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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Structural development of the tender based land allocation process enables an
improved public building development activity
Fredrik Lindblad

Faculty of Technology, Institution of Mechanical Engineering, Linnaeus University, Växjö, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Detailed planning for housing development is the responsibility of the respective municipalities in
Sweden. Further, an ambition to develop sustainable building solutions based on wood is
combined with each municipality’s building requirements, which increases complexity in the public
process. Public actions leading to increased construction of wooden multi-family houses are
important for all actors in this process, which is managed by municipalities through the Public
Procurement Act or the land allocation process, depending on their development plan and strategy.

The aim is to shed light on how the land allocation process is currently performed, to improve
efficiency and provide transparency and structure between developers and municipalities. The
study uses the public procurement process as a conceptual model to structure the various activities
in the land allocation process based on the similarities between the two processes. Thereafter, it is
applied to the tender-based land allocation process to provide a transparent process for
municipalities to follow.

The results display discrepancies in perception of the land allocation process and the level of
competence displayed by municipalities when managing this process. This hinders the
development of wooden multi-family houses in Sweden.
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Introduction

An investigation conducted by Boverket [National Board of
Housing, Building and Planning] estimated that approxi-
mately 240 of 290 Swedish municipalities show a shortage
of housing units, with a forecasted demand of approximately
600 000 housing units between 2015 and 2025 (Boverket
2015; Boverket 2018). This building goal can possibly be
realised by optimising the potential of using different building
materials for multi-family houses, a market currently domi-
nated by concrete and steel solutions, and where wooden
multi-family houses have a minor market share of approxi-
mately 13% (Andersson and Larsson 2014; TMF 2018). The
limited use of wood in construction could be seen as contra-
dicting the EU 2020 strategy that highlights increased use of
wood as an instrument to obtain green, sustainable building
solutions (EU 2011. COM 2020; EU 2012. COM 433).

Lindgren and Emmitt (2017) found that a shift towards
buildings that use wood-frames is not based on design and
technological features alone, but rather on political decisions
and public actions, such as development strategies, legislation
and taxation (Björheden 2006; Tudor et al. 2007). Further, the
National Agency for Public Procurement states that public pro-
curement activities withinmunicipalities are enabled to enforce
specific requirements in each procurement situation, but not
from whom they procure products or services (Upphandlings-
myndigheten [National Agency for Public Procurement] 2017).
This definition provides an important distinction for municipa-
lities’ actions related to building plans, including developing

and implementing sustainability solutions based on the gov-
ernment’s sustainability strategies (Gustafsson and Whilborg
2016). Municipalities can circumvent these limitations in their
general planning process by requiring specific solutions,
using the land allocation process, i.e. requiring wood in the
detailed development plans, thus increasing drivers for devel-
oping wood-based building solutions (Lundqvist and von Borg-
stede 2008; Hrelja et al. 2015).

Municipalities have to consider different legislations when
implementing development strategies for wood in new build-
ing projects. Of these, the Planning and Building Act (SFS
2010:900), the Swedish Environmental Code (SFS 1998:808),
the Public Procurement Act (SFS 2016:1145), and Boverkets
Building Regulations (BFS 2011:6) are perceived as the
primary legislation. Additional requirements for new building
developments are included in the Swedish Local Government
Act (SFS 1991:900) and the Act of Contracts (SFS 1915:218).
However, the Act on Guidelines for Municipality Land Allo-
cations (SFS 2014:899) provides municipalities with increased
flexibility in their building development activities. Sveriges
Kommuner och Landsting (SKL) [Swedish Association of Local
Authorities and Regions] has reviewed how the land allocation
process is used in combination with SFS 2010:900 and other
legislation (SKL 2014). In this respect, municipalities claim civil
law permits them to pose specific requirements in this
process, e.g. requiring wood-based building solutions (Lundq-
vist and von Borgstede 2008). In this context, municipalities
own land suitable for housing projects (Boverket 2013),
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which can be sold to developers by imposing specific require-
ments to finalise the sale (SFS 2014:899; Caesar 2016), a process
similar to the method used in procurement activities, Figure 1
(Weele 2010; Sanderson et al. 2015). Further, Caesar (2016)
found that the land allocation activity could in its current
form result in barriers for small or financially weak developers,
excluding them as a result of an insufficient structure in the
land allocation process combined with subjective decision-
making by municipalities (Caesar 2016). This could be
avoided by adopting a process similar to a procurement
model, which provides structure and transparency for all
involved parties (Weele 2010; Sanderson et al. 2015).

Although land allocation processes play a dominant role in
housing supply, Caesar (2016) concluded that research about
land allocation hardly exists. However, Caesar’s (2016) research
related to land allocation is established on a model by Kalbro
(2000), which identifies a method to classify the building devel-
opment process by Swedish municipalities based on develo-
pers’ involvement in municipalities’ plan preparation. Caesar
(2016) developed a model to synchronise the steps between
the land allocation- and planning processes to provide an
understanding of the involved activities up to project
implementation. The model was divided into three phases:
starting phase, synchronisation phase and final phase, incor-
porating both internal and external activities, e.g. decision of
project scope, selection of developer, development agreement,
and final contract to procure the land by the developer. It is
performed bymunicipalities using a certain degree of structure,
including project evaluation, which is described in the land allo-
cation phase (Caesar 2016) of Figure 2, and linking this to the
land allocation process in the centre of Figure 2. This is, from
the developers’ point of view, the initial step in a process
similar to the activities in a procurement situation, a process
Weele (2010) described as providing a structure for evaluating
activities, ensuring transparency and monitoring project fulfil-
ment (Figure 1). The procurement process (Weele 2010) is com-
bined in Figure 2 to display similarities with activities in the land
allocation process and the defined land allocation phases
(Caesar 2016). The procurement process displays required
activities to develop and finalise a proficient process, including

internal decisions, documentation and evaluation require-
ments, providing a different method to control how these
activities are performed and provide transparency and
efficiency in the land allocation process.

The model Caesar (2016) presented shares similar activities
until the contracting stage of the model by Weele (2010)
(Figure 1), where the relationship between the two models is
primarily from a structural, rather than a conceptual point of
view. These main differences are based on one model having
a sales focus (Caesar 2016) whereas the other has a procure-
ment focus (Weele 2010), which requires for different
methods to be used fulfilling the main deliverables of the
presented models. The procurement model provides a
more stringent process, offering greater control and structure
compared to land allocation phases that do not necessarily
impose the same requirements and structure due to the
legislation (SFS 2014:899). Furthermore, the method used in
the procurement model is based on a greater degree of
accountability due to the nature of the process, which
requires an organisation to monitor the degree of contract
fulfilment compared to the agreed levels in the procurement
process. This is not similar in the land allocation process that
has limited accountability, and structure the land allocation
phases (Figure 2) without developing a stringent method,
which directly influences the project outcome based on the
general scope and the finished products (Caesar 2016).
Hence, a more stringent method, similar to that of a procure-
ment model to control project deliverables could be ben-
eficial, Figure 1 (Koskele 2003), and would provide further
control beyond the scope displayed in the land allocation
phases, Figure 2. Further, the increased control provided by
a defined structure offers a greater likelihood of delivering
the project and focus in fulfilling specific areas, such as
cost control, building quality and environmental impact.
These benefits are not only contributed to the structure of
the model but are equally dependent on external factors
posed by, e.g. industry or by legislative conditions that can
influence the strategic outcome of organisational activities
related to the tender based land allocation, or procurement
process (Weele 2010).

Figure 1. Procurement process (Weele 2010).
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Using the model for procurement in a tender-based land
allocation context is centred on similarities between the two
processes, exemplified in Figure 2, combined with the
limited structural requirements defined in the land allocation
activity (Caesar 2016). Hence, this study is intended to provide
an increased understanding of the tender based land allo-
cation process from which improvements can be made, not
to change the activity described in SFS 2014:899 into a pro-
curement activity, i.e. use the process steps defined by
Caesar (2016) and identify how these steps could be per-
formed based on the procurement model in Figure 1. The
aim is to investigate how the tender based land allocation
process is currently performed by Swedish municipalities by
using the procurement process as a structural model.
Thereby, improving project efficiency, providing transparency
and structure to generate possibilities for developers to
successfully respond in the tender-based land allocation
process.

Delimitations

This study applies the procurement process as a model to
review performance of the tender-based land allocation
activity, which is based on direct similarities and intentions
displayed by municipalities performing this activity.

Conceptual framework

Local and regional governance is becoming more important
in the planning of housing developments, including consider-
ation of formal legislation and housing market requirements
that can restrict the balance between housing supply and
demand (Kang and Groetelaers 2018). Also, different
approaches to governance use different relational concepts
between actors, which need to be redefined in the strategic
governance setting, e.g. specific interests, tasks and concerns
(Poulsen 2009).

Strategic governance and planning are seen as a control
model to handle the cooperation and coordination of actions
between actors based on their ability to manage a specific
project, i.e. getting public and private actors to work together
for a mutual interest (Fredriksson 2015). The strategic planning
process in public governance is seen as formalising direction
and guidelines. It is a continuous process and an activity that
identifies both public and private stakeholders that make gov-
ernance possible (Healey 2009; Albrechts 2010; Fredriksson
2015; Hillier 2011). Furthermore, the organisation’s capability
and structure affect the long-term success of public projects
(Lamptey and Elle 2000). The increased influence of procure-
ment in public organisations requires a general understanding
of the methodology to manage the procurement function
(Addo-Duah et al. 2014). Hence, irrespective of implementing

Figure 2. Comparison of the land allocation process (Caesar 2016) and the procurement process (Weele 2010).
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or complying with public procurement legislation, effective
procurement activities largely depend on a well-trained and
skilled workforce, combined with a professional and structured
process (McCue and Gianakis 2001; Prier et al. 2010; Appiah
2011; McKevitt et al. 2012; Addo-Duah et al. 2014).

The procurement function in public organisations has
developed beyond its original scope and today incorporates
more than an internal focus (Tassabehji and Moorhouse
2008). It requires skills related to, e.g. economic growth,
environmental sustainability and market focus (Van Valken-
burg and Nagelkerke 2006; McCrudden 2007; Arrowsmith
2010; Atkinson and Sapat 2012). Careful design and evalu-
ation of the relevant aspects of procurement are crucial for
its success. This is why in recent years the public sector devel-
oped a gradual shift towards a structured method to assess
the procurement process (Dimitri 2013), similar to the struc-
tural requirements discussed by Corey (1978) and Sanderson
et al. (2015), dividing the procurement process into four
phases, similar to the procurement process in Figure 1
(Weele 2010). Only the first two phases apply to the structure
discussed in the tender management process, i.e. pre-con-
tract/selecting and contract (Table 1).

Also, similar process phases were identified in the studies
by Novack and Simco (1991) and Lawal (2012), yet, these
models have a slight variation on how the different process
steps look and the detail to which they describe the
process. However, these models all have a similar aggregated
perspective of what the process steps look like and what is
required to be included in these steps, described by Weele
(2010) in Figure 1 and the combined model in Figure 2.

The tender management process (Figure 1) is a process of
competitive bidding that is based on a project scope defined
by the client and where the contractor is normally required to
present a detailed design solution combined with a project
timeline (Song et al. 2009). The tender management process
includes activities up until the point of contract, which is fol-
lowed by contract execution and monitoring that includes
various milestones for the contractor, e.g. ordering, delivery
and project evaluation (Corey 1978; Novack and Simco
1991; Weele 2010; Lawal 2012; Sanderson et al. 2015). This is
particularly important for tender-based land allocation pro-
jects or a traditional procurement situation based on the
Public Procurement Act (SFS 2016:1145) where contractors’

evaluation requirements are stipulated. Hence, good
decision-making influences the outcome of the general
project, which is based on the availability of accurate infor-
mation to support decisions (Ncube and Dean 2002), and con-
tractor selection is one of the client’s main decisions (Eddie
and Heng 2004). This structure also represents the frame of
reference for developing a detailed tender management
schedule used in the tender management process, starting
with the expected completion date and incorporating
material provided by the client and handover date for the
final project (Caron et al. 1998).

However, it is important to note that the tender manage-
ment process is structured into a client side and a contractor
side, with different focus and requirements to consider (Weele
2010). The initial stages of the tender management process
are based on internal activities to accumulate information
that improves the quality of project requirements and evalu-
ation sent to contractors. The tender management process is
developed based on the client’s perceived requirements and
is defined in the specifications/pre-contract phase (Corey
1978; Weele 2010; Sanderson et al. 2015) or starting phase
(Caesar 2016). Since the decision-making process for sub-
mitted projects is complex, it is imperative for the client to
present project requirements in a way that makes it possible
to create a comparative evaluation that combines the results
of all the contractors’ submitted proposals (Ncube and Dean
2002). Also, procurement in construction projects is a multi-
dimensional process that requires a great degree of involve-
ment and control by all involved parties (Ruparathna and
Hewage 2015).

The structure for fulfilling the defined requirements of the
tender management process is achieved through good prac-
tice, encouraging the client to implement judicious contractor
selection techniques (Latham 1994). For that purpose, Fong
and Choi (2000) identified eight evaluation criteria for the
tender management process: tender price, financial capa-
bility, past performance, experience, resources, current work-
load, past relationship, and safety performance. Developing
suitable methods to evaluate proposals becomes increasingly
important to manage the project’s risk (Jaselskis and Russell
1992). According to Wong et al. (2000), evaluation methods
for construction projects changed from focussing on low-
cost principles to multi-criteria selections based on value
rather than cost. Also, the client will strive towards identifying
suitable contractors that contribute to a better construction
solution and minimising the potential for risk derived from
the evaluation phase of the tender management process
(Cheaitou et al. 2018).

Research process

The research process was initiated by participating in two
tender-based land allocation projects conducted from
October 2016 through March 2017, which provided an oppor-
tunity to identify the scope using land allocation for new
public building developments. The appointed steering com-
mittee collected and communicated documentation contain-
ing specific requirements during different process steps, i.e.
Request for Information (RFI) and Request for Quotation

Table 1. Phases and steps in the procurement process (Corey 1978; Sanderson
et al. 2015).

Phase 1: pre-contract
1. Identify need and develop a specification of the physical and performance
characteristics of the required goods or services.

2. Identify potential sources of supply.
3. Qualifications of potential suppliers and their goods or services.
4. Design the request for proposal/quotation and solicit of bids.
Phase 2: selection and contracting
5. Evaluate bids and select supplier.
6. Negotiate contractual terms and conditions with selected suppliers.
Phase 3: post-contract, relationship management
7. Monitor supplier performance and manage ongoing supplier relationships.
Phase 4: post-contract, operational delivery
8. Establish SCM strategies, control systems and performance measurement
systems.

9. Manage inventories of purchased parts, materials and supplies.
10. Recycle or dispose of unused materials and obsolete finished products.

4 F. LINDBLAD



(RFQ), which was followed by joint evaluation by the steering
committee to select the winning bid. Hence, the tender-based
land allocation process followed a similar process as displayed
in Figure 2 and the tender management part of the procure-
ment process (Figure 1).

Research design

The primary objective was to investigate how the land allo-
cation process is conducted, increasing transparency and
efficiency between developers and municipalities, which
would enable increased use of wood building solutions. The
research process is perceived as primarily exploratory with
descriptive components (Ellram 1996; Yin 2014). Further,
using different levels of interviews is a good choice for collect-
ing empirical data (Yin 2014) and provided a study suitable for
both a qualitative and quantitative research approach and a
mixed methodology, offering greater depth and range than
a single method could deliver (Wallerstein et al. 2011;
Mertens 2012). Thus, the choice of conducting a study com-
bining qualitative and quantitative deliverables was motiv-
ated by the land allocation process of Swedish
municipalities not being reviewed earlier in a tender manage-
ment context, which improves understanding of the land allo-
cation process. This research approach provides a structured
view of the complexity faced by the respondents in a cross-
sectional study which identifies the most important factors
influencing the land allocation process (Yoshikawa et al.
2013). This provided an opportunity to capture the scope
within the land allocation activity and identify transferable
understandings by the respondents using interviews (Lucero
et al. 2016). The interview template was based on 32 ques-
tions, where 22 questions had an additional quantitative
option for increased analysis possibilities.

Data collection

Data collection began by identifying the framework for the
study and key stakeholders involved in the building process
associated with the land allocation process, focussing on
wooden multi-family houses in Sweden. The objective was to
collect information regarding tender management activities
within the land allocation process, which is based on the per-
ception of the main stakeholders, i.e. municipalities and devel-
opers (McKendall and Wagner 1997). The municipalities in this
study represent different population sizes. Twenty percent (3
municipalities, 3 respondents) were smaller than 30 000, 55%
(9 municipalities, 12 respondents) were between 30 000–100
000, and 25% (4 municipalities, 5 respondents) represented
large urban areas, i.e. Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmo.
Equally, the selected developers represented a mix. Approxi-
mately 40% (8 companies, 8 respondents) of the companies
had a yearly turnover of less than 100 MSEK, 40% (8 companies,
8 respondents) had a yearly turnover of 100–500 MSEK, and
20% (4 companies, 4 respondents) had a yearly turnover
larger than 500 MSEK, providing a good cross-section of chal-
lenges faced by the developers, irrespective of company size.

Participating in the initial stages of the land allocation
activity gave necessary information regarding the general

structure and process requirements, which enabled the
design of a pre-interview template. Initially, six pre-interviews
were performed with key decision makers within the munici-
pality (1 planning manager and 2 project managers) and the
developers’ organisations (1 project manager, 1 CEO and 1
sales director). The pre-interviews served to validate the struc-
ture and questions for the main interview guide. After that, 40
interviews were conducted during April and May 2017 with 20
developers from 20 companies within the wood building
industry (6 CEOs, 5 business development managers, 5 sales
directors and 4 project managers) and 20 employees from 16
municipalities (11 land and exploration managers and 9 plan-
ning/project managers). The selection of respondents aimed
to incorporate different perspectives on the land allocation
process regarding wooden multi-family building projects. The
interviews took an average of 60 min over the phone or in
person, and the interview template was designed around the
land allocation process, the municipality’s building policy, the
strategic role of land allocation, requirements of the land allo-
cation process, and the managing organisation. The questions
were verified as significant during the pre-interview sessions
and were associated with activities until contract agreement,
i.e. internal customer specification and selecting (Figure 1).

Data analysis

The interviews were recorded, transcribed and analysed using
systematic text condensation (STC), which includes a review
of the transcripts that are condensed into shorter value state-
ments (Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). STC provides a loosely
held subjective process that offers feasibility combined with
an appropriate level of methodological structure that uses
descriptive and explorative methods to analyse qualitative
data derived from interviews (Malterud 2012). The statements
were categorised based on the assessment made by the
researcher to identify and sort meaning units, which provides
a structure of condensation, and finally synthesising the
meaningful units (Malterud 2012). The quantitative questions
used a five-point Likert scale, in which 1 indicates no impor-
tance or no focus and 5 indicates high importance or high
focus (Likert 1932) provided by respondents during the inter-
views. Questions that could not be answered by the five-point
scale used percentages to indicate how the industry perceives
these questions. Statistical results were created and are pre-
sented in Tables 2 and 3, displaying the mean, max, min
and standard deviation (SD) for each question. This provides
an opportunity to classify respondents’ perceptions and
increase understanding of how they answered in relation to
the total group (Boone and Boone 2012). The answers have
been separated into three intervals linked to the perceived
level of importance for the respondents, with 1.00 – 2.33 =
low importance/ability, 2.34 – 3.66 = average importance/
ability, and 3.67 – 5.00 = high importance/ability.

Credibility

This study adopted a dynamic research process to enhance
credibility, where interviews were recorded, transcribed and
summarised for comments by the research group or with
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key respondents within the industry (Halldórsson and Aastrup
2003). Also, the respondents became an integrated part of the
research process by providing opportunities to adjust the con-
clusion based on an increased understanding of the research
topic as the process evolved, which contributed to credibility
and reflected how well the researcher captured the

respondents’ perception (Halldórsson and Aastrup 2003;
Bailey 2007). Validity was addressed through pre-interviews
with respondents with different backgrounds and roles in
the land allocation process to validate the research scope
and question guide. Further, adopting a systematic analysis
procedure and continuous discussions between the involved
researchers improved the accuracy derived from the study
(Whitten et al. 2004).

Results and analysis

The first section of the results and analysis presents infor-
mation regarding the municipalities’ and developers’ strat-
egies regarding use of wood as a building material, and
general information about their roles in the land allocation
processes. The second section focuses on how activities
within the tender-based land allocation process are per-
formed by applying the structure of a procurement model,
which is based on similarities between the processes (Figure
2), i.e. activities during the internal customer, specification,
selecting and contracting phases (Figures 1 and 2). The infor-
mation provides an understanding of how the municipalities
and developers perceive the situation regarding develop-
ments of wood building solutions using the land allocation
process (SFS 2014:899).

Section 1

General information
Close to half of the municipalities have an ambition to
increase the number of buildings using a wood-based sol-
ution. However, only 33% of these municipalities have an
official strategy regarding the development of wood
buildings, a situation discussed by Appiah (2011) and
Addo-Duah et al. (2014) as contributing to project sub-
optimisation due to unclear strategic direction. Further-
more, 73% of the municipalities have no goals to increase
the number of wood buildings, and as a municipality
respondent remarked, “Not having any clear direction or
strategy towards wood buildings is the main factor for not
increasing this within the municipality today”. Also, a devel-
oper mentioned, “If the municipalities clearly state their
intentions towards wood buildings, they are seen as a sig-
nificant catalyst towards sustainability and wood building
development”. However, most of the municipalities use
official environmental policies rather than developing
something specific that targets wood buildings. This is
also evident considering their perception that political
decisions and plans are seen as drivers for wood-based
building solutions, which are not in focus for most munici-
palities. However, the study by Appiah (2011) finds that a
professional and transparent public process should be
employed, irrespective of legislative conditions, to enable
sufficient development in public projects. This is also men-
tioned in the studies by Arrowsmith (2010) and McCrudden
(2007) discussing the impact of public processes as enablers
of change based on defined strategies and planning
methods, which, e.g. provide opportunities for developing
environmental and sustainable building solutions.

Table 3. Statistical review of municipalities’ responses to questions 1–11.

# Municipalities Mean Max Min SD

1 What significance do you place on the
housing development plan?

4.30 5 3 0.76

2 To what extent are land allocation activities
used in the procurement process of wood
buildings?

4.09 5 2 0.90

3 Is it important for you to follow a pre-defined
structure in your procurement activity?

2.17 4 1 0.78

4 Do you conduct an analysis of previous
projects?

2.26 4 1 1.01

5 Are you capturing the citizens’ housing
requirements or, e.g. financial strength?

1.96 3 1 0.82

6 Do you pose any specific demands on the
developers, such as cost control or LCC?

2.48 4 1 0.99

7 Are you working together with the
developers to define requirements within
the procurement process?

2.13 4 1 0.92

8 How important do you consider a start-up
meeting conveying the project
specifications to the developers?

2.09 4 1 0.95

9 Are you carrying out a follow-up on project
completion to ensure that the objectives
are fulfilled?

1.61 3 1 0.72

10 How important is the land allocation activity
for the procurement process towards new
developments of wood buildings?

4.13 5 3 0.76

11 What is your view of including specific
demands favouring wood building
solutions?

2.78 5 1 1.04

Table 2. Statistical review of the developers’ responses to questions 1–11.

# Developers Mean Max Min SD

1 Are the municipalities’ chosen procurement
method of significance?

2.17 3 1 0.78

2 Do you consider the municipality to have
sufficient knowledge to manage the
procurement activity?

1.96 3 1 0.77

3 Are the municipalities following a clearly pre-
defined procurement process?

1.87 3 1 0.76

4 Are the municipalities transparent in the
evaluation criteria and are they following
this structure?

1.91 4 1 0.85

5 Do the municipalities have sufficient
knowledge to evaluate building solutions
based on wood?

2.00 3 1 0.67

6 How important is the land allocation activity
for the procurement process towards new
developments of wood buildings?

4.17 5 3 0.72

7 Are the municipalities entitled to pose
specific demands in the land allocation
process?

3.74 5 2 1.01

8 Are the municipality’s procurement
processes restricting the development of
wood buildings?

4.04 5 3 0.71

9 Do you consider your role in the land
allocation activity as a seller of a housing
solution?

4.65 5 3 0.65

10 Do consider that there is a requirement to
develop the procurement process to
facilitate an increase of wood buildings?

4.13 5 3 0.76

11 Do you think it is important to have a clear
evaluation process after project
completion?

4.13 5 3 0.81
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An important distinction regarding the tender-based land
allocation process is that despite developers procuring land
from the municipalities, the perception of 76% of the develo-
pers is that they had the role as a seller of a building solution
to the municipalities and rated it as having a high impact on
the process (Table 2, question 9). This was expressed by a
developer as, “It feels more like a sales process for possibly
being given an opportunity to acquire land for development,
which is based on how the activity is structured by the muni-
cipalities”. Another developer expressed it as, “Considering
the tender-based land allocation process a strange activity
with unclear roles between the parties, where you have to
perform a detailed sales activity to reach an opportunity to
procure land”, which is contradicted by municipalities
included in this study that consider themselves sellers of
land based on certain buyer requirements imposed on
developers.

However, this process could imply a switch of roles, since
the developers also see themselves as sellers during this
process. This is a situation that can contribute to misunder-
standing how the tender-based land allocation process is
intended to work, according to the model discussed by
Caesar (2016). This process displays activities similar to a pro-
curement situation, which would limit municipalities’ possi-
bility to pose specific requirements to use wood building
solutions (SFS 2016:1145). Despite this situation, municipali-
ties are not conducting an effective process, according to
the model discussed by Addo-Duah et al. (2014), since the
necessary understanding of the methodology for managing
structured work in a situation similar to a procurement
model is lacking. A developer expressed this as, “The munici-
palities have very limited knowledge and understanding of
managing this process, which is contributing to uncertainty
and an ambiguous process”.

Also, the developers have a general view that their possi-
bility to influence rules and regulations is limited, yet they
feel this possibility would be important for developing
wood buildings in Sweden. This is also reflected by one of
their perceived drivers for market development being govern-
mental and political factors, also defined by Ruparathna and
Hewage (2015) as important factors enabling procurement
of construction projects. A developer expressed this, saying,
“Increased transparency regarding the governmental
actions, and drivers would benefit the development of sus-
tainable construction using wood buildings, yet they are not
taking necessary initiatives or understanding the market
requirements to support this development”.

Section 2

Starting (internal customer) phase
The municipality’s executive board normally makes decisions
regarding building development that are executed by the
operational divisions within the municipality. This process is
applicable to discussions by Koskele (2003) and Weele
(2010) in Figure 1, as an internal customer in a procurement
context or as the starting phase discussed by Caesar (2016)
in land allocation. According to several municipality respon-
dents, planning decisions are normally based on the

programme for housing development or the general building
plan developed by the municipalities and government. In
some cases, official national statistics are utilised in combi-
nation with political decisions, reflected in Table 3, question
1. However, a municipality respondent considers this
process to be affected by, “The politicians pushing hard in
the decision-making process about what kind of develop-
ments that shall be implemented, which after that is inter-
preted by the civil servants based on plans, budget and
coordination effect with the municipality”. Only in rare situ-
ations is the actual requirement from the population cap-
tured, i.e. suitable cost levels, quality, size, or material
choice, which can limit the development of strategies as dis-
cussed by Atkinson and Sapat (2012).

The land allocation process is perceived as an important
tool for the municipality to develop its building development
programmes. Hence, 58% of the building development pro-
grammes use this process, and Table 3, question 2 confirms
the importance placed on this activity. Despite these
general tools, most development is often based on guess-
work, which by a municipality respondent explained as,
“Being based on qualified guesswork with an intention to
use official key figures related to population changes within
the municipality”. This contradicts the communicated impor-
tance of the planning process and having accurate infor-
mation available, discussed by McKevitt et al. (2012), Prier
et al. (2010) and Caesar (2016). The identified public drivers
reflect this, where development is based on political and gov-
ernmental decisions rather than market drivers. However, the
land allocation process has displayed issues regarding a
process lacking in transparency and prone to subjective jud-
gements from the municipalities, also mentioned by Caesar
(2016). According to the study by Caron et al. (1998), this is
an activity that would benefit from the end-user’s require-
ments being considered during the initial stage of the
process, rather than only focussing on requirements
specified in the initial stage provided by, e.g. the municipal-
ity’s executive board or planning department. The importance
municipalities place on this is captured in Table 3 question
4. It clearly communicates the limited importance of the
end-user’s requirements, and as a municipality respondent
commented, “We have the opportunity to improve the
process by understanding what we have done in the past
and understanding what the market requires, yet we have
limited capabilities to capture and utilise this kind of infor-
mation today”.

Specification phase
The developers do not consider that municipalities have the
knowledge to manage the process; municipalities provide
insufficient information, which results in unclear require-
ments, as reflected by scoring the municipalities’ ability to
manage this as low (Table 2, questions 2 and 3). This is dis-
cussed by a developer as, “The municipalities don’t have the
necessary knowledge that you would expect from a counter-
part in this type of process”. As another developer put it, “The
process varies from different municipalities, and I feel they
would greatly benefit if they internally clarified what is
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expected from this process and how they can achieve their
intended targets”.

Additionally, the importance of professionalism to a suc-
cessful process was discussed in the studies by McCue and
Gianakis (2001), McKevitt et al. (2012) and Prier et al. (2010).
A developer mentioned that they “Consider the municipali-
ties’ actions to generate unclear responses from the develo-
pers as a method to influence the decisions arbitrarily”. This
is partially reinforced by the municipalities confirming that
they only utilise a formalised process to a limited degree
and instead favour an ad hoc structure. Hence, the municipa-
lities do not consider it important to follow a pre-defined
process (Table 3, question 3). This contradicts the discussion
by Ncube and Dean (2002) highlighting the importance of
available information to provide a clear understanding of
the requirements. The developers highlight the municipali-
ties’ lack of structure as a problem and consider the municipa-
lities to be subjective in their decisions and that their ad hoc
structure contributes to communication issues regarding
evaluation methods. This is reinforced by a developer
stating, “It is difficult to get a clear understanding regarding
their requirements, since these are subjective and very
poorly communicated, which implies that the decisions are
made randomly and are difficult to follow up”. Another devel-
oper perceives the process as having “Absolutely no clarity in
how you will be evaluated, which may not matter because
they do not seem to follow this anyway”. The issue described
by the developers is discussed in similar terms by Arrowsmith
(2010), highlighting the importance of a defined structured
for an efficiently managed process.

The unstructured approach to communicating project spe-
cifications is reflected by the limited focus in following up on
previous projects, which several municipalities mentioned
and is reflected in Table 3, question 4. The process is based
on ad hoc initiatives, and results are not shared internally,
resulting in possible sub-optimisation, which could be based
on an untrained workforce and an unprofessional structure
design, according to Appiah (2011) and Addo-Duah et al.
(2014). This provides increased subjectivity when evaluating
a developer’s solutions, which are directly based on limited
information in the specification phase. A municipality respon-
dent explained, “We would greatly benefit from a more strin-
gent and standardised process to make sure our project
objectives are being fulfilled and provide the developers
with improved possibilities to successfully respond to our
process”.

The developers also see this as an issue and score the
municipalities’ ability to provide sufficient transparency
during the evaluation as low (Table 2. question 4). The study
by Jaselskis and Russell (1992) recommend developing
detailed specifications to manage project risks. Furthermore,
the municipalities see value in developing a new process to
incorporate inhabitants’ opinions when developing specifica-
tion material, which would contribute to a more accurate spe-
cification process. However, this is not prioritised due to time
constraints and general resource issues, which contrasts with
the development trends of similar projects, according to
Wong et al. (2000). Moreover, the developers consider the
municipalities’ decision to use the land allocation activity as

their primary model as having a limited influence on the
process itself (Table 2, question 1). Still, both municipalities
and developers perceive the land allocation activity to be
beneficial for building developments using wood solutions
(Table 3, question 10 and Table 2, question 6). One developer
commented, “Land allocation is an excellent process for the
municipalities to control the building development in a
specific direction, e.g. certain companies, design or material”.
However, not having the ability to communicate expectations
clearly, uncertainty regarding respective roles, and lack of
transparency in the tender-based land allocation activity
impacts the process negatively and is similar to concepts dis-
cussed by Dimitri (2013), who mentioned careful design and
evaluation as factors for a successfully managed process.
Further, Caesar (2016) also considers lack of transparency in
the tender-based land allocation process a factor that would
negatively influence the process.

Selecting phase
The municipalities’ insufficient structure in the specification
process negatively influences the selection process, according
to some developers in this study. The municipalities are rela-
tively limited in their requirement profiles and normally leave
it open for the developers to present their concepts and sol-
utions regarding energy, environmental solution, availability
etc. Doing so contradicts the positive impact of a defined
evaluation structure supporting an overall process, as
described by Fong and Choi (2000). However, somemunicipa-
lities express this as a deliberate strategy to use the land allo-
cation process as a development tool for new enhanced
building solutions, and where the municipalities’ focus is pri-
marily on building design, all other issues are perceived to be
dealt with by developers during the application for building
permits. This perspective is confirmed by the limited impor-
tance placed on this area (Table 3 question 6). The process
lacks in transparency, according to the developers, and is
mainly based on the municipalities’ subjective evaluations.
A developer mentions, “Feels like there is a lot of subjectivity
and guessing from the municipalities’ side where expensive
solutions, high quality and modern design have a better
chance, contributing to a higher end-user cost”. According
to Caesar (2016), it can create a situation where small and
financially weak developers are excluded from the process.
Also, in certain circumstances, being awarded a contract is
only based on the individual’s opinion at the time of evalu-
ation, which one developer explained as, “The evaluation of
land allocation projects is reflected through contradictory
evaluations made for the same project at a different time by
the same individuals within the municipalities”. This senti-
ment can be attributed to insufficient evaluation criteria for
the projects and poor performance and knowledge by muni-
cipalities. Addo-Duah et al. (2014) discussed it as contributing
to limit the development potential of a project, i.e. wood-
based building solutions.

It is distressing that an ad hoc and subjective process is
applied, since Eddie and Heng (2004) emphasise that contrac-
tor selection is the client’s main decision. A developer stated,
“The municipalities need to follow a transparent evaluation
method that increases confidence in their abilities using a
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stringent quality practice and standardised methods to
provide similar evaluations irrespective of time or project”.
Hence, the developers perceive that the municipalities’
current methods during their tender-based land allocation
process restrict the development of wood-based building sol-
utions due to their subjective selection process and knowl-
edge, which can contribute to them choosing inferior
solutions (Table 2, question 8). This structure contradicts the
recommendations made by Fong and Choi (2000), Dimitri
(2013) and Latham (1994), highlighting the importance of a
stringent evaluation process for all relevant aspects to fulfil
defined project goals.

The evaluation process is something, according to muni-
cipalities, that must be improved and standardised to
include quantifiable evaluation methods. Weele (2010) and
Dimitri (2013), also emphasise the importance of stringent
evaluation methods. Also, the developers perceive a need
to change the tender-based land allocation process and
reduce the uncertainty projected by municipalities (Table
2, question 10). Therefore, it could be beneficial to hold
start-up meetings where developers are invited to ensure
that the project material is understood. This was suggested
by the developers as helpful for project fulfilment and
shared by the municipalities that considered this adds
value by minimising confusion. However, these meetings
currently only take place to a limited extent in certain muni-
cipalities, which have indicated a limited focus on this topic
(Table 3, question 8). This limited focus is in contrast with
the importance that should be placed on these activities
for a successfully implemented project, according to Rupar-
athna and Hewage (2015). A municipality respondent stated,
“This is not conducted today due to a great degree of sub-
jectivity in the process, but I recognise that there would be
a great value to develop this to further to enhance the
quality derived from the projects”.

The municipalities are currently starting to pose specific
requests favouring wood building solutions, including a
greater environmental focus, where the tender-based land
allocation process is seen as a useful tool to support this
activity. Lindgren and Emmitt (2017) mention that successful
selection of a wood-based building solution is linked to an
active political agenda to reduce environmental impact,
which is furthered by an ability to pose specific require-
ments regarding the selection of building solutions.
However, the statistical information gave a slightly contradic-
tory result since the developers and municipalities scored
this ability differently (Table 2, question 7 and Table 3, ques-
tion 11). A municipality respondent said, “This is something
that is useful and further provides an opportunity to push
the development in a specific direction”, whereas a develo-
per has an approach where “The municipalities can pose
whatever requirements they want if these are the conditions
for us to buy land and develop our solution”. Further, Van
Valkenburg and Nagelkerke (2006) and Atkinson and Sapat
(2012) discuss that a broader scope including, e.g. environ-
mental impact assessments to create a comprehensive strat-
egy are supported by the possibility to pose specific
requests, as with the land allocation process, as beneficial
for development.

Contracting phase
Contracts are awarded, according to the municipalities, based
on the fulfilment of predetermined specifications communi-
cated to the developers during the tender-based land allo-
cation process. However, considering the municipality
respondents’ previous statement regarding an insufficient
process with limited standardisation based on subjective
evaluations, objectivity is a challenge. Currently, this is a
process that is in contrast to the recommendations by
Latham (1994) advocating the importance of having defined
evaluation requirements for the contract selection phase,
which, according to Jaselskis and Russell (1992), also contrib-
ute to managing risk in the tender management process
(Cheaitou et al. 2018). This is shared by a developer’s percep-
tion of the process, i.e. “This is not based on any clear evalu-
ation criteria, which provides difficulties understanding why
certain projects are being awarded an opportunity and also
makes improvements of rejected projects difficult”.

According to the developers, municipalities also suffer
from limited knowledge of evaluating solutions based on
wood, which contributes to difficulties in developing wood-
based solutions. Hence, the developers score this ability as
low for the municipalities (Table 2, question 5). However,
some municipalities included in this study try to mitigate
the problem by contracting specialists, as one municipality
explained, “We contact universities and external consultants
to bridge the knowledge gap, facilitating a fair project evalu-
ation”. This would, according to the municipalities, generate a
higher degree of understanding regarding possibilities
throughout the building process, which is supported by
Weele (2010) and Ncube and Dean (2002), who emphasised
the importance of using an evaluation method that creates
opportunities for equal evaluations.

Reflections and conclusion

The purpose of this study is to provide an understanding of
how the tender-based land allocation process is performed,
providing transparency and improved project efficiency for
developers to successfully respond in this process.

The tender-based land allocation process is an activity
where municipalities can sell land to be used for building
developments. The initial stage of this activity, the starting
phase (Caesar 2016) is similar to the internal customer stage
(Figure 2), mentioned by Weele (2010), Sanderson et al.
(2015) and Caesar (2016), since both activities define the
pre-conditions of what is required to be fulfilled by the
project. The land allocation process is used during public
building development and increases control, since municipa-
lities are officially selling land to developers. Doing so avoids
limitations defined in the Public Procurement Act (SFS
2016:1145), i.e. restrictions in posing specific requirements
regarding, e.g. material choice and design, which Caesar
(2016) stated was a positive effect when using the land allo-
cation process that has no such limitations. For many new
public housing developments, the decision-making process
uses official statistics and planning tools, including demo-
graphic information and design strategies. However, the
population’s requirements are not captured to the same
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extent, e.g. building standards and costs. Capturing this
additional information would support the specification
phase by understanding the population’s expectations.

The specification phase is considered a key activity that
directly correlates to the project’s success, which is based
on the defined requirements and information quality pro-
vided (Dimitri 2013). Hence, the work conducted at this
stage reflects how well municipalities manage the project
and to what extent it is communicated to developers. Cur-
rently, the municipalities’ specification phase lacks in struc-
ture and information quality, which is discussed by Lawal
(2012) as necessary for a successful process. The inferior
quality in the specification phase could be derived from
municipalities that see themselves as seller in the land allo-
cation process, which is not an opinion shared by the devel-
opers in this study that consider themselves as sellers of
building solutions. Therefore, the tender-based land allo-
cation process should apply a structural model based on
the procurement process for increased process transparency
and structure, which would consider developers’ perception
of the relationship with municipalities, i.e. that they have to
comply with various demands made by municipalities to
acquire land with the municipality’s intent to control the
result, an activity defined by Weele (2010), Corey (1978), San-
derson et al. (2015), and Lawal (2012). Furthermore, unclear
evaluation requirements pose problems for developers
regarding how and to what they are to respond. Using the
procurement process as a conceptual model to capture
information in a standardised way allows developers to
respond based on actual requirements rather than on their
subjective interpretation of a specific situation, which is dis-
cussed by Arrowsmith (2010) as negatively influencing the
project outcome.

Insufficient structure also influences the selection phase,
which results from the initial ad hoc specification phase
where explicit project deliverables are absent (Caesar 2016).
This makes it difficult for developers to comprehend project
expectations, which is discussed in the study by Ncube and
Dean (2002) that highlights the importance of accurate infor-
mation in the decision-making process. Further, this lack of
structure is reinforced during the municipalities’ selection
process, which favours design and quality levels beyond the
initial project scope, based on the individual’s subjective per-
ception of the proposed solution. If municipalities developed
a process and communicated their project expectations, e.g.
cost components, design elements, environmental factors at
the beginning, it would support the overall process, similar
to the models discussed by Sanderson et al. (2015) and
Corey (1978). These components could be the basis for an
evaluation structure with an equal comparison between the
various proposals based on qualitative and quantitative
elements, such as cost/m2 and fulfilment of design elements,
providing an objective process for selecting the best solution
(Eddie and Heng 2004).

The possibility of having a criteria-based method during
the contracting phase would support the decision-making
process and leverage the knowledge gap displayed by muni-
cipalities in this process. Hence, a method should be devel-
oped to evaluate the level of completion compared to the

initially proposed solution (Figure 1), which would be sup-
ported by the ability to capture information from previous
projects. Furthermore, if municipalities have an ambition to
develop wood-based building solutions, their knowledge of
wood as a building material should be reflected to facilitate
project delivery by all involved parties, as discussed by
Addo-Duah et al. (2014) and McKevitt et al. (2012), who men-
tioned the importance of having appropriate knowledge
about both the process and subject area for successful
project fulfilment.

The study concludes that the municipalities, to a certain
extent, follow a procurement-like process (Figures 1 and 2),
i.e. they perform some of the activities but with limited struc-
ture, content and execution. The main problem is the munici-
palities’ inability to communicate their requirements and lack
of sufficient knowledge to manage the process, as discussed
by Weele (2010), Corey (1978) and Sanderson et al. (2015).
Further, the municipalities’ evaluations are based on individ-
uals’ subjective opinions, which does not specifically
support the development of wooden multi-family houses
(Caesar 2016). Municipalities with a defined wood building
strategy have made a strategic choice to include wood build-
ings as a requirement in their land allocation activity, which is
a driver for increased use of wood in new building develop-
ments and an important factor for success according to
Lundqvist and von Borgstede (2008) and Hrelja et al. (2015).
However, this will not contribute to reducing uncertainty for
developers, since municipalities continue to use subjective
evaluation methods. Therefore, development towards quali-
tative and quantitative national standards, based on building
specific requirements, will be required to improve the process
and facilitate the development of sustainable building
solutions.

Further studies should focus on understanding what suit-
able methods and tools are required to facilitate a criteria-
based evaluation model similar to activities in a procurement
process. This could include quantifiable evaluation measure-
ments and an environmental life cycle focus. Furthermore,
attention should be given to developing a material-indepen-
dent evaluation solution, placing building specification in
focus.
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