
138 | ﻿

A . 	 Revision paper

The revision paper on the opposite side was the result of  a discussion with 
postgraduate students Märta Helander and Amanda Dahl of  the Royal Dan-
ish Academy of  Fine Arts School of  Architecture about the scope and content 
of  the tentative model of  social sustainability presented on page 73.



Revision Paper | 139



140 | ﻿

B . 	 MCDM Excel Tool

The simple MCDM tool developed in Excel is able to aggregate scores and 
weights of  indicators and calculate the score of  each criteria. The tools uses 
the three Excel sheets shown here.

1. Weighting of criteria and aggregation of indicators scores
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1. Weighting and scoring of indicators

3. Visualisation of results
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C . 	 Measurement scales

Measurement scales used in the case study to convert quantitative and 
qualitative results to a common qualitative scale. Numbers in red and green 
denote the score of  the existing condition and design proposal, respectively.

Score Judgement Human scale is observed in

10 Excellent
Neighbourhood plan, building size, plan, 
façades and outdoor spacesv

9 Good to excellent
Building size, plan, façades and outdoor 
spaces

8 Good Building plan, façades and outdoor spaces

7 Fair to good Building plan and façades

6 Fair Building plan and ground floor

5 Acceptable to fair Building plan and entrances

4 Marginally acceptable Building plan

Score Judgement Feeling of security (lighting)

10 Excellent Lighting in all areas

9 Good to excellent

8 Good Lighting in all main paths

7 7 Fair to good

6 Fair Lighting at main access path

5 Acceptable to fair

4 Marginally acceptable Lighting at entrances

Score Judgement Natural surveillance of

10 Excellent All areas + no narrow, enclosed spaces

9 Good to excellent Most areas + no narrow, enclosed spaces

8 Good
Most areas + only few narrow, enclosed 
spaces

7 Fair to good
Some areas + only few narrow, enclosed 
spaces

6 Fair
Some areas + some narrow, enclosed 
spaces

5 Acceptable to fair
Only few areas + some narrow, enclosed 
spaces

4 Marginally acceptable
Only few areas + a considerable amount of 
narrow, enclosed spaces

Score Judgement Good visibility in

10 Excellent All areas

9 Good to excellent All but few areas

8 Good Most areas

7 Fair to good Half of the area

6 Fair Some areas

5 Acceptable to fair Few areas

4 Marginally acceptable Main access route only

Score Judgement Connection to city

10 Excellent
Good, level-less connection by roads, pedes-
trian and bike paths.

9 Good to excellent
Good connection by roads, pedestrian and 
bike paths.

8 Good
Connection by roads, pedestrian and bike 
paths.

7 Fair to good
Good connection by roads and pedestrian 
paths

6 Fair Connection by roads and pedestrian paths

5 Acceptable to fair Good connection by pedestrian paths

4 Marginally acceptable Connection by pedestrian paths

Score Judgement Entrances

10 Excellent
Distinctive, open, light, connect through 
building, towards public area

9 Good to excellent

8 Good
Distinctive, connect through building, 
towards public area

7 Fair to good

6 Fair Towards public area, open

5 Acceptable to fair Withdrawn

4 Marginally acceptable Door

Score Judgement Ability to shape own space

10 Excellent
Abundant options in apartment and on 
building and neighbourhood level

9 Good to excellent
Many options in apartment and on building 
and neighbourhood level

8 Good
Some options in apartment and on building 
and neighbourhood level

7 Fair to good
Some options in apartment and on building 
level

6 Fair
Limited options in apartment and on 
building level

5 Acceptable to fair
Few options in apartment and on building 
level

4 Marginally acceptable Few options in apartment

Score Judgement Daylight factor in centre of living room

10 Excellent 3,5–4%

9 Good to excellent 3–3,5%

8 Good 2,5–3%

7 Fair to good 2–2,5%

6 Fair 1,5–2%

5 Acceptable to fair 1–1,5%

4 Marginally acceptable 0,5–1%
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Score Judgement Area used by non-residents

10 Excellent
High volumes effectively attracted and 
facilitated

9 Good to excellent

8 Good Moderate volumes attracted and facilitated

7 Fair to good

6 Fair Low volumes attracted and facilitated

5 Acceptable to fair

4 Marginally acceptable Very small volumes

Score Judgement Differentiation of private and public

10 Excellent
Graduated transition between private, 
semi-private and public outdoor spaces

9 Good to excellent
Transition between private, semi-private and 
public outdoor spaces

8 Good
Graduated transition between private and 
public outdoor spaces

7 Fair to good
Transition between private and public 
outdoor spaces

6 Fair
Graduated transition between private indoor 
and public outdoor

5 Acceptable to fair
Transition between private indoor and public 
outdoor

4 Marginally acceptable
Sharp transition between private indoor and 
public outdoor

Score Judgement Local landmarks

10 Excellent Abundance

9 Good to excellent More than one per building

8 Good One per building

7 Fair to good Few

6 Fair More than one

5 Acceptable to fair One

4 Marginally acceptable None

Score Judgement Meeting places

10 Excellent Abundance of highly varied meeting places

9 Good to excellent
More than one per building, highly varied 
types

8 Good More than one per building, varied types

7 Fair to good One per building, varied types

6 Fair One per building

5 Acceptable to fair Less than one per building

4 Marginally acceptable One meeting place available

Score Judgement Common facilities

10 Excellent
Several easy-access multi-use common 
spaces per building

9 Good to excellent
Several easy-access common spaces per 
building

8 Good
One easy-access common space per 
building

7 Fair to good One common space per building

6 Fair Less than one common space per building

5 Acceptable to fair One common space

4 Marginally acceptable One restricted-access common space

Score Judgement Qual. of maintenance and care

10 Excellent < -

9 Good to excellent < -

8 Good < -

7 Fair to good < -

6 Fair < -

5 Acceptable to fair < -

4 Marginally acceptable < -

Score Judgement Local societies / communities

10 Excellent
Capacity to support high number of formal 
and informal groups and activities 

9 Good to excellent

8 Good
Capacity to support moderate number of 
formal and informal groups and activities

7 Fair to good

6 Fair
Capacity to support low number of formal 
and informal groups

5 Acceptable to fair

4 Marginally acceptable Capacity for resident’s association only

Score Judgement Foot traffic to and through area

10 Excellent
High volumes effectively attracted and 
facilitated

9 Good to excellent

8 Good Moderate volumes attracted and facilitated

7 Fair to good

6 Fair Low volumes attracted and facilitated

5 Acceptable to fair

4 Marginally acceptable Very small volumes
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D . 	 Case Study Existing Drawing 
material

Plans and elevations of  the blue houses in Fyrklövern, Upplands Väsby.

FA
S

A
D

 M
O

T 
V

Ä
S

TE
R

FA
S

A
D

 M
O

T 
Ö

S
TE

R

1:
20

0

1:
20

0

1
2

3
1

2
3

FA
S

A
D

 M
O

T 
V

Ä
S

TE
R

FA
S

A
D

 M
O

T 
Ö

S
TE

R

1:
20

0

1:
20

0

1
2

3
1

2
3

El
ev

at
io

n 
ea

st
, 1

:3
0

0
El

ev
at

io
n 

w
es

t, 
1

:3
0

0



Case Study Existing Drawing Material | 145

Plan first to fifth floor, 1:300 Plan ground floor, 1:300
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E . 	 Urban Structure Analyses 
and Mental Maps

Analyses inspired by SAVE (Stenak 2011) and Lynch (1960). Drawings 
courtesy of  the design team. 

Buildings and their associated outdoor spaces Walking paths around the blue houses

North-south section of Fyrklövern through the blue houses.
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Mental map inspired by Lynch (1960)

West-east section of Upplands Väsby
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F . 	 Case Study Proposal 
Drawing Material

Plans and elevations of  the case study proposal for transformation of  the 
blue houses in Fyrklövern, Upplands Väsby. West elevations are not included 
but are similar to east elevations.
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Opstalt nord 1:200

Elevation north, 1:400

Elevations east, 1:400

Building 1 Building 2
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Opstalt syd 1:200

Elevation south, 1:400

Building 3 Building 4
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G . 	 STED Network Conference 
Poster and Discussion Group 
Hand-out

This poster was presented by the author at the Nordic Built Sustainable 
Transformation & Environmental Design (STED) Network Conference at the 
Norwegian University of  Science and Technology (NTNU), Trondheim, Nor-
way, on 9 June 2016.
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This handout was used to supplement the author’s poster presentation in 
the subsequent discussion groups to facilitate feedback on the model. Several 
indicators have since been altered/removed.
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H . 	 Design Guide leaflet

This leaflet is intended as a condensation of  the social sustainability model 
into a pocket format.
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