic 

understanding of sustainable building. Multiple stakeholders were invited to 

participate and during interviews the cooperation among contractors was generally 

put forth as a positive pilot project experience. However, our findings expose tensions 

between sustainable building intentions and sustainable building as operationalized in 

the pilot project. Three types of barriers to the advancement of the understanding and 

use of sustainable building practices are recognised: a skewed balance of 

sustainability domains; neglect of local context; and a skewed balance of stakeholder 

perspectives. While intangible pilot project outcomes such as these are commonly 

neglected, their further study could provide valuable insights into the advancement of 

sustainable building. Acknowledging the complexity of defining and applying 

sustainable building, we also propose that more attention should be paid to managing 

stakeholders’ multiple and conflicting views in sustainable building projects.   

Keywords: contractors, interpretivist approach, learning, pilot project, sustainability. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pilot projects are common means by which innovations (e.g. new methods/solutions) 

are applied and adapted to real-world situations, and have been suggested to provide 

platforms for learning that enhance communication between actors and domains while 

supporting changes in perceptions and practices (c.f. Vreugdenhil et al. 2012). 

Swedish governmental initiatives aimed at supporting the transition towards a more 

energy-efficient and sustainable built environment are commonly organized around 

pilot or demonstration projects. The Delegation of Sustainable Cities has supported 
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almost a hundred projects aiming to develop best practice examples of sustainable 

urban environments. The Swedish Energy Agency coordinates energy-related research 

including programmes such as the Sustainable Municipality initiative, which supports 

spearhead strategic energy projects undertaken by local authorities, and LÅGAN, 

which supports pilot projects on low-energy house-building. However, as noted by 

Femenías (2004) and Nässén et al. (2008), sustainable building (SB) pilot projects 

have had little clear impact on mainstream Swedish building practices.  

The evolution of SB practices in Sweden has led to a focus on energy-efficient 

building. However, while energy is important, the complexity of SB requires a holistic 

and integrated approach that must consider all sustainability domains rather than being 

reduced to an overriding emphasis on a single aspect (Berardi 2013; Pan and Ning 

2014). This implies also that a breadth of knowledge areas and multiple potentially 

conflicting stakeholder perspectives must be considered during an SB endeavour. 

Similar to energy and building research in general (c.f. Schweber and Leiringer 2012) 

SB pilot projects have typically focussed on technological innovations. However, 

many of the barriers blocking a shift towards SB are rooted in socioeconomic rather 

than technological factors (Huesemann 2003; Häkkinen and Belloni 2011; Kemp 

2010). That is, despite the emphasis on “learning for the future” in governmental 

initiatives, pilot projects are typically evaluated and assessed in terms of their tangible 

outcomes. Relatively little is therefore known about aspects such as the stakeholders’ 

different interpretations and understandings of SB, their interactions, and the impacts 

of these interpretations and interactions on the decisions that shape the project’s 

ultimate results and evaluation. Nässén et al. (2008) called for investments in learning 

processes to better transfer experiences from energy-efficiency demonstrators to 

mainstream practice, while Pan and Ning (2014) highlighted the lack of research 

addressing the multiple aspects of SB through the lens of integrative stakeholders.  

Adhering to calls by, e.g., Schweber and Leiringer (2012), we take an interpretivist 

approach to construction research focusing on learning among stakeholders from a 

pilot project. In an on-going study, the advancement in the understanding and use of 

sustainable building practices in a sustainable building pilot project is explored. The 

pilot project addressed in this work (henceforth referred to as the Pilot) involves the 

planning and design of a quarter dedicated to low-energy housing in a sub-arctic 

environment where there have not been many systematic attempts of this sort in the 

past. In an earlier part-study on the intentions and learning of the Pilot’s initiators in 

the local authority (Engström and Lidelöw 2015), the initiators stressed the 

importance of giving local contractors learning and business-development 

opportunities that would support them in meeting future SB-related demands. To 

further explore the advancement in the understanding and use of SB practices, this 

second part-study therefore focuses on the local contractors who participated in the 

Pilot and their perceptions and assessments of the Pilot. Findings are analysed and 

discussed in relation to the initiators’ interpreted definition of SB, and research on the 

complexities of defining and applying SB.  

DEFINING AND APPLYING SUSTAINABLE BUILDING 

The concept of sustainable development, which underpins the conceptualization of 

SB, is somewhat ambiguous and its definition is contested because it is complex, 

normative, and subjective (Martens 2006). Martens characterized sustainable 

development as “a complex idea that can neither be unequivocally described nor 

simply applied” (ibid.: 37). The complexity of defining and applying the idea of 

sustainable development and, by extension, SB (c.f. Berardi 2013) have been 
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recognized to stem from its dependence on time, spatial scale and domain as well as 

its multiple interpretations (Grosskurth and Rotmans 2005). 

Time, spatial scale and domain dependences 

Time dependence follows from the long-term perspective called for by authors such as 

Pan and Ning (2014), who emphasise the need to consider the whole building life-

cycle in sustainability assessments. During their lifetime, buildings may need to 

undergo several changes in shape and function to meet unpredictable future 

requirements. To address the need for buildings to easily accommodate changes, 

adaptability and flexibility have emerged as key elements of SB (Gosling et al. 2013). 

Within this context, Berardi (2013) also noted that the evaluation of sustainability 

depends on the knowledge available at the time of evaluation; “what is considered 

sustainable at one moment can be assessed as unsustainable in another” (ibid.: 75). 

Spatial scale dependence originates from the fact that construction activities have 

impacts at several scale levels, which raises the question of which spatial scale (e.g. 

that of the building components, the entire building, or the broader community) should 

be used in sustainability assessments (Berardi 2013). Assessments of building 

sustainability are often somewhat narrow, focusing on the component or building level 

(Pan and Ning 2014) even though SB inevitably requires consideration of the inter-

connections between a building and its socio-economic, cultural and environmental 

context (e.g. its site, occupancy, surrounding infrastructure) (Berardi 2013). Similar to 

Kemp (2010), who argued that labelling a given engineering solution as sustainable is 

inherently wrong, Berardi (2013) and du Plessis and Cole (2011) stressed that what 

constitutes SB is context-specific and cannot be defined in absolute terms.  

Sustainable development is often conceptually divided into multiple domains, 

typically including environmental, social and economic issues  (Martens 2006). This 

division has been criticized by researchers who argue that the significance and 

potential of the concept stems from the interrelation among these domains (ibid.; 

Williams and Millington 2004). Consequently, it has been argued that SB should 

focus on holistic examination of these domains and their interdependencies (Pan and 

Ning 2014). However, as has been true of sustainable development research in general 

(Williams and Millington 2004) much of the effort in SB research and practice has 

focused on the environmental domain, overlooking many non-environmental aspects 

(Berardi 2013; Pan and Ning 2014). Furthermore, energy performance is the most 

common indicator used to evaluate buildings’ sustainability (Berardi 2013). Hence, 

the term SB is often confused and used interchangeably with various terms relating to 

energy-efficient building design, technology and materials (ibid.; Pan and Ning 2014). 

Such reductionist approaches are incompatible with holistic examinations of SB (du 

Plessis and Cole 2011; Pan and Ning 2014) and risk overlooking the fact that different 

domains may have different and potentially conflicting aims (Martens 2006).  

Multiple interpretations 

Multiple interpretations of sustainable development imply that the concept is 

perceived and applied from diverse, frequently competing and opposing, views and 

perspectives (Martens 2006, Williams and Millington 2004). Consequently, SB has 

multiple meanings and may focus on multiple objectives because different people 

have different aspirations (c.f. du Plessis and Cole 2011). To help build a common 

vision and to deal with trade-offs, participative processes in which multiple 

stakeholders express and contribute their different views and perspectives on 

sustainability have been advocated (ibid.; Martens 2006). In contrast to the sequential 
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and fragmented nature of the traditional building design process, Magent et al. (2011) 

stressed the importance of interdisciplinary and iterative collaboration among actors 

with varied expertise and competences in the design process of SBs. By offering a 

common reference point for collaborating actors, visions can help provide direction 

and inform action to facilitate the achievement of tangible outcomes and, more 

importantly, to support learning outcomes that will inform further action (Kemp and 

Martens 2007). Learning has been identified as a core component of implementing 

sustainable development (ibid.; Scott and Gough 2003). In fact, Scott and Gough 

(2003) considered sustainable development to be inherently a learning process. 

THE PILOT 

The Pilot examined in this work involves the planning and design of a quarter in a 

municipality (40 000 inhabitants) in a sparsely populated region of northern Sweden. 

It was initiated by the local authority in 2009 to showcase low-energy and sustainable 

housing. The Pilot was supported by demonstration grants from Sustainable 

Municipality, LÅGAN and a national collaboration project between local authorities 

for modern wood construction. A broad constellation of stakeholders were invited to a 

series of activities during the Pilot, including expert-led workshops on sustainability, 

study trips to manufacturers and building projects constructing low-energy or 

sustainable housing, and meetings working towards the definition of the Pilot’s 

sustainability criteria. These activities were followed by a series of detailed planning 

and design activities involving more operative task-meetings attended by a core group 

of participants from the local authority and the local business community.   

During the Pilot, a quality programme (QP) was developed by two engaged SB 

experts (one sustainability consultant with a PhD in ecotechnology and environmental 

science, and one certified passive-house designer and architect) in dialogue with the 

Pilot’s initiators who were active in its steering committee. The preceding expert-led 

workshops were intended to anchor and build support for the QP among stakeholders, 

and to gather their viewpoints on sustainability criteria and preconditions. The stated 

aim of the QP was to contribute to the sustainable development of the area containing 

the Pilot quarter by stipulating a higher standard for new-build than was required by 

the relevant legislation, in keeping with the municipality’s sustainable development 

goals. The QP includes overall objectives for the area together with a detailed set of 

requirements concerning energy use, material use, water management, the indoor 

environment, communications, urban design, and property operation and maintenance.  

METHOD 

One of the authors followed the Pilot from the initiation of the detailed development 

planning in Jan 2010 to the last official meeting (a sales meeting) in Jan 2014. Written 

Pilot documentation included official minutes and planning documents, working 

documents, e-mail conversations, and researchers’ notes from formal workshops and 

meetings and informal talks with the participants. Based on these documents and the 

results of an earlier study focusing on the Pilot initiators (Engström and Lidelöw 

2015) interviews were held with the local contractors during Nov 2014 (interviewees 

referred to as Alpha, Beta, Gamma, Delta, Epsilon, see Table 1). The interviews, 

which lasted for 1.5-2 hours, were led by the author who had not previously met the 

interviewees, while the author who had followed the Pilot during its development 

participated as an observer. Both authors took notes during the interviews, which were 

also recorded. The interviewees were asked first to retrospectively describe and reflect 

on the Pilot from a personal and an organizational viewpoint. After that, the 
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interviews were loosely structured around three areas: the contractor’s participation 

(e.g. incentives, scope, magnitude), the Pilot process (e.g. participants, activities, 

expectations, purposes), and Pilot outcomes (both tangible, e.g. new 

methods/solutions, and intangible, e.g. experiences/knowledge). Interviewees’ 

perceptions and assessments of the Pilot were discussed (including factors that had 

supported/hindered “progress”), and the Pilot as a learning process and its learning 

outcomes (realised and unrealised) were explicitly addressed. 

Table 1: Interviewees, representing five different local contractors participating in the Pilot 

 
The two authors have different research backgrounds: one has experience of 

approaching SB from a technical state-of-the art perspective while the other is 

experienced in taking an interpretivist approach that acknowledges stakeholders’ 

different and potentially conflicting interpretations of SB. In the first stage of the 

analysis, each author analysed the interview responses separately to identify 

understandings and uses of SB practices described by interviewees. The two analyses 

were then compared, revealing some disagreements that were resolved by consulting 

the Pilot documentation to provide context for the interviewees’ statements. In the 

second stage, cross-interview analyses were performed. Similar tracks in the 

interviewees’ understandings of SB and “proper” SB practices were identified and 

grouped together by each author separately, after which the two sets of groupings 

were compared, integrated, and collected into three themes. Finally, interviewees’ 

retrospective reflections were analysed and discussed in relation to the Pilot initiators’ 

interpreted definition of SB (as specified in the QP) and the SB literature. 

CONTRACTORS’ RETROSPECTIVE REFLECTIONS 

The first theme identified from cross-interview analyses relates to the understandings 

of different domains of sustainability found in the interviewees’ responses, and the 

perceived balance between these domains. The second theme relates to the context of 

the Pilot and the extent to which SB ambitions and QP requirements were attuned to 

this context. The third theme relates to the people involved in the Pilot and, more 

specifically, the interviewees’ perceptions and understandings concerning the 

implications of acknowledging and liaising with individuals representing diverse areas 

of experience (or not) to achieve tangible and intangible Pilot outcomes.  

Theme 1: Balance between domains 

When reflecting on the QP requirements and the building-design suggestions put forth 

by the passive-house expert, the interviewees mentioned that they considered too 
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much weight to have been placed on the use of specific technical solutions and 

materials. For example, Epsilon noted that while some of the detailed solutions 

suggested by the passive-house expert “were nice”, i.e. well-suited to the buildings’ 

intended purpose, they had been designed without production efficiency in mind. 

Referring to a study-trip organized by the Pilot initiators and the passive-house expert, 

Alpha similarly remarked that the houses they saw might be well-designed to meet 

requirements concerning energy use and low-impact materials, but that they were 

produced in a very costly, time-consuming, non-rational way that is unfit for volume 

production. Further, Alpha described solutions for building adaptability suggested by 

the passive-house expert which Alpha believed to be based on very unlikely future 

scenarios (such as the need to replace the ventilation system during the lifetime of a 

single-family house). All in all, interviewees expressed major concerns about the costs 

of technical solutions and low-impact materials, implying that too little attention was 

paid to market and commercialization issues in the Pilot. Beta remarked that 

unreasonable demands (relating to energy and material requirements) affect prices and 

limit customers’ freedom of choice, making the building concept difficult to sell. 

Similarly, Alpha and Gamma suggested that one demand was being met at the 

expense of others, and noted that the Pilot placed little emphasis on some things that 

clients generally value. Alpha exemplified these arguments by stating that while most 

clients place high value on the views and daylight provided by windows, the houses’ 

window-to-wall area ratios had been reduced to meet the QP’s energy requirements.  

When discussing things learned during the Pilot and their understanding of SB, 

interviewees typically mentioned the specific performance requirements of SB in 

terms of low-energy building. Gamma, Delta and Epsilon explicitly referred to 

“passive houses” and “passive-house techniques”, while Gamma, Alpha and Beta 

highlighted the importance of techniques for achieving air tightness, insulation 

(including material aspects), and the avoidance of thermal bridges. In addition, Delta 

and Gamma stated that the performance requirements of SB encompassed both 

technical aspects and issues of material selection relating to “ecological building 

systems”. One interviewee, Epsilon, mentioned the importance of social aspects such 

as health, mixed tenure forms and changing living conditions. The responses of Alpha, 

Beta and Gamma generally focused on the demands imposed by the technical 

solutions and the material selection constraints (which they considered to be too 

severe), and their impact on costs, commercialization, and the local market. In 

contrast, Epsilon argued that the Pilot had an overly narrow focus on using technical 

solutions to improve energy performance and that the use of costly measures to meet 

energy requirements may necessitate cutting back elsewhere, e.g. when selecting 

materials. This implies, according to Epsilon, that priorities must be set with care, and 

that factors such as health (which was mentioned in the context of selecting low-

impact materials) must be considered before “going after those final kilowatt-hours”. 

Theme 2: Attunement to context 

Another common theme in the interviews was the need to attune SB ambitions and QP 

requirements to context-specific issues such as climatic conditions, the local market 

(preferences, willingness and ability to pay), and the Pilot’s overall objectives. For 

example, Epsilon stressed the need to carefully consider what people in the local 

market can afford (“if it is too expensive it will not be saleable”). Alpha, Beta and 

Gamma elaborated on the need to provide customers with freedom of choice, to attune 

the target price to the local market, and to understand local preconditions in general 

before making decisions regarding requirements, actions and efforts.  
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Expanding on the discussion above, Delta and Epsilon both noted the need to attune 

energy requirements to the Pilot’s SB ambitions. They stressed the specific need to not 

renounce requirements regarding low-impact materials to reach the lowest energy use 

possible, which they thought had been the case in the Pilot, despite the more holistic 

SB ambitions. Epsilon extended this line of reasoning by elaborating on SB, viewing 

the Pilot buildings in relation to the overall objectives for the urban area (in line with 

the QP). Together with Gamma, Delta and Epsilon further described the need to adopt 

a more long-term perspective when engaging in Pilots such as this one, e.g., in terms 

of long-term business and commercialisation opportunities for SB and low-energy 

houses. Gamma also stressed that since clients in general do not necessarily value 

low-energy houses in and of themselves, their life-cycle and operating cost advantages 

should be communicated to the client rather than focusing on their investment costs.  

Elaborating on the importance of careful design and different acts of verification, 

Alpha expressed concerns about whether such competences were regionally 

accessible. Alpha also deemed the passive-house concept to be far too demanding for 

his company to produce given the time and effort needed to produce detailed solutions 

to avoid thermal bridges and air leakages, to determine whether materials and 

components such as windows comply with requirements, and to perform verifications. 

Theme 3: Acknowledge and liaise with multiple areas of expertise  

As previously expressed by the Pilot initiators (Engström and Lidelöw 2015), the Pilot 

was organized with the explicit intention of gathering multiple competences and 

perspectives. The need to acknowledge and liaise with multiple areas of expertise 

(know-what, know-who, know-how) was another recurring theme in the interviews. 

Delta described entering the Pilot with the intention of learning about passive-house 

techniques. However, based on their interactions with other participating stakeholders, 

Delta described the emergence of a revised view of SB acknowledging e.g. the use of 

low-impact materials to be as important as low energy use.  

When assessing the Pilot process, Delta stressed the importance of enabling different 

actors to come together, stating that the arena created by the local authority for the 

different stakeholders to meet and interact had turned out to be more important than 

the Pilot itself. Similarly, Gamma noted that the Pilot had provided the resources 

necessary for experts of many sorts to interact. The cooperation among contractors 

that emerged during the Pilot was particularly highlighted by the interviewees as a 

positive experience. Alpha described how the contractors came to visit each other’s 

factories and thus gained insights into alternative ways of production. Delta described 

how the contractors had been obliged to open up to one-another in order to advance 

the Pilot, learning from each other and becoming less protective of their business 

practices. Epsilon described exchanges and joint elaboration of ideas to illustrate how 

the contractors came to cooperate during the Pilot, and Gamma stressed the 

significance of contractors exchanging knowledge, experience and even openly 

discussing cost estimates and calculations. According to Delta, an unexpected but 

important experience was that the open, “guards-down” cooperation had no 

drawbacks. Contrary, new opportunities had emerged and Delta and Epsilon stated 

that they had on-going plans for further business cooperation outside the Pilot.  

Reflecting on the Pilot, the interviewees observed that while the project had gathered 

multiple competences, market experts had been excluded. Alpha suggested that a local 

real estate agent should have been included in the Pilot to provide insights regarding 

the local market and counterbalance the passive-house expert’s perspective. 

Moreover, although contractors had been invited to participate in the expert-led 
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workshops together with, e.g., local authority officials, and the Pilot workshops were 

aimed at developing a shared understanding to support SB, interviewees stated that 

their experiences and points of view were not always taken into account (this was also 

noted by Pilot initiators; Engström and Lidelöw 2015). Alpha perceived that the 

contractors were expected to attend the workshops to “listen and learn” rather than to 

share their viewpoints and critically review experts’ suggestions. Beta pointed out as 

an important learning experience from the Pilot the significance of not only engaging 

contractors early on but of actually listening to them, i.e. taking their views into 

account. In line with Alpha and Beta, Delta stressed the importance of listening to one 

another (i.e. participating stakeholders with different experiences and understandings) 

to avoid specific considerations being given too much emphasis at the expense of 

others. The passive-house expert possessed a lot of knowledge which was willingly 

shared, Delta thought, but there was a lack of recognition of contractors’ input. 

REFLECTIONS DISCUSSED BASED ON SUSTAINABLE 

BUILDING RESEARCH 

Whereas researchers such as Williams and Millington (2004) and Martens (2006) 

argued that the significance and potential of sustainable development lies in the 

interrelation among domains, a skewed balance was described by the interviewees. 

Interviewees’ reflections suggest that, typically, SB was confused with energy-

efficient building which is not uncommon according to the review of Pan and Ning 

(2014). Supporting also the notion by Pan and Ning (ibid.) that efforts in SB often are 

concerned with environmental aspects and disregard other domains are interviewees’ 

remarks regarding the costs of energy-related solutions causing cutbacks elsewhere, 

and limited attention being paid to market and commercialization issues. As strongly 

argued by the interviewees, one significant consequence of neglecting commercial 

factors is a reduction in the saleability of the resulting buildings. This suggestion is 

supported by the fact that, to date, no houses have been built in the Pilot quarter. 

Interviewees’ Pilot reflections provided some new insights relevant to the academic 

discussion regarding the time- and spatial-scale dependence of SB. First, the 

interviewees described a long-term perspective on SB that seems more strongly linked 

to market and commercialization issues than to buildings’ adaptability and flexibility. 

Interviewees questioned the relevance of solutions for building adaptability which 

were suggested by the passive-house expert, stating that accounting for very unlikely 

scenarios is costly and may be impractical from a production-efficiency perspective. 

In addition, the tendency among researchers (noted by Pan and Ning 2014) to narrow 

down the spatial scale when assessing sustainability was also apparent in the 

interviewees’ reflections. Although Epsilon acknowledged the implications of SB on a 

broader spatial scale, including the interconnections between the building and its 

context, interviewees typically related SB to the component and/or building level. 

Third, supplementing the building-context relation emphasized in SB research, Alpha 

presented a process based-view of spatial-scale dependence by raising concerns over 

the accessibility of the competences required to implement SB practices.  

The precedence of a single sustainability domain (i.e. the environmental and, to some 

extent, the social domains) or individual aspects of one domain (i.e. energy use, air 

tightness, etc.) over others (economic and socioeconomic aspects) seems to have 

counteracted the holistic perspective that is advocated in the SB literature and which 

the Pilot’s initiators wished to propagate. Specifically, whereas the initiators’ intention 

was to develop a shared and holistic understanding of SB, our findings suggest that 
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the interviewees had varied understandings of the concept and that they and other 

participants during the Pilot came to take a reductionist approach to the complexities 

of SB. The interviewees’ notion that local-market preconditions were insufficiently 

accounted for during the Pilot suggests that a reductionist approach was adopted even 

during the development of the QP, which focused strongly on environmental aspects.  

The Pilot appears to have been organized in line with calls in SB research for 

collaboration among multiple expertise and competences (Magent et al. 2011) and for 

participative processes in which multiple stakeholders can express and contribute their 

different views and perceptions (e.g. du Plessis and Cole 2011). The interviewees 

highlighted the opportunities to meet and interact with different actors as a key 

positive outcome. However, they noted a lack of experts representing the economic 

domain from the market perspective to balance the input of engaged SB-experts. 

Interviewees also called particular attention to the significance of listening to all of the 

stakeholders’ views in addition to inviting multiple stakeholders to participate.   

CONCLUSIONS 

Benefits of the Pilot that were highlighted by the contractors seemed to include 

“learning outcomes” stemming from the provision of an arena that enabled different 

stakeholders to meet and interact. In some cases this seems to have supported revised 

perspectives on SB, changes in business practices, and the formation of new business 

relationships. However, our findings also expose tensions between SB intentions and 

SB as operationalized in the Pilot. Our assessment of the contractors’ reflections 

revealed three types of barriers to the advancement of the understanding and use of SB 

practices: a skewed balance of sustainability domains, the neglect of local context, and 

a skewed balance of stakeholder perspectives. In line with SB research and the 

contractors’ suggestions, the skewed balance of domains and neglect of local context 

in the Pilot could potentially have been counteracted if, for instance, trade-offs 

between different domains and requirements and the inclusion of opposing views had 

been managed differently. Our findings suggest that some stakeholder perspectives 

could have been more thoughtfully represented but also more explicitly accounted for.  

To date, there has been little research on the integration of multiple stakeholders for 

SB delivery (see, e.g., the review by Pan and Ning 2014). However, engaging multiple 

stakeholders is commonly recognized as “good practice” in the planning and design 

process, particularly for SB. Thus, underscoring Scott and Gough’s (2003) view of 

sustainable development and its implementation as a learning process, we propose that 

the management of stakeholders’ multiple and conflicting views requires further 

attention. Based on our findings we also suggest that further studies on the intangible 

outcomes of SB pilot projects, such as different stakeholders’ understandings of SB’s 

benefits and the barriers to its implementation, could provide important insights into 

factors affecting the adoption of SB principles in mainstream practice. 
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