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Abstract 
The Sustainability Product Scorecard (SPS) is a new tool developed by IKEA of Sweden and it is used 
to measure the level of sustainability of each product within the range. Eleven weighted criteria are 
used to evaluate each product and the calculated score is compared to the targeted level of a More 
Sustainable product. The total score of the range is then to be compared with the overall goal for fiscal 
year 2015 of having 90% of the sales share deemed as More Sustainable.  
 
The purpose of this thesis is to score and analyse parts of the running range and evaluate how to best 
meet the goals of FY15. Also, there is a need to further integrate the SPS tool in the new product 
development process since the initial implementation has met resistance and a subjective interpretation 
of how and when to work with the tool has arisen. 
 
The objectives of this thesis required an initial exploratory research approach to be able to get a 
holistic view of the problem at hand. As the problem became less vague from a deeper understanding, 
unnecessary data and approaches could be filtered out. The use of interviews provided qualitative 
findings, whereas the scoring process gave quantitative data for analysis. 
 
The investigation into the usage of the SPS tool and the scoring process has been performed at two 
departments. The first, Lighting, has by the end of this thesis a sales share of 25% More Sustainable 
products. The second, Store and Organize, reached further with 47% of its sales share being deemed 
as More Sustainable. The interviews performed and the experience gained throughout this process has 
shown that Lighting has come further with the integration of the tool, partly due to the fact that it is 
smaller, and thus less integration is need, and partly because a fixed and consistent way of working 
with the SPS tool has been deployed. At the second department, and the business area to which it 
belongs, the interviews have shown that there is frustration and confusion regarding both how and 
when to use the SPS tool. 
 
Based on the findings, Lighting should focus on solution that can be used across the entire range, e.g. 
including low energy bulbs or redesign the lampstands used. Store and Organize should focus on 
individual product families and actions should be taken regarding the materials in, and the quality of, 
the products, as well as the suppliers used. A framework has also been developed to enable a 
consistent way of work with the purpose of removing the subjective interpretations that have been 
present. 
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Sammanfattning 
IKEA of Sweden har utvecklat ett nytt verktyg, Sustainability Product Scorecard, med avsikten att 
kunna mäta hållbarheten ur miljöhänsyn hos alla produkter i sortimentet. Elva viktade kriterier 
används för att utvärdera varje produkt och den framräknade poängen jämförs mot uppsatta målet för 
en Mer Hållbar (More Sustainable) produkt. Den totala poängen för sortimentet kommer sedan 
jämföras mot det övergripande målet för budgetår 2015 där 90% av säljvärdet ska vara klassificerat 
som Mer Hållbart. 
 
Avsikten med detta examensarbete är att poängsätta och analysera delar av sortimentet och utvärdera 
hur målen för budgetår 2015 bäst ska nås. Det finns även ett behov av en djupare integration av 
verktyget i produktutvecklingsprocessen eftersom den initiala implementering har mött motstånd och 
en subjektiv bedömning kring hur och när arbetet med verktyget hur uppkommit. 
 
Målsättningen med arbetet krävde en initial utforskande forskningsmetod för att kunna få en holistisk 
bild av problemet. I och med att problemet blev klarare på grund av en djupare förståelse kunde 
onödiga data och synsätt filtreras ut. Intervjuer förde med sig kvalitativt underlag, medan 
poängsättningsprocessen gav kvantitativ data för analys.  
 
Utredningen rörande användandet av verktyget och poängsättningsprocessen har utförts på två 
avdelningar. Den första, Belysning, har vid slutet av detta arbete ett säljvärde av 25% Mer Hållbara 
produkter. Den andra, Förvaring, har nått längre med 47% av säljvärdet klassificerat som Mer 
Hållbart. De utförda intervjuerna och de erfarenheterna som erhållits genom hela denna process har 
visat att Belysning har kommit längre med integreringen av verktygen, delvis beroende på att de är 
mindre, varvid mindre integration krävs, och delvis beroende på att en fast och konsekvent 
arbetsmetodik rörande verktyget har använts. Vid den andra avdelningen, och dess affärsområde, har 
intervjuerna visat frustration och förvirring rörande både hur och när verktyget bör användas.  
 
Baserat på dessa resultat bör Belysning fokusera på lösningar som kan användas genom hela 
sortimentet, exempelvis att inkludera lågenergilampor eller omkonstruera de lampfötter som används. 
Förvaring bör fokusera på enstaka produktfamiljer och man bör se över materialen som används i, och 
kvaliteten av, produkterna, men även arbeta för att förbättra leverantörerna. Ett beskrivande underlag 
har utvecklats för möjliggöra en konsekvent arbetsmetod med avsikten att eliminera de subjektiva 
bedömningarna som har funnits.  
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1 Introduction 
IKEA was founded in 1943 in Älmhult by Ingvar Kamprad. The business started with Kamprad 
buying matches, painting the boxes and selling them to a higher price to his neighbours. The business 
expanded to a mail order company before the first show room opened in Älmhult 1953. The range had 
by then expanded to furniture and more and more of the range was being developed and produced 
exclusively for IKEA. The company grew and today there are 287 stores worldwide, and the total 
revenue of 2011 was 25.2 billion EUR with a total of 131 000 people employed. (IKEA, 2012a) 
 
The part customers usually associates with the company of IKEA, the stores, are owned by the IKEA 
Group. There are several companies within the IKEA Group – covering range strategy, product 
development, logistics, retail and manufacturing. 
 
IKEA of Sweden 
The centre for range and product development is IKEA of Sweden (IOS) and it is located in Älmhult, 
Sweden. The entire range, approximately 10 000 products, is developed by IOS. The company is 
divided into Business Areas (BA), consisting of one or several Home Furniture Businesses (HFB). The 
goals and directives are supplied from IOS management, but each BA is responsible for its own 
product range and development. The HFBs are responsible for “creating the home furnishing offer, 
supplying the home furnishing offer and communicating and selling the home furnishing offer” (IKEA, 
2011a, p. 21). IOS is structured as a matrix organization, where the matrices horizontally are 
represented by Range, Technical, Supply and Commercial. There are also functions supporting the 
matrix such as Sustainability, Business Processes & Systems and HR & Competencies. 

1.1 Background 
Even though sustainability has always been important within all parts of IKEA, it was not until 2010 
that it was deemed as the forth cornerstone and an integrated part of IKEA’s business and long term 
strategies. IKEA has adopted the same definition of sustainability as the one developed in the UN 
document Our Common Future, often referred to as the Brundtland Commission: 
 

“Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. 

(UN, 1987, p. 43) 
 
In relation to this, IKEA developed a Sustainability Direction for fiscal year 2015 (FY15) with the 
overall goal that at least 70% of consumers agree that IKEA is a company that in action shows it takes 
social and environmental responsibility. Five key components or primary goals where derived from 
this overall goal and they are (IKEA, 2011b, p. 9): 
 

1. Offering a range of products that are more sustainable. 
2. Taking a leading role towards a low carbon society. 
3. Turning waste into resources. 
4. Reducing IKEA’s water footprint. 
5. Taking social responsibility. 

 
The first component has a focus on the range of products being developed at IOS and the challenges of 
making them more sustainable. The following four components have a broader perspective with the 
ambition of moving towards a more sustainable world by working with aspects such as the stores, the 
supply chain and the suppliers. There are actions taken against carbon emissions and one of these is 
the move towards only utilizing energy from renewable sources. The importance of sustainability is 
communicated to all suppliers and sub-suppliers and they are at the same time encouraged to increase 
their environmental and social awareness. This thesis will primarily focus upon the first component, a 
range of more sustainable products, with its three sub goals for FY15 (IKEA, 2011b, p. 9): 
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1. 90% of the sales value shall come from home furnishing products classified as More 
Sustainable in the IKEA Sustainability Product Scorecard. 

2. All materials for home furnishing products shall be renewable, recyclable or recycled. 
3. The energy-consuming products shall on average be 50% more efficient than what was 

installed on the market in 2008.  

1.2 Problem description 
The Sustainability Product Scorecard (SPS) is a tool developed by IOS to measure the level of 
sustainability of each product within the range. When all products are scored the tool should primarily 
give an indication on to what products are least sustainable within the range and therefore ought to be 
redeveloped or phased out. Secondly, the score together with the sales share of the products will show 
the percentage of the total sales value that is More Sustainable. Each product is evaluated from eleven 
weighted criteria and the scored sum indicates the level of sustainability for the assessed product. The 
scorecard is to be used in all future product development to be able to assess and approve the level of 
sustainability of a certain product. To establish a baseline to which future products can be compared, 
the running range of products in FY12 needs to be scored and the benchmarking of the future products 
will ensure that IOS is moving in the right direction by developing more sustainable products. 
 
In other words, the Sustainability Direction for FY15, and its sub-goals, gives a clear directive to 
where IKEA and its range should be, but to truly know the direction of where to go, there is a need to 
define a current situation or starting point – something that IOS currently does not know. From there 
one can start to map out a road to reach the set goals. 
 
Although the goals and the tool to be used are set, further directives for integrating the work in the 
daily routines have not been communicated from management. Consequently there is a lack of 
consistency between BAs, HFBs and also product development teams (PD-teams) and a subjective 
interpretation of how and when to work with the tool has arisen.  

1.3 Objective 
The overall purpose of this thesis is to evaluate the current status of the running range at the two HFBs 
HFB Lighting and HFB Store and Organize and subsequently map out a road forward so that the 
sustainability goals of FY15 can and will be met. 
 
Thesis Objective 1 
The SPS tool shall be used to score the running range of products and a baseline with the current level 
of sustainability will be presented. In relation to this, the output data will be evaluated from different 
perspectives from which the aspects that influence the score will be analyzed. This will result in HFB 
specific focus areas and will answer Thesis Question 1: 
 

What aspects shall the two HFBs focus upon to be able to reach the 
sustainability goals of FY15? 

 
Thesis Objective 2 
By working with the SPS tool a consistent BA specific methodology will be formulated and thus the 
subjective interpretation will be eliminated. A framework will be presented to ensure that the tool is 
used in the desired way by the correct people at the right time and it will answer Thesis Question 2: 
 

How should the Sustainability Product Scorecard best be integrated 
in the product development process? 
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1.4 Demarcations 
This thesis work is limited to the two BAs BA Lighting and BA Living room & Workspaces. However, 
TO1 is further limited to only concern the two specific HFBs, HFB Lighting and HFB Store and 
Organize. Since BA Lighting only includes the HFB HFB Lighting, the BA will consistently be 
mentioned as HFB Lighting. The BA BA Living room & Workspaces consists of three HFBs, were 
TO1 will only focus on HFB Store and Organize, whereas TO2 includes the entire BA, since process 
and frameworks used are BA specific. The HFBs also defined an internal scope of products to be 
evaluated. TO1 will focus on the two HFBs mentioned, whereas TO2 will focus on all of the HFBs at 
the two BAs and thus the result, analysis and formulated guidelines will be limited to accordingly. 
Although the specific suggestions will primarily be applicable at named BAs, it is likely that some 
suggestions have a more generic approach and thus may be applicable at other BAs, or even outside 
the company boarders. 
 
The thesis includes an analysis of IKEA’s current situation as well as proposed improvements in some 
areas of interest. The primary focus of the thesis is not on how the past has come to shape today, but 
how today can shape tomorrows work towards a more sustainable environment.  
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2 Sustainability at IKEA 
As mentioned, even though IKEA has always worked with the issue of sustainability it is not until 
recent that a more conscious approach has evolved and a part of that is the possibility to measure the 
level of sustainability of the range. 
 
IKEA’s Sustainability Direction states that 90% of the sales value should be classified as More 
Sustainable by the end of fiscal year 2015 (IKEA, 2011b, p. 9). To be able to classify the products 
there would have to be a way to measure sustainability and consequently a tool was needed that could 
be used across the entire range of about 10 000 products. An investigation of the tools commonly used 
and available at the time concluded that there was none that would both be applicable across the range 
and also be resource efficient and thus the process of developing an internal tool started (Wilts Jansen, 
2012). 

2.1 Sustainability Product Scorecard 
The sustainability support function at IOS developed a tool that can measure all the products within 
the range and with it the products can be classified as More Sustainable or Less Sustainable. The tool 
is the Sustainability Product Scorecard (SPS), consisting of eleven weighted criteria. The sum of the 
weighted criteria is 100 and for each criterion the products can score from zero to four, resulting in a 
maximum possible product score of 400. Eight of the criteria are directly based on the products, 
whereas three are based on the suppliers of the products, taking into consideration both supplier and 
product specific focus areas.  
 
Each product may consist of several article numbers depending on the colour and country variations 
available. In the IKEA database, each article number is connected to a number of different aspects, 
such as suppliers, quality figures and sales statistics. In the SPS tool the article numbers are connected 
to the scorecard that is based on the product at hand. When this connection is made, additional 
information is imported from the IKEA database and then automatically updated if the information 
were to change, e.g. new quality figures or changed sales statistics.  

2.1.1 The product criteria 

There are eight product criteria, ranging from renewable materials in the product to transport 
efficiency, and an explanation of the criteria is given in the following section. 
 
Reference based criteria 
There are two criteria where a reference product is needed for benchmarking, since the score from 
these is dependent on whether improvements have been made in the product that is scored. If 
improvements have been made a reference product is needed for each product and it is preferably the 
predecessor. If there are no improvements the product does not score from these criteria.  
 
The idea behind criterion one is “more from less”, meaning that the products have at least the same 
functionality as its predecessor, but less material is used for it. In other word, if the product to be 
scored is lighter than the reference product, i.e. the predecessor, then the product will score. Lighter 
products made from lightweight materials and/or lightweight constructions influence many aspects of 
the life cycle, such as material usage and transportation, and consequently the criterion is weighted 
heavily.  
 
The other criterion that requires a reference product is number seven, where the transport efficiency of 
the products is evaluated. Well thought trough packaging and flat pack solutions are desirable and the 
product score if more products can be transported with the new product than with the reference 
product, i.e. a higher unit load density. 
 
In some instances there are products with conscious design decision to make them lighter or with a 
better packaging solution, but without a direct predecessor or clear reference product. These products 
require a fictional reference product. 
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Material criteria 
Criterion two, three and five are a direct consequence of the sustainability goal for FY15 that all 
materials used in home furnishing products shall either be renewable, recycled or recyclable. A score 
for each criterion is given depending on the weight fraction of the materials used compared to the 
whole and every material used is classified regarding its renewable, recycled or recyclable content.   
 
Better materials 
To stimulate the use of materials that originate from a responsibly managed source, specified by 
IKEA, or have proven to have significantly low environmental impact, enabled by material selection 
and sourcing, the fourth criterion is evaluates the use of better materials. There are three materials that 
IKEA deems as better - Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) certified palm oil, Better Cotton 
Initiative (BCI) cotton or Forestry Council Stewardship (FSC) certified wood.  
 
Quality 
The sixth criterion concerns product quality, an important factor in terms of sustainability, cost and 
customer satisfaction. The quality is measured through the internal tool Cost of Poor Quality (COPQ). 
When a customer returns a product or if the product is damaged in handling, there are four quality 
codes retail can choose between to describe the cause of the return or damage. These four together 
make up the total COPQ, which is the percentage of the sales value that is returned or damaged. Since 
these goods will never be used, but have the same environmental impact from manufacturing and 
transportation as unreturned products, high COPQ figures do not only represent direct costs, but there 
is also a correlation to sustainability. Low figures are merited in the scorecard since they represent 
both good quality and satisfied customers, but mostly a higher level of sustainability.  
 
Product use  
Some of the IKEA products consume energy when in use, e.g. light sources and kitchen appliances, 
and though consuming energy is not desirable from an environmental perspective it is in some cases 
inevitable. This criterion is to stimulate an increase in the efficiency of the IKEA products that 
consume energy, water or help costumers minimise their waste volumes. The energy consumption is 
compared to an average of what was installed on the market in 2008 and a score is only given if the 
products are more efficient. All products that do not consume energy will therefore not score from this 
criterion. 

2.1.2 The supplier criteria 

There are three supplier criteria, where the suppliers’ ability to utilize the raw material in the 
production is evaluated as well as the efficiency of the production and the type of energy that is used. 
This criterion is evaluated at audits made by IKEA and the result of these give the grade for each of 
the three supplier based criteria. The supplier-based scores are imported to the SPS tool when the 
article numbers are connected to the scorecards.  
 
However, there is one prerequisite for the IKEA suppliers that is deemed more important than 
everything else, being IKEA way (IWAY) approved. IWAY is IKEAs Code of Conduct when 
purchasing materials, goods and services and with IWAY each supplier agrees on meeting the IKEA 
minimum requirements in regards to environmental and social standards. If an IKEA supplier is not 
IWAY approved, the scorecard score is automatically zero since IWAY compliance is deemed very 
important and a prerequisite for producing IKEA products.  
 
This Code of Conduct specifies the requirements placed on both product and service suppliers and the 
goal is that every supplier should be IWAY approved by the end of FY15. The suppliers are 
responsible for that the sub-suppliers are in compliance with the IWAY requirements. The IWAY 
musts, IWAY requirements that need to be fulfilled before even starting up a business with IKEA, are: 
 

• No child labour. 
• No forced or bonded labour. 
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• No severe environmental pollution. 
• No severe safety hazards. 
• A transparent a reliable system for records of working hours and wages. 
• Insurance covering medical treatment for work-related accidents for all workers. 

(IKEA Supply AG, 2008) 
 
These are the IWAY musts, and after 12 months of cooperation with IKEA there are more demands 
that need to be fulfilled for retaining the IWAY approval.  

2.2 Scoring with the SPS tool 
For each product criterion a percentage is calculated as the basis of the score, e.g. the new product 
weighs 10% less than its predecessor (criterion 1) and is made from 50% renewable material (criterion 
2). These figures are then compared to a clustered range and a grade is given from zero to four. The 
grade from each of the eleven criteria is then multiplied with the weight of the criterion and the sum is 
the criterion score. Adding all criteria scores gives the total product score. The structure of the criteria 
and the different weights are described in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. SPS overview. 

No Criteria Grade Weight 1 2 3 4 
1 More from less 5-10% 11-20% 21-30% >30% 14.4 
2 Renewable material 30-50% 51-70% 71-90% 91-100% 10.6 
3 Recycled material 20-35% 36-50% 51-75% >75% 9.1 
4 Environmentally 

better material 20-30% 31-40% 41-50% >50% 13.6 

5 Separable & 
Recyclable 60-70% 71-80% 81-90% 91-100% 3.1 

6 Quality 2-2.5% 1.5-2% 1.3-1,5% <1.3% 13.6 
7 Transport efficiency 10-20% 21-30% 31-40% >40% 3,8 
8 

Energy efficient 
production 

Aware and 
committed 

Systematic 
approach 

and average 
results 

Better than 
average Best in class 5.3 

9 Renewable energy in 
production 5-20% 21-35% 36-50% >50% 6.8 

10 
Raw material 

utilization 
Aware and 
committed 

Systematic 
approach 

and average 
results 

Better than 
average Best in class 6.1 

11 Product use 10-20% 21-30% 31-40% >40% 13.6 
 
The sum of the weights of the eleven criteria is 100 and the highest grade possible for each criterion is 
four, thus the maximum total score in the scorecard is 400. When developing this tool there was an 
initial assessment and evaluation of 16 products, different in function, material and developed at every 
BA at IOS. When scoring these the sustainability support function found that a realistic, yet 
challenging, score for a more sustainable product would be 120. Therefore the limit for a More 
Sustainable product is currently 120 points. (Wilts Jansen, 2012) 
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3 Method 
The objectives of this thesis required an initial exploratory research approach to be able to get a 
holistic view of the problem at hand. As the problem became less vague from a deeper understanding, 
unnecessary data and approaches could be filtered out. The use of interviews provided qualitative 
findings, whereas the scoring process gave quantitative data for analysis. 
 
Even though the two thesis objectives (TO1 & TO2) are strongly linked and dependent on each other, 
two different methodologies were deemed necessary in order to gather sufficient data, perform 
relevant analysis and to complete the set objectives. The flowchart in Figure 1 gives an overview of 
the method used to complete this thesis and a more detailed description is presented below. The 
overall process for the thesis had a parallel structure where results for one objective were dependent on 
work from the other, although TO1 had in itself a more sequential structure, whereas TO2 had a 
parallel structure. 
 

 
Figure 1. Thesis method divided in the two Thesis Objectives. 

The thesis work at IOS has also been divided between the two BAs HFB Lighting and BA Living room 
& Workspaces. This decision stems from an internal need and wish from these BAs to receive external 
consultation for the task of performing scorecards and also to analyse the sustainability of their 
running range so that focus areas can be highlighted for future development. The two BAs are 
different both in terms of products, working processes and functions, thus the result and analysis is 
separated and specific for each BA. Both objectives were investigated at both BAs and the result is 
based on the whole, even though there has been a slight shift of main objective regarding the intensity 
of the work done between the two BAs. 
 
At HFB Lighting the scope was to focus at the running range for scoring, and subsequently analysing, 
as many articles at possible within the different Product Areas (PA). The articles at HFB Lighting that 
were excluded from the scope were batteries, shades and light sources. These product groups were a 
special concern of the Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting and were left due to that further 
information and decisions regarding these had yet to be considered. In addition to these special 
product groups, the products that were known to be phased out before FY13 were also not scored, 
since they would not be in the running range during FY15 and therefore not contribute to the sales 
value. 
 
In the initial work at BA Living room & Workspaces, one of the largest BAs at IOS, it was concluded 
that scoring and subsequently analysing all of their articles would be too extensive due to time 
limitations. Instead the focus area became HFB Store and Organize, stemming from internal beliefs of 
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that this HFB would have the most complete product information available. Six key range families 
within this HFB made up the scope, along with the task to develop a framework for BA Living room & 
Workspaces to work more uniform and structured with the scorecard. The six key range families were 
prioritized according to their sales value. 
 
All interviews conducted for this thesis had an unstructured nature, in accordance with Westlander’s 
(2000) definition, where the topics and questions led to an informal discussion between the 
interviewees and interviewers. The answers and experiences were written down by both thesis workers 
and subsequently categorised between the objectives and HFBs as a basis for the result. Unstructured 
interviews as a method was chosen both because of the exploratory approach of this thesis, and also 
since it provides a more open dialogue where the interviewees would feel more at ease and therefore 
talk more unfettered than if a more structured and regulated interview method had been chosen. There 
has been no single interview guide used, since the questions have evolved throughout the process and 
the interviews have had different objectives. The result is consequently presented as a summation of 
the impressions gained. More often than not, the respondents’ names are not mentioned for the sole 
purpose of not singling out specific individuals.  

3.1 Method for TO1 
To get a better understanding of the SPS tool, information was gathered from different sources. Some 
information was provided through the internal documentation available at the two BAs, but a deeper 
insight into the tool came from interviews held with persons of interest. The interviewees were 
conducted with Sustainability Leaders at the two concerned BAs, three individuals whom initiated the 
SPS project at their departments. There were also interviews conducted with two responsible persons 
from the sustainability support function, aiming to investigate the development and best practice with 
the SPS tool. To get a deeper understanding in the databases and analysis possibilities there were 
interviews conducted with two respondents from the SPS web development and maintenance team as 
well as one interview with the Business Analyst providing the SPS progress results. 
 
Since the majority of the data needed for the SPS tool is not automatically generated, a data gathering 
process was needed. This step both provided the required data, but was also an investigation into the 
different possible methods for gathering data through internal and external resources at IOS. The 
possibilities were found both through interviews with the Sustainability Leaders and with two Product 
Developers (PD), five Product Development Engineers (PDE), four Product Engineers (PE) and two 
Sourcing Developers, but were also investigated separately by the two thesis workers whom in their 
work could find and test new possibilities.  
 
This process of interviewing people who have had experience with the SPS tool, and also will use it in 
the future, combined with the investigation and work done for this thesis is here on defined as 
Participatory Action Research (PAR), based on community action research (Senge & Scharmer, 
2001). Participatory work does not only investigate how things are or how they came to be, but there 
are also steps for reflection and action. This meant that the experience from all involved parties could 
be gathered and analysed, and theories based on these findings could be formulated, tested and 
revised, thus providing a proven methodology developed together with the current and future users of 
the SPS tool.  
 
Scoring the products within the scope and performing analysis of the base result of the progress was 
done in the sequential steps of TO1. Since the output data from the SPS tool and the possible analysis 
from said output was deemed as insufficient an addition of data was required. Working together with 
the Sustainability Leaders an extensive list of data to be added was formulated and subsequently 
provided by HFB specific Business Controllers and Technical Specialists. The connection to the SPS 
database was done by the Business Analyst providing the SPS progress results. Thus, more 
comprehensive results were available for analysis and an investigation into the underlying factors of 
the More Sustainable products was initiated. The result from this investigation was HFB specific focus 
areas for reaching the sustainability goals of FY15. 
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Parallel to the main process of TO1 was an investigation into theories and literature regarding the 
development of sustainable products and methods used to measure the level of sustainability of 
products. 

3.2 Method for TO2 
A parallel process for TO2 was chosen since the activities were not directly dependent on the result 
from preceding steps. Although the basic knowledge of the SPS tool and its development coincided 
with the first step of TO1 further investigation into the deployment of the tool was needed. Interviews 
were held with respondents from the sustainability support function as well as the Sustainability 
Leaders from the BAs and together with BA specific documentation regarding the usage of the SPS 
tool an understanding of the current situation was found and documented. Additional interviews were 
conducted with the same PDs, PDEs and PEs as in TO1 to investigate the current level of integration 
and what problems the interviewees have had whilst working with the SPS tool. 
 
An understanding of the current product development process (PD-process) was gathered through 
interviews with the PD-process owner, the aforementioned PDs as well as a Range Manager. The 
Sustainability Leaders provided further insight into when the SPS-tool was used in the current PD-
process. 
 
Although the activities described gave an understanding of the relation between the SPS-tool and the 
PD-process, experienced based knowledge was added through the PAR work done throughout TO1. 
This knowledge provided a basis for understanding the best practices for the SPS tool and the insight 
needed for further integration and implementation of the tool in the two BAs’ PD-process was 
strengthened by the experience from working with the tool singlehandedly and also together with the 
PD-teams. 
 
In parallel to the main workflow was a literature review concerning best practices for integrating and 
implementing new sub-process into an existing PD-process done. This knowledge provided a 
structured way of developing a consistent framework for the two BAs.  
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4 Theoretical framework 
While looking at the increased focus on sustainability at IKEA it is clear that work is not limited to the 
sustainability of the products in themselves, but a broader approach is taken where all aspects of 
developing products for a sustainable future are regarded. This approach corresponds to Elkingtons’ 
(1998) “the triple bottom line”, where sustainability is defined as having three dimensions: social, 
environmental and economic. Even though IKEA consciously works with all aspects of sustainability, 
the scope for this thesis is limited to the environmental dimension of the products and the product 
development. 
 
The theoretical framework for this thesis includes research in connection to both objectives. For TO1 a 
review has been made concerning corporate sustainability, developing sustainable products and 
measuring sustainability. The corporate sustainability section provides an overview of how the 
corporate world currently looks at sustainability. The section on developing sustainable products 
describes aspects and focus areas of the environmental issue in connection to the product development 
process. The last section, concerning measuring sustainability, illustrates the commonly used tools and 
provides a basis for comparison. In connection to TO2 a review has been made to describe the key 
factors behind a successful implementation and integration of a new tool into an existing product 
development process. 

4.1 Corporate sustainability 
In regards to corporate sustainability Bras (1997) states that there may be several different factors 
driving why companies should become more sustainable. To name a few, there might be new 
legislations, customer demands, eco-labelling programs, or demands for ISO certification. Even 
though a reduction of material usage and a more efficient manufacturing process, as a cause of Design 
for Environment (DfE) initiatives, should lower the required financial resources needed, the actual 
financial gain from these initiatives can be hard to determine and might not always have a positive 
effect.  
 
Investors tend to broaden their portfolios with companies that have a high level of corporate 
sustainability, since these tend to more actively manage risks from on-going economic, environmental 
and social developments and thus they create more long-term shareholder value with lower risks 
(Knoepfel, 2001). Since 1999 there has been a global index measuring corporate sustainability, the 
Dow Jones Sustainability Indexes (Dow Jones, 2011).  The index does not only measure corporate 
sustainability, but it is also a way to communicate the importance of sustainability to companies as 
well as to the society. It is measured in accordance with the three dimensions of the triple bottom line, 
economic, environmental and social. Each dimension consists of a number of different criteria. There 
are two criteria in regards to the environmental dimension, where the first concerns the environmental 
reporting and the other is an industry specific criterion, where matters such as eco-efficiency and 
product stewardship are covered and investigated (Dow Jones, 2011). The compliance with the criteria 
is evaluated through company questionnaires, company documentation, media and stakeholder 
analysis, as well as through direct contact with the company. 
 
Optimizing the way in which a company uses its capital means increasing the overall efficiency of the 
company. To contribute to sustainable development a company “must use every single form of capital 
more efficiently than another company” (Figge & Hahn, 2005). They also state that companies that are 
using every part of the capital more efficiently are rare, more often companies excel by using one 
particular form of capital more efficiently than others. Simon et al. (2000) states that there has to be 
both operational activities and strategies to be able to succeed in the area of EcoDesign. 
 
There are several companies regarded as good examples of EcoDesign users, enabling them to develop 
more environmentally friendly products with less impact, such as AT&T, General Electric, IBM, 
Procter and Gamble, Whirlpool, Electrolux and Xerox (Baumann et al., 2002). 
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4.1.1 Corporate strategies 

There are three classes of strategy approaches that companies use when handling the matter of 
sustainable products. Firstly, there are those that are applied within a single product’s life-cycle and 
focus on specific stage in the life-cycle, such as the Design for X approaches. Focusing energy 
towards only one aspect of the product often makes the product as a whole less sustainable. Secondly, 
there are also strategies that focus on the whole product life and cover all life-cycle stages. These 
approaches have a more holistic view, even though issues regarding multiple suppliers and production 
lines in different countries are not covered in this strategy. The last identified approach is the one 
going beyond single product life cycles. In this approach industrial ecosystems are formed and require 
cooperation between several industries. (Bras, 1997) 

4.2 Developing sustainable products 
Traditionally, the global environmental focus has been on the emissions of carbon dioxide, CFCs, 
DDT, PCBs and mercury. Legislations has decreased or prohibited the emissions and use of some of 
these chemicals, thus making carbon dioxide pollutions the most highlighted environmental problem 
today, along with damages made to forests, lakes and coastal waters. Since the 1970’s, when 
environmental legislations were introduced, the focus has been on pollutants made by the industry. 
Focus has traditionally been on efforts decreasing output emissions in the production of material, 
product manufacturing and the disposal of the product, as shown in Figure 2: 
 

 
Figure 2. Traditional environmental efforts, based on Wenzel et al. (1997).  

These efforts has led to a decrease in output emissions, but since the consumption has increased, the 
overall total emissions are still too extensive. Today the environmental focus has expanded to also 
include products and entire product systems instead of only processes. With the rising focus on 
environmental matters the legislations and taxes regarding pollutions and emissions have increased. 
Wenzel et al. (1997) states that there can only be an environmental impact if there is an effect on the 
environment.  
 
Developing sustainable products has risen to become an important aspect in the generic developing of 
new products, thus making way for the development and scientific interest of tools for developing 
environmentally better products (Baumann et al., 2002). The general and most common aspects of 
environmentally friendly products, such as increased energy efficiency and material utilization, is cost-
effective for both customers and companies, creating incentives for companies to be more sustainable 
(Pujari, 2006). Rennings and Zwick (2003) have identified five drivers for environmental innovations, 
namely: regulations, customer demands, capturing new markets, cost reductions and image, similar to 
the drivers described by Handfield et al. (2001). Some mean that regulations are the first and foremost 



 

15 

reason to why companies develop more sustainable products (Porter & van der Linde, 1995). Cramer 
(2000) described the developing of eco-efficient products as the minimization of input streams, 
minimization of throughput and output streams, as well as reduction of health, safety and 
environmental risks.  
 
When handling environmental considerations in product development, Wenzel et al. (1997) argues that 
these should be given as much thought and effort as the traditional aspects, e.g. cost, quality and style. 
It is advisable to start the assessment of products even in the concept phase, but to be able to draw 
conclusions the product should be compared to a reference product. When doing a concept assessment 
three main questions should be answered, according to Wenzel et al. (1997): 
 

• How will the product differ from the reference product and how broad will the space for 
solutions be? 

• If having two alternative concepts, in which of those will the most environmentally attractive 
solution be found? 

• Is it possible within the concept to find solutions compliable with the environmental 
specifications?  

Today there are a number of frameworks for developing sustainable products, ranging from simple 
checklists to advanced computer-based systems, in total more than 150 tools have been found 
(Baumann et al., 2002).  
 
There are simplified ranking tools where, for example, the score of specific materials in terms of 
environmental impact is multiplied with the amount of material used, thus giving the product a certain 
score (Baumann et al., 2002). Software and expert systems are on the other hand very sophisticated, 
covering extensive material and data. Some tools are used as a part of DfE and similar tools focusing 
on the mere environmental part of the products, such as the UNEP manual (UNEP, 2006) and 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). A report based on an EIA, provides regulatory decision 
authorities with information regarding the environmental consequences of certain projects, expanding 
the foundation of decision-making (Zhou & Schoenung, 2007).  
 
There are also computer-based solutions measuring the environmental performance of the products 
while still in the design phase, such as sustainability add-ons to Computer-Aided Design (CAD) 
software giving direct environmental input to the designer. The CAD program SolidWorks has an add-
on named SustainabilityXpress, developed from a product life cycle point of view, where the four 
outputs are carbon footprint, total energy consumed, the effect on air and the effect on water as well as 
produce reports which show how the environmental impact has been lowered in the design 
(SolidWorks, 2012). In order for firms to profit from the development work, they must understand 
how components produced within a firm can be used in different systems and there is a need to map 
out which components needs to be developed and what components that will be produced by suppliers. 
Petrick and Echols (2003) suggest that this knowledge concerning components within a firm can be 
provided by technology roadmapping. Technology roadmapping is said to lead to more from less and 
thus creating sustainable products in a shorter amount of time.  
 
To be able to promote environmental New Product Development (NPD) for both managers and 
researchers, it is argued that other factors have to be identified. An example of which is benchmarking 
processes, where environmental comparison between different products would make assessments 
easier. (Baumann et al., 2002) 

4.3 Measuring sustainability 
Investigating the foundation of product assessments, as well as the most recognized environmental 
assessment tool, Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), is of interest since the SPS is based on ideas from 
LCA. This foundation gives a basis for an analysis of the SPS in comparison to LCA. 
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While sustainability and environmental awareness have become an aspect of companies’ strategies, 
the possibility to assess these aspects has become more and more important. Developing sustainable 
products is one important part, whereas measuring or ensuring the products or eco-innovations from 
an environmental point of view is an equally important aspect (Arundel & Kemp, 2009; Wenzel et al., 
1997). The tools available for measuring how sustainable a product is has proven to be inefficient as 
well as unreliable, making sustainability assessment a fast developing area of science (Ness et al., 
2006).  
 
By measuring the sustainability of a product and how it will affect the environment, alternatives can 
be assessed and the foundation for decisions will be stronger (SAIC, 2006). By evaluating the impact 
of different alternative solutions the product with lowest environmental impact can be chosen. Simon 
et al. (2000) discovered in their interviews, made with product developers, that the support framework 
and structure were far more important than the actual tools – the tools are therefore not enough. 
Lindahl (2006, p. 488) defines an engineering design tool as “a physical means that facilitates the 
user’s striving towards a goal or answer”. 
 
Arundel and Kemp (2009) states that there are many advantages of measuring the phenomena of eco-
innovations, which they define as a concept covering many innovations of environmental subject, 
mainly: 
 

• Helping policy-makers understand, analyse and benchmark the overall trend of eco-innovation 
activity as well as product category trends.  

• Helping policy makers to identify drivers and barriers to eco-innovation. 
• Raising awareness of eco-innovation among stakeholders and encourage companies to 

increase eco-innovation efforts.  
• Making consumers aware of the differences in the environmental consequences of products 

and life styles.  
 

There is an assortment of assessment tools measuring the environmental impact on society, whereas 
assessment tools for products are more undiversified (Benetatos, 2008; Ness et al., 2006; Arundel & 
Kemp, 2009). When assessing social contexts and society the most widely accepted, but at the same 
time most challenging method of measuring sustainability, is through the usage of Sustainability 
Indicators (Benetatos, 2008). He means that indicators are used to provide a reference point. This 
reference point can be used when comparing development through time and when evaluating certain 
strategies and policies. The actual score of an indicator is the means to a broader plan and in order to 
use indicators properly, they must be seen used as a part of an evaluation process, i.e. benchmarking.   
Since indicators are used in the evaluation process, each time they are performed, they only show 
snapshots in time, whereas it is important to secure continuity when working with sustainability 
indicators. Benetatos (2008, p. 3) states “This is not a process that will lead us from “bad to good” but 
from “bad to better” in an ongoing improvement development”. When indicators are aggregated, the 
result becomes indices (Ness et al., 2006), but as mentioned, the use of indices is not currently used 
when measuring products’ sustainability.  
 
When assessing products it is important to keep in mind the service that is provided by the product, 
this is what defines the product. Wenzel et al. (1997, p. 21) states that “The promise of environmental 
assessment of products is the possibility of comparing the environmental consequences of widely 
different ways of providing a service, for it is thus possible to develop products on the basis of 
environmental considerations, and to achieve major environmental gains”. Ness et al. (2006) suggest 
that in order to support decision making towards more sustainable products in the development phase, 
the focus is shifted from regions to flows in relation to products. The product assessment tools 
evaluate products throughout the life cycle, where LCA is the dominating tool, from which an array of 
similar tools has been based (Finnveden et al., 2008). Arundel and Kemp (2009) argue that there can 
be no method or measurement that covers all types of products and processes since that method would 
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be too generic. Figge and Hahn (2005) argue that there is no current assessment method combining all 
environmental impacts in to a single figure or covering all necessary areas of interest. 

4.3.1 Life Cycle Assessment  

LCA is a comprehensive method that assesses a product through the phases in its life. The life cycle 
refers to all steps within the life of a product, e.g. raw material acquisition, manufacturing, 
transportation, use, reuse, maintenance, recycling and waste management (GDRC, n.d.). Since LCA is 
a method giving a holistic approach to the assessment, the problem of sub optimization is avoided, 
which sometimes occur when only reviewing a single process (SAIC, 2006). The procedures of LCA 
is being developed and standardized by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) with 
the aim of being an integrated part in the ISO 14040 (ISO, 2011). LCA consists of four main phases, 
where the phases can be seen as being interrelated as the result of one phase will impact other phases. 
The phases are Goal and Scope definition, Life Cycle Inventory, Life Cycle Impact Assessment and 
Interpretation (SAIC, 2006). Following is a short explanation of the objective and tasks related to the 
different phases in an LCA. 
 
Goal and scope definition 
The product, process or activity is described and the context and boundaries for the assessment is 
established. This work will consider and define the effort that has to be done before, during and after 
the LCA (SAIC, 2006). 
 
Life Cycle Inventory (LCI) 
This phase identifies and quantifies energy, water and material usage, as well as outputs affecting the 
environment, for example air emissions. In this phase the data is collected, based on a plan developed 
in advance on how to collect the needed data, and is used in the comparative analysis of the product 
and materials. The result is a list, which contain the emissions and the material utilization, as well as 
the energy consumption from both production and the usage phase. (SAIC, 2006) 
 
Life Cycle Impact Assessment (LCIA) 
The aim with the LCIA is to establish a linkage between the product or process and the potential 
environmental impacts related to the product or process. In this phase the results from the LCI are 
evaluated, specifically addressing potential human health and environmental impacts of the resources 
and releases identified during the prior step. This provides a more comprehensive and meaningful 
basis for comparisons. One step in performing an LCIA is normalization, which expresses potential 
impacts in comparable ways, followed by the grouping step where the indicators are sorted by 
location. To be able to identify the stated impacts the most important or influential indicators are 
weighted, which highlights specific areas of interest. Since weighting is not a scientific process it is 
important that it is well documented. (SAIC, 2006) 
 
Interpretation 
In this phase the results of the LCI and LCIA are evaluated to help decisions makers in the selection of 
the preferred product, process or service. When interpreting the results it is important to take into 
consideration the uncertainties and assumptions that were used. The communication should therefore 
be transparent, and the presentation should be understandable, complete and consistent. (SAIC, 2006)  
 
When performing the LCI the time- and labor consuming part of getting the required data is often the 
most challenging (Finnveden et al., 2008; SAIC, 2006). This challenge is the main reason for the 
development of many databases providing some of the information needed. LCA only covers a limited 
number of protection areas, not including biotic resources, land occupation and land transformation, as 
well as the quality and origin of water flow input and also thousands of chemicals of which the 
knowledge and consequence of the usage of said chemicals is limited (Finnveden et al., 2008).  
Finnveden et al. (2008) describes many of the uncertainties remaining within LCA, bearing witness to 
that this is a new tool in comparison to many other assessment tools used by companies and thus many 
areas of development still remain. Particularly the weighting element in LCA is debated since 
weighting leaves decisions, interpretations and values for each individual to decide upon. However 
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Simon et al. (2000) claims that the prioritizing step, i.e. weighting, is the most crucial since the results 
of the analysis there will be translated into a structure that can be used in the design phase. Zhou and 
Schoenung (2007) describe the normalization and prior steps as difficult to perform for someone 
without sufficient knowledge, since it requires finding reference information. Further on they state that 
LCA only consider the physical-chemical and ecological and do not evaluate the relations and trade-
offs between technological, social and economic dimensions.  

4.4 Implementation and integration of a new tool into the product development 
process 

Since the second objective of the master thesis concerns how the scorecard could be more integrated 
into the product development process the following section of the theoretical framework covers 
findings in the areas of process implementation and integration, as well as change management. 
 
When introducing a new tool, whether it is for developing more sustainable products or to measure the 
sustainability performance of products, the tool will not be used by itself. There has to be 
implementation work ensuring the usage of the new tool. To be able to make the tool a natural and 
value increasing part of an organization the tool has also to be integrated into the organization. Both 
methods and tools are used to facilitate communication in the product development process, but the 
respondents in Lindahls’ (2006) studies had difficulty in describing the methods used and the purpose 
of said methods, although they had a clearer understanding of the tools available. 
 
In the process of integrating and implementing a change into an organization, as deploying an 
environmental assessment support tool would be, the result will depend on what it is that is changing, 
but also on how the work is done (Beskow & Ritzén, 2000). Porras and Robertson (1992) define a 
planned change as the consequence of an organizational decision to improve the capabilities. The 
planned change will affect many areas in the organization, whereas unplanned changes are the result 
of a necessary adaption to outside corporate initiatives. First-order changes are linear and continuous 
whereas second-order changes result in paradigm shifts.  
Due to the fact that environmental goals increase the complexity in a product, managing this area 
together with the traditional development aspects of technical performance such as quality, durability 
etc., often causes the environmental aspect to be suppressed by the others (Handfield et al., 2001).  
Sometimes the proposed environmental support tools only serve to confuse the decisions making and 
development of products. He discovered that it is difficult to create multidimensional incentives for 
product designers to focus on environmental concerns. Handfield et al. (2001, p. 202) received the 
following quote from a designer working with an environmental support tool when they investigated 
how to integrate environmental concerns in companies: “You have two ways of building a part. One 
option is based on metal. Metal is heavy (thus, it consumes more resources). It also creates waste 
during the actual manufacturing process (in form of sludge). However, it can be recycled when it 
reaches the end of its product life. In contrast, we make the product out of graphite. This part is lighter 
(which means it uses less energy in use). In addition, it can be moulded rather than machined (again 
resulting in less waste). However, when it reaches the end of its life, it must be disposed of in a landfill 
since it cannot be recycled. Which of these two options results in the greener product?” 
 
It is important to structure the work when implementing a new support tool or process in the product 
development process (Beskow & Ritzén, 2000), especially in the initial cycle since this is deemed as 
being the most crucial one. Here it is suggested that the change proposition should be delivered by 
someone close to the team that is affected by the change, supported by management. A best practiced 
scenario is described as beginning the implementation with a pilot test in a smaller part of the 
organization.  
 
Baumann et al. (2002) states that simplified guidelines in how to develop sustainable products could 
be applied incorrectly by designers untrained in environmentally issues or be insufficient for the 
application. Further on it is declared that designers are in need of more capabilities enabling 
environmentally analysis and that appropriate instruction is to be provided with the implementation of 
the tool. Cramer (2000) argues that throughout the development process more and more detailed eco-



 

19 

efficiency controls should be performed, urging more detailed checks in the later phases both due to 
time and information constraints in the early phases. This requires that the process is well understood 
and has been implemented in a sufficient way. 
 
It is difficult integrating environmental support tools since many designers feel that they are too 
difficult to use. While comparing the time it took to use the tool to the output result the designers did 
not see the value of the tool, especially since their main task of product development was put aside in 
the process (Handfield et al., 2011).  In their study, Beskow and Ritzén (2000) found that teams 
implementing LCA had a need of external resources when implementing the tool and the teams felt 
that to be able to manage the daily work procedures with the tool one additional person was needed in 
parallel to the team, introducing further costs.  
 
Beskow and Ritzén (2000) found that having clear goals is crucial, and measurable targets will receive 
more feedback and attention since the output actually is assessable. It is also important to secure 
enough resources when implementing the new tool so that this is done with a minimum amount of 
frictions. This is important since these types of new tools and the training and testing of them is laid 
upon the usual workload of product developers. From the interviews that Beskow and Ritzén (2000) 
did it was stated that there will always be some resistance to new tools and changes but if handling the 
implementation and integration correctly and in an efficient way the resistance will be minimized.  
 
When integrating environmental concerns, Handfield et al. (2001) states that following criteria must 
be taken into consideration, which correlates with the work of Beskow and Ritzén (2000): 
 

• Engage a policy entrepreneur, preferably a corporate director helping the project, to drive the 
initiative. 

• Define precise, meaningful and easy to apply environmental corporate goals. 
• Set product environmental goals and evaluate systems. Measuring the goals set is as important 

as setting relevant goals.  
• Provide appropriate DfE tools and ensure that training is provided so that the designers know 

how to use them. Designers are in use of standards that is easy to apply to their daily work. 
LCA can be too time-consuming making less comprehensive tools sufficient, but the tools 
used must be integrated properly.  

 
When implementing new tools management support is mentioned as one of the most important factors 
for success, where the support changes are dependent on what phases the implementation is in, but 
more important than management support is management being consistent in its policy, behaviour and 
statements. All management must be consistent within the group and in time, never communicating 
different strategies and frames during the process (Beskow & Ritzén, 2000). From an individual 
perspective, the possibility to influence the implementation process as well as the usage of the tool is 
preferred along with ensuring that there will be opportunities for personal development and not only 
additions to the workload. Beskow and Ritzén (2000) found that some of their interviewees felt that 
the new process was forced upon them without explanation, thus management need to explain clearly 
to the individuals that will be affected by the implementation why the change is important.  

4.4.1 Integrating a new tool into the product development process 

Cramer (2000) states that there should be environmental requirements added into the usual set of 
requirements with the same level of specification. Once the necessary tools have been developed and 
defined, there are often challenges when trying to integrate these into the operating procedures of a 
product design group (Bras, 1997).  The designers will have to do more in the same amount of time, 
which create reluctance. Bras (1997) states that the simpler the assessment tool, the easier it will be 
accepted by designers in their daily activities. In other words the acceptance threshold will be lower if 
the tool is simple and easy to understand.  
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Pujari (2006) stresses the fact that sustainable products need not only be sustainable in order to make a 
difference. In order to convince the customer to buy the offered product, other aspects such as prizing, 
style and the performance must be considered and integrated for the product to be a viable green 
product choice, and also to give the company a long-term market success. This implies that cross-
functional co-ordination is important when developing sustainable products since several functional 
areas should be involved simultaneously in the project at an early stage (Pujari, 2006; Petrick & 
Echols, 2003; Handfield et al., 2001). Further on the specific importance of the supply chain function 
in the sustainability work is stressed, since suppliers to a large extent influence important aspects such 
as quality, cost dependency, transportation and market availability. Petrick & Echols (2003) mean that 
the most successful companies create transparency between customers, suppliers and developers, 
which results in customer-focused organizations with fewer boundaries.  
 
The research done by Lindahl (2006) implies that tools are not acknowledged, used or even developed 
for the designers that should use them, and thus he has established a list of requirements that must be 
considered when implementing and integrating a new tool. A summary of the list is presented below: 
 

• The tool must be easy to understand and the benefits must be obvious in comparison to 
the efforts.  

• It should be easy to understand how the tool is to be used with a minimum of required 
education. For further education there should be a manual, especially for rarely used 
tools.  

• The tool should be adjustable to different contexts, being adaptable to the company 
culture and work process.  

• The tool should not require extensive cooperation since this would mean that a higher 
degree of coordination is needed. 

• There should not be too high requirements for the data and the data should be available 
when the work begins. 

• The tool should preferably be IT based.  
• The tools used in the early development phase should be used to give directions and not 

results.  

Since gathering, managing and leveraging information often is an extensive part of new environmental 
assessment systems, the way to do this most efficiently should be evaluated in the system. Every 
company should consider the human and information factors that have to be involved while using the 
tool and the companies should try to minimize the effort needed for the gathering and management of 
information. If possible, a new tool should be as much integrated into accepted and existing design 
systems as possible. (Bras, 1997) 
 
Since the sustainability and the impact on environment from a product becomes more fixed in the later 
phases of a product development process, it is important that tools are available so that the developer 
can assess the environmental consequence in the conceptual stage, where environmental efforts will be 
more influential (Baumann et al., 2002; Cramer, 2000). Fundamental changes targeting the 
environmental performance become impossible to make after the first initial phases in a project 
(Cramer, 2000). Designers nonetheless feel that sufficient tools for this stage are lacking and as a 
consequence the sustainability of products are handled in the latter stages where changes become 
costly and time consuming (Baumann et al., 2002).  

4.4.2 Handling resistance 

When implementing a new tool or performing organizational changes, there is often resistance among 
the co-workers. The four most common reasons for resisting changes are according to Kottler and 
Schlesinger (2008) parochial self-interest, misunderstandings and lack of trust, different assessments 
of the situation and that there is a low tolerance for changes. Six methods were found for handling 
resistance from a managerial point of view. They also claim that only using one of this ways 
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regardless of the situation often leads to a unsuccessful implementation, whereas an assessment of the 
situation will lead to a reinforced decision on which method to choose. The six methods of how to deal 
with resistance to changes are summarised as: 
 

• Education and communication, which requires a good relationship between initiators 
and resistors. 

• Participation and involvement, where it is stated that participation leads to commitment 
and not only compliance. 

• Facilitation and support, important method to handle resistance driven by fear or 
anxiety. 

• Negotiation and agreement, where incentives are offered to someone that will lose on 
the change suggestion. 

• Manipulation and co-optation, where only selected information are presented. 
• Explicit and implicit coercion, where people is forced to accept change by threats.  
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5 Results and Empirics for TO1 
The result from the scoring process done with the SPS tool is a database with information about the 
articles (article numbers, names, etc.), but also the final total score for each article. The total amount of 
available article numbers in this database is around 100 000, of which about 7 000 are HFB Lighting 
specific and 15 000 are BA Living room and Workspaces specific. These are not limited to the running 
range, but do also include recently phased out articles, as well as new ones. The database also holds 
about 100 attributes for each article, meaning that the data range available, even if limited to the two 
HFBs investigated, is extensive. Thus, the result in the section below is a selection of what can be 
presented and subsequently analysed. The selection is based depending on the assumed value in 
connection to the objectives and thesis questions. The result is also divided between the two HFBs, 
since this is thought to be the most practical way for external readers as well as readers from the HFBs 
to take in the result. A list of the BAs, HFBs and PAs studied can be found in Appendix 1. 

5.1 HFB Lighting 
The results from HFB Lighting are presented below, in relation to the SPS, first in overall terms and 
then more detailed when the result from different criteria is presented.  

5.1.1 Overall results 

As mentioned previously, the goal for FY15 is that 90% of IKEA’s sales value should be deemed as 
More Sustainable. As of January 2012, 3% of the sales value at Lighting had been scored (scorecard 
done; SC Done), and 3% of the sales value was classified as More Sustainable in the SPS. In relation 
to this, as of March 2012, 65% of the total sales share had been scored and of the remaining unscored 
products 80% are from products outside the specified scope for this thesis. The last 20% of the 
unscored products were not scored because of a lack of input data or if they were known to be phased 
out before FY13.  
 
Looking at all products within the range at HFB Lighting, 25% of the sales share is deemed to be More 
Sustainable. This value includes the 35% of the sales share that has yet to be scored, since they are 
regarded as products with a zero score in accordance with the definition from IKEA. In Figure 3 
below, the sales share of each PA is shown, as well as how much of the PAs that have been scored and 
how much that is deemed as More Sustainable. Adding the sales share of the SC Done with the SC Not 
Done gives the sales share of each PA and the sum of all PAs added together indicates the total sales 
for HFB Lighting, i.e. 100%. 
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Figure 3. Sales share of each PA, percentage of scored articles and More Sustainable articles per PA. 

The average score of the products for each PA can be seen in Figure 4. The average score is here 
based on all articles within the range that have a scorecard done, SC Done, and not on all articles, 
since there are many article number without score or sales in the system that would influence, i.e. 
lower, the score of the PAs and the HFB total. The average score for the HFB total goes from 44, 
when all article numbers are used, to 101 when the average is based on SC Done. There are no 
scorecards performed for Light sources, thus the average score is calculated as zero. The highest 
average score is 123 points for Integrated lighting.  
 

 
Figure 4. Average score per PA, SC Done. 
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The average score based on the products with a scorecard done is still highly influenced by the number 
of article numbers connected to each scorecard, i.e. the number of colour or country variations of a 
product. Thus a scorecard with many connected article numbers influence the average score more than 
a scorecard with a single connected article number. There is though a possibility to manually calculate 
the average score per PA, where the actual, or forecasted, sales share influence the average score 
depending on the sales share of each article number. This has been done for HFB Lighting and the 
average weighted score per PA can be seen in Figure 5 below.  
 

 
Figure 5. Average score per PA, weighted by sales share, SC Done. 

Comparing the weighted average scores with the unweighted scores, the figures looks like in Figure 6 
below, where all the PAs at HFB Lighting are visible as well as the total. For the majority of the PAs 
the average score increased when the sales share was taken into account. The highest average score is 
still for Integrated lighting, but it increased to 152 points.  
 

 
Figure 6. A comparison of the average score and the average weighted score per PA. 
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The only data available from the base result is the progress of SC Done, the unweighted average score 
and the sales share deemed as More Sustainable, but only on the total HFB level, not indicating the 
progress or scores of each PA. To be able to analyse a broader set of data, for example to see what 
specific score each article has, there had to be more data connected to the data processing file. This 
made it possible to analyse the results more in terms of the different criteria and what affected the 
score. This is investigated and reviewed below.  

5.1.2 Criteria based results 

The different criteria and general results for HFB Lighting is presented below. In the data processing 
file it is possible to see specific article scores, but the score is not divided between the different criteria 
scores. Some of the data which is used in the SPS is monitored at other functions as well, and thus 
stored in databases, namely the total weight of the product, the pieces per pallet, product use and the 
quality, meaning that these criteria are possible to analyse independently. But other than doing it 
manually, the material dependent criteria and the supplier criteria cannot be independently analysed.  
 
Material usage and reference product 
When scoring the running range at HFB Lighting, instead of choosing a reference product for every 
new product, the HFB uses a fixed reference list. This list, which can be seen in Appendix 2, is 
divided into PA and Material Segments and the list has been independently developed by HFB 
Lighting. Within each segments the median weight and the median pieces per pallet is used as the 
reference. HFB Lighting uses this fixed reference list to be able to score from these criteria, since there 
usually are not any lightweight materials or constructions used at the HFB. This list is also used for 
NPD if there is no clear predecessor that could function as the reference product (Gape, 2012a).  
 
In Figure 7 the weight of the products is plotted against the score of said product with the median 
weight indicated as the vertical line for Floor lamps – Lighting Electronics.  
 

 
Figure 7. How the weight of the products influence the score for the segment Floor lamps – Electronics. 

The highest scoring product for the segment Floor lamps – Lighting Electronics is JANSJÖ floor lamp 
with the score of 185, a lamp that also is the lightest in this segment. The heaviest lamp, IKEA 365+ 
LUNTA floor lamp, has also the lowest score in the segment of 54 points. A similar trend can be 
viewed in Figure 8 below, which also shows the relation between weight and score, but for the 
segment Table lamps – Metal Plastics. The two lamps with the highest scores in this segment are 
FILLSTA table lamps with 169 points and LAGRA work lamp with 164 points, two lamps that are 
among the three lightest in the segment.  
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Figure 8. How the weight of the product influence the score for the segment Table lamps – Metal Plastics. 

Better Materials 
At HFB Lighting there is currently only one product using Better Material (criterion four in the SPS), 
and it is a lamp where FSC certified wood has been used. This fraction was however so small that 
there were no Better Materials points gained. There were no lamps that were scored in the running 
range where the shade has been made from BCI certified cotton.  
 
Quality 
The COPQ value is plotted against the score in the figures below. The vertical line indicates the upper 
limit of 2.5% for which products will score. Figure 9 shows the correlation between the COPQ and the 
score for articles within the segment Table lamps – Glass and Table lamps – Metal Plastics.  
 

 
Figure 9. The COPQ and score relation for Table lamps - Glass and Table lamps – Metal Plastics.  
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The figure shows a strong relation between COPQ figures and the score of the products, there are in 
fact no products in this segment that are deemed as More Sustainable and also have a COPQ figure 
above the limit of 2.5%. Below, in Figure 10, the same relation between the score and the COPQ 
figures are shown for the segments Ceiling lamps – Glass and Ceiling lamps – Metal Plastics. 
 

 
Figure 10. The COPQ and the score relation Ceiling lamps – Glass and Ceiling lamps – Metal Plastics.  

Product Use 
The products’ energy consumption is compared to what the average installed base was in 2008, where 
the concerned products at HFB Lighting include light sources and batteries. A regular lamp, even 
though it has to use energy and light sources to work, does not score on the product use criteria. A 
lamp only scores when IOS can be sure of what light source the customer will use, i.e. if the light 
source is included with the lamp. In most cases this is not the case, thus the lamp will score zero from 
this criterion, but in some cases a lamp is actually included making it necessary to consider the score 
on this criterion. There is however one category of lamps where the light source always is included – 
the Californian version of a lamp. Because of Californian legislation IKEA will always include a light 
source with the fixture, meaning that for the majority of lamps in the range where no light source is 
included in the EU version, there is a corresponding California version. This has led to that if there is a 
California version of a lamp this article number has a separate scorecard, where the only difference 
compared to the EU version is the product use criterion. 
 
If there is a California version, it is always a CFLi (Compact Fluorescent Light) light source included, 
since lamps with LED or Halogens always have their light source included giving no reason for a 
separate California versions. Both LEDs and CFLi are deemed to be 100% better than the installed 
market of 2008, the result of which is that the California versions will always score a maximum for 
product use and consequently 54 points more than its comparable EU-version.  
 
Halogens are not deemed as more efficient than the average installed base of 2008, consequently 
products using halogen light bulbs score zero from the product use criterion. Thus comparing the 
average score for the range without the California versions, with only the California versions there is 
an increase of 34 points, moving the average from 98 to 132 points. The increase is lower than the 
expected 54 points in part because of the fact that there are lamps sold in both EU and California with 
included light sources, e.g. the LED-lamps and consequently there are not any explicit California 
versions for these. 
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Transport efficiency 
The transport efficiency criterion, being one of the two criterions where a reference product is used, 
also uses the fixed reference list. In Figure 11 below, the pieces per pallet for products within the 
Floor lamps – Lighting Electronics segment is plotted against the product score. The products with the 
highest number of pieces per pallets, i.e. those above the reference limit, also score over 120 points.  
 

 
Figure 11. Pieces per pallet plotted against the score for Floor lamps – Lighting Electronics. 

Supplier criteria 
There are currently 55 suppliers at HFB Lighting, located all around the world and with different 
supplier scores. Looking at the suppliers at the HFB, the average score is 24 points of the suppliers 
that have a score. When also taking into account the suppliers scoring zero, i.e. not IWAY approved 
suppliers, the average supplier score decreases to 16 points. The maximum possible supplier score is 
72. 

5.1.3 Best and Worst products at HFB Lighting 

As a result from the work done it is also possible to investigate which lamps are the best and the worst 
at HFB Lighting. In the top of the list one will find small LED-lamps, such as LEDBERG. These 
products score high because of two main factors, their size and their product use. Since LEDs are 
deemed to be more than 100% as efficient as the average light source on the installed market of 2008, 
comparing lumen/watt, they will always score the maximum for the product use criterion. Also the 
LED-lamps are most often smaller and lighter than the median to which they belong, resulting in high 
scores for the reference dependent criteria. Thus it is not unusual that they reach the limit for More 
Sustainable before taking into account the material and supplier dependent criteria.  
 
Next on the list there are a number of California (CF) versions of lamps. The included light sources in 
this version are always CFLi, but it is not restricted. Also, the highest scoring California versions are 
usually also small and lightweight, influencing the score positively as with LEDs.  
 
Further down the list there are a number of products that score high mostly because of their size and 
weight, e.g. lamps with paper or textile shades. These types of lamps are always lighter than the 
median of the PA – Material segment, thus they will score high for the reference dependent criteria. 
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At the bottom of the list are a number of big and heavy lamps within the range. Mostly the highest 
material fractions in these products are glass, either from having glass shades or glass fixtures. The 
result of the high glass content is firstly a low to zero score for the renewable and recycled criteria, 
caused by the comparatively low fraction of other material in the products. Secondly, even though 
there is a material segment for glass products within each PA, the lamps at the bottom are the ones that 
are heavier than the median, thus not scoring for criterion one and seven. Lastly, the glass lamps tend 
to have high COPQ values, as with Ceiling lamps – Glass where no products have COPQ values 
below the scoring limit of 2.5%. These three factors result in a situation where these lamps are highly 
dependent on the supplier criteria to reach a More Sustainable level, although the maximum possible 
score for these criteria are in total 72 points, and as mentioned the average is about 24 points.  

5.2 HFB Store and Organize 
Below are the results from HFB Store and Organize presented, in the context of the SPS, first in 
overall terms and then more detailed as the result on different criteria are presented. 

5.2.1 Overall results 

As of March 2012, 5% of the sales share at HFB Store and Organize had been scored and about 1.2% 
of the sales share was deemed More Sustainable. The HFB had a goal of scoring all products before 
the end of FY12 and also of course the overall goal to reach a sales value of 90% More Sustainable 
products by FY15. As of May 2012, 90.6% of the sales share at the HFB has been scored. For the HFB 
46.9% of the sales share is deemed More Sustainable. Presented in Figure 12 is a diagram showing 
how much of the different PAs that have been scored and how much that is More Sustainable in 
relation to the sales share. 
  

 
Figure 12. Sales share of each PA, percentage of scored articles and More Sustainable articles per PA. 

As with HFB Lighting, there is a possibility to take into account the sales share of each product in the 
PAs when calculating the average score per PA. This has been done, and this weighted average score 
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lower when weighted since there are a number of high scoring article numbers with no sales share. 
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The weighted scores per PA is in the other cases the same as the unweighted scores or higher. The 
biggest difference is for Storage Solitaires, with a difference of 15 points. 
 

 
Figure 13. A comparison of the average score and the average weighted score per PA. 

5.2.2 Criteria based results 

The effects of the different criteria are described below, as well as the general results of HFB Store 
and Organize.  
 
Material usage and reference product 
The reference product at HFB Store and Organize has not been based on a median value as with HFB 
Lighting, but instead the only factor that influences criterion one and seven is the use of lightweight 
constructions or lightweight materials, which reduces the material used. This means that a product 
only score from these criteria if there have been deliberate changes implemented with an aim of 
lowering the weight or to increase the transport efficiency of the product.  
 
For the HFB the only lightweight construction or material present is the use of Board on Frame (BOF) 
or Board on Stiles (BOS) and the reference product in these cases was the same product but calculated 
as if it they were built using solid wood. This was done by determining which parts were made from 
lightweight materials and then multiplying those weights with a density factor, i.e. the density of solid 
wood divided by the density of BOF or BOS.  
 
In Figure 14 the weight of each article is plotted against the score and a trend line for each of the five 
scored PAs at HFB Store and Organize is shown. 
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Figure 14.Weight of articles in relation to the score, and trend for each PA in the HFB. 

The figure shows that there is a relation between low weight and high scores, for every PA except 
Storage Interiors. For most PAs the relation is not so strong except for Storage Fronts where the slope 
of the trend line is steep.  
 
The material criteria 
Due to the fact that the material fractions are almost the same in particleboard and solid wood 
furniture, even if there are different styles, shapes and sizes, these products get almost identical 
material criteria scores. Below, in Table 2, are the material dependent criteria scores presented for a 
BILLY bookcase 80x202.  
 

Table 2. Material criteria and scores for BILLY bookcase 80x202. 

Criterion Percentage (%) Grade Score 
2. Renewable materials 90 4 42 
3. Recycled materials 3 0 0 
4. Better material 15 0 0 
5. Separable and recyclable materials 91 4 12 
Sum   54 

 
The above are as stated, almost identical in all particleboard and solid wood pieces of furniture, but the 
scores do change when addressing products made from lightweight materials, i.e. BOF or BOS. The 
material dependent criteria scores for an EXPEDIT bookcase 79x79 are presented in Table 3.  
 

Table 3. Material criteria and scores for EXPEDIT bookcase 79x79. 

Criterion Percentage (%) Grade Score 
2. Renewable materials 89 3 32 
3. Recycled materials 2 0 0 
4. Better Material 15 0 0 
5. Separable and recyclable materials 3 0 0 
Sum   32 
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Better materials 
The exact amount of FSC certified wood in each product is difficult to calculate since it is dependent 
on the suppliers used, as well as each supplier’s sales share of said product. Even if it is possible to 
calculate, it was deemed to be too time consuming in comparison to the added value. Instead the 
calculated IKEA average has been used. It states that 24% of the solid wood is deemed as FSC 
certified, and the board materials consists of 16% FSC certified wood. Since the limit for even scoring 
at this criterion is 20%, products made entirely from board materials never scored from this criterion. 
The products made from solid wood could score, i.e. if the sum of the other material fractions were too 
small to lower the Better Material share below 20%. This also meant that the maximum percentage the 
running range could have was 24% - and this translates to the first grade, which gives 9.1 points. The 
maximum points for this criterion is 36.4 points.  
 
Quality 
In the same manner, as with the weight, the COPQ value is plotted against the total score in the figures 
below. The vertical line indicates the upper limit of 2.5% for which products can score. In Figure 15 
the score is plotted against the COPQ figures for Storage Interiors.  
  

 
Figure 15. COPQ against scorecard score for PA Storage Interiors. 

The PA Storage Interiors is representative for the PAs at HFB Store and Organize, where there is a 
trend line even though there are many articles having lower COPQ values than 2.5% that have low 
scores. In the PA Storage Solitaries the same trend is visible and the majority of the articles have a 
higher COPQ value than the limit for scoring at 2.5%, shown in Figure 16.   
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Figure 16. COPQ against scorecard score for PA Storage Solitaries. 

Product use 
None of the products at HFB Store and Organize scored in the criterion Product Use, since none of 
the cabinets or storage solutions consumes energy when in use.  
 
Transport efficiency 
At HFB Store and Organize there was no fixed reference list used for calculating the Transport 
efficiency and the calculations were based on the number of pieces in a container. Even though most 
products at this HFB are flat packed for more efficient transportation, this is not deemed in this context 
as being more transport efficient, since it has been used at this HFB consistently and is well 
recognized. Consequently the products of the running range do not score from this criterion. There is a 
relation to the first criterion, More from Less, and since a reference product has been used for the 
products made from BOF or BOS, the same reference product was used to measure transport 
efficiency of these products. Although the packaging of the reference products would be the same, the 
weight of each package would increase. If the number of piece per pallet multiplied with the total 
weight of the reference product was higher than the maximum allowed weight on a single pallet there 
would be an increase in transport efficiency. In all instances the reference pallet weighed less than the 
maximum allowed weight of a pallet, thus no products from the running range of HFB Store and 
Organize scored.  
 
Supplier criteria 
There are currently 95 suppliers at HFB Store and Organize, located all around the world and with 
different supplier scores. Looking at the suppliers at the HFB, the average score is 22.5 points of the 
suppliers that have a score. When also taking into account the suppliers having zero as their supplier 
score, the average supplier score decreases to 18 points. The maximum possible supplier score is 72.   

5.2.3 Best and worst products at HFB Store and Organize 

There are in fact only one group of products scoring over the More Sustainable limit of 120 points and 
that are the products made of lightweight materials, i.e. BOF and BOS, and therefore the products that 
will score from the first criterion of More from Less. These products are the BESTÅ and EXPEDIT 
product families, without fronts and inserts, and the LACK product family. At the top of this list is a 
BESTÅ shelving unit with the score of 189, then a LACK wall shelf with 181 points and then an 
EXPEDIT shelving unit also with 181 points. 
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The regular shelving units without fronts and doors from HEMNES, BILLY and BENNO range have 
scores ranging from 80 to 120 points, depending on the supplier score and the COPQ value. The total 
average product score for the BILLY shelving units is approximately 70.  
 
The products in the bottom of the list can be divided in two groups; the first group is interior parts and 
accessories made from metal or a mixture between metal and plastics where the total score for BESTÅ 
rails for sliding doors is 21 points. This type of metal products only score from two product criteria, 
since they are also often associated with high COPQ values. The recycled content of the steel fraction 
gives a score of 9 points and recyclability of the products gives 12 more points.  
 
The second group is doors and shelves made totally of or partly of glass. Glass products often have 
high COPQ due to the fact that glass is more fragile. The only criterion the glass fraction scores from 
is the Separable and Recyclable criterion. The glass part in the products often weigh very much in 
comparison to the other materials used in the product, making the weight of other materials that could 
score from the other criteria too low to have an effect and make a difference in the SPS. HEMNES 
glass shelf has a score of 12 and BESTÅ TOMBO glass door has a score of 20 points.  
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6 Results and Empirics for TO2 

6.1 The product development process at IKEA of Sweden 
The PD-teams are employed by a specific HFB, meaning that they are specialized within certain types 
of functional products, which enable expertise knowledge in these specific areas. The development 
teams are not only responsible for the NPD of products, but also for updates and redevelopments of 
the running range. The products which are redeveloped and enhanced are often done so by the teams 
that initially created them. In every PD-team there is a PD, one or several performance and technical 
specialists being the linkage between the trading offices, suppliers and stores. There are also 
communication specialists, as well as demand and supply planners integrated in the projects at 
different levels throughout the project, depending on the specific BA and its process.  
 
The structure of the teams is rather dependent on the size of the BA, the complexity of the product and 
other structural factors. There is however always a PD and in most cases a PE and/or a PDE involved 
at the beginning of every project. The PD is the project leader and functions as the linkage between the 
contracted designer and the technical and supply dependent functions. At IOS there is always an 
external or internal designer contracted that is responsible for the design of the product. The PE 
delivers the technical competencies and is responsible for the technical solutions, documentation and 
drawings, calculations and for ensuring the manufacturability of the product, among other tasks. As 
mentioned there are also several functions responsible for the supply part of the process, whether it 
concerns purchasing, logistics or market demands. (IKEA, 2011a)  
 
The PD-process is described in Appendix 3 and begins with the steering function giving input to the 
range management team on what to focus on in projects further on. The product developer sets the 
framework for a project depending on the input from the range managers on what the range gaps are 
and the prerequisites for every project. Sometimes this is done together with the management team and 
sometimes the PD sets the framework. After the framework has been set, the product developer briefs 
the idea to one or several designers. The product idea is then displayed, through prototypes and 
drawings for the management team to choose the desired design in the Design Review, the one that 
will strengthen the unique IKEA identity (IKEA, 2011a).  
 
After the development of the idea and design, the offer is developed further. At this time the first 
proposal is developed and other functions need to collaborate to frame the business and 
communication offer as well as the supply and demand planning. The performance of the product is 
tested at initial tests and the second step of the product development process ends with gate checks and 
a wash council where the offer is displayed and decided upon by the management team. If the product 
passes through the wash council, which is preceded by a pre-wash some weeks before, the finalisation 
of the offer begins. (PD-process owner, 2012) 
 
In this third step the product is finalised for testing and documentation and the suppliers are chosen. 
There is a risk analysis performed and at the end of step three there is a product council check point 
where management decides if the product is ready to be produced in a 0-series which is the major task 
in step four, to execute the offer. In the fifth and last step, the sales start, the product is being mass 
produced and introduced to the stores. (PD-process owner, 2012) 
 
If there are faults discovered at any step, the process will loop and some steps will be performed again 
in order to ensure appropriate quality and performance. Sometimes, but not often, the projects get cut 
along the process when failing to communicate or ensure sufficient design, quality or economical 
profits. (PD-process owner, 2012) 
 
The PD-process is currently being reviewed with the objective of trying to transform and improve it 
into a more efficient process applicable across all of IOS. As it is now the process is immature, linear 
and non-parallel, creating a relay race and it was developed at a time when IOS was a smaller 
company with less demands than now (PD-process owner, 2012). The process focuses on how long 
the tasks should take and not which tasks should be performed and how they should be structured, 
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leaving these matters to be set at a HFB level or by each team. As a result there seems to be an 
inconsistency between the teams in the tasks performed in the PD-process. 
 
The PD-process owner, responsible for the development of the new and improved IOS PD-process and 
with thorough experience of working in product development projects within many HFB’s at IOS, 
aims to transform the process into a more parallel flow. The deliverables should be clearly specified 
but the time frame should be adaptable to each project, to ensure a more dynamic workflow. She 
claims that when trying to squeeze new steps or tools into the existing processes this adds to the 
burden of the PD-teams and the change meets resistance. The PD-process owner also added that the 
SPS has not been fully implemented in the PD-process, thus forcing each HFB to define when, and by 
whom, the SPS has to be done. The transformed PD-process is set to be launched in the autumn of 
2012, which will be followed by implementation and integration phases.  
 
The PD-process owner also described that when developing a product at IOS there are five different 
aspects to consider for the teams and the product developers – the function, style, price, quality and 
sustainability of the product. The four first has traditionally been prerequisites when developing a 
product for IKEA, and now the sustainability is also to be regarded as a prerequisite as it is becoming 
more and more significant. However, the PDs and the teams have no means to prioritize between these 
five aspects in a project. All five cannot be reviewed as equal important in every project, making a 
product excel in one or several of these aspects will automatically make other aspects perform less. A 
more sustainable product will in most cases be more expensive than the regular solution, and if there is 
a lack of framework or prioritizing process that deems sustainability as the most important aspect, 
trying to lower the cost will in most cases win, since this is a more traditional approach in product 
development projects. The five aspects can be seen in Figure 17 below. (PD process owner, 2012) 
 

 
Figure 17. The five aspects to consider when developing new products. 

6.1.1 The rules of thumb: Towards sustainable products 

There is a general guide available for IOS co-workers in how to develop sustainable products – 
concerning the economic, environmental and social perspective – called the Rules of thumb: Towards 
sustainable products (IKEA, 2009a). This guide, last update in May 2009, states that sustainability 
should always be considered in the PD-process. The rules of thumb are presented in a life-cycle order 
since IKEA deems life cycle thinking as important. The eight rules of thumb are as follows: 
 

1. Set sustainability goals and requirements early in the projects, top-down or bottom-up. 
2. Create more from less – save material but keep the same quality, style and function. 
3. Use low impact materials. Use preferably recycled and/or renewable materials. 
4. Optimize an efficient production – contribute to a smarter supply chain.  
5. Package smart. Design products for efficient packaging and distribution. 
6. Create long lasting products – secure a long product life span with the right quality. 
7. Induce smart use by helping customers save water, energy and reduce the waste. 
8. Design for recyclability by making products easy to separate, sort and recycle.  



 

39 

Every rule is further described in the guide and examples of good practice are presented. The eight 
rules have been downsized to a leaflet guide making the rules “easy to digest”, but the guide does not 
say exactly where in the process to consider these rules, or how to assess them.  

6.2 The SPS process at BA Lighting 
The PD-teams at HFB Lighting often use the eight rules of thumb guide early in the product 
development process, according to the Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting (Gape, 2012a). HFB 
Lighting also tries to work out standardized environmentally better solutions applicable in many 
products in the range, thus saving material and reducing the impact of the products. At HFB Lighting 
it is stated in the Lighting product development workflow version 1.0, available on the intranet (HFB 
Lighting, 2010), that environmental aspects should be considered in the Design Brief and reviewed at 
the Design Review. Before the Technical-Quality-Environment (TQE) gate check there is a Green 
Product gate check 3-6 weeks before the Wash Council where the product should have a final 
scorecard value. The Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting explained that the web application 
scorecard is performed at the Green Product gate check, but that the technician has performed the 
calculations before and that this gate check is the only time a scorecard is done in the NPD process 
(Gape, 2012a). She claims that today the Green Product gate check is more a check than a forum for 
changes and decision-making, but the aim is to move this gate check earlier in the process in order for 
it to have the ability to influence the product positively. She explained that much of the development 
and drawings are today performed by development suppliers, but moving more of the development to 
IOS would make it possible to focus more on environmental matters in the beginning of the product 
development process.    
 
The Sustainability Leader has put together HFB Lighting specific guides on how to calculate the 
percentages needed for each criterion in the scorecard, explaining the workflow step by step (Gape, 
2012b). The sustainability leader at HFB Lighting explained that many of the PD-teams felt that the 
scorecard was another task added to their work, and that the benefits and reasons why to do a 
scorecard has not yet fully been understood. At first, other ways than stating the scorecard to be the 
PEs responsibility were tried, but in the end it was recognised that the ones with the most adequate 
knowledge for performing a scorecard in fact were the PEs.  
 
HFB Lighting has a specific way of choosing the reference product if there is no adequate predecessor 
available. The reference product is the median value of that specific material segment in the PA 
calculated on the values for the running range of FY11. Thus, at HFB Lighting reference products are 
always used, even if there have been no deliberate improvements in reducing the material or 
increasing the transport efficiency. Sometimes the product scored is heavier and have less pieces per 
pallet than the reference, resulting in a score of zero from these criteria since the web application tool 
allows no negative values. 
 
The Sustainability Leader acknowledge that the PD-teams do not fully accept the scorecard, but the 
Sustainability Leader will try to focus on how the scoring process can help the teams and why this is 
beneficial when creating new products in order to create more acceptance and integration. She states 
that the timing for introducing the scorecard was bad for HFB Lighting, but that they tried to make the 
best out of it, but since IOS is such as big company the timing will always be better for some 
departments and worse for others (Gape, 2012a).  
 
The teams do however feel that some environmental matters are not recognized in the scorecard, 
things they do or address in the development process which affects the sustainability of the product but 
do not generate scores. A common wish is that it would be possible to gain scores when eliminating 
certain chemicals, for examples bromine and chlorine in halogen bulbs. Another issue is that the SPS 
tool does not consider the life span of a product and thus all effort performed by the teams to extend 
the life of a product does not have an effect on the score. (Gape, 2012a) 
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6.3 The SPS process at BA Living room & Workspaces 
Depending on what documents reviewed at the BA, sustainability is to be incorporated in the PD-
process at different levels. In the process description it is stated that sustainability inputs is to be 
considered when developing materials/technical platforms (IKEA, 2009b). The result of the scorecard 
shall be presented at the TQE gate check as described in documents of the product development 
process. The documents have been revised to include the SPS tool by the sustainability leader at the 
BA. In the sustainability priorities it is stated that since new tools, routines and sustainability 
improvements have been continuously developed for the last couple of years, these matters need to be 
integrated and anchored in the BA Living room & Workspaces (Guzman, 2011). A proposal is that 
these changes will be a part of, and anchored in, the product development revision process.  
 
There has been a draft document describing the sustainability checklist for the PD-process, available at 
the BA Living room & Workspaces intranet (Guzman, 2012). Here the PD-teams are able to find 
sustainability concerns along the PD-process. The aspects are more open and broader in the beginning 
(at the design brief it is suggested that the team prioritize the top five scorecard criteria to focus on in 
the development) and narrows down to preliminary scorecard results in the Pre-Wash. At the Wash 
Council the idea is that actual scorecard values should be presented. There are also documents 
describing the scorecard work process, how the calculations are performed and the definition of the 
different criteria, as well as what to have in mind when doing a scorecard.  
 
Respondents at the HFB, whom have been involved in the scorecard process, mainly PDEs and PEs, 
and are responsible for the performance and technical parts of the products, communicate a high level 
of frustration regarding the SPS tool. There is an interest for environmentally better products present 
and many of the respondents have their own ideas of how it would be possible to make the range more 
sustainable, but it seems that the respondents do not appreciate the SPS tool or see the value in using 
it. They have also communicated that it can be hard to prioritise between the different aspects present 
while developing new products. 
 
The general perception of the tool is that it is hard to understand and that there has been no consistent 
proper education in it, leaving questions about how to execute the calculations needed and especially 
on how and what reference products to choose for criterion one and seven. Three of the PEs and PDEs 
feel that the subjective aspect of the reference choice is difficult to accept since this will lead to that 
every product will score differently depending on which reference product is chosen and that being 
either “too nice” or “too hard” when choosing reference product would result in unfair and 
incomparable scores. The respondents gave an impression of spending very much time in both trying 
to find, and subsequently, calculate the reference products. In some cases, when there is no clear 
reference product, like a direct predecessor, the scorecard has not been performed even if the other 
inputs required exist.  
 
Some of the PDEs and PEs felt that the scorecard fails to bring up relevant assessment criteria and that 
the existing criteria do not reflect the true sustainability of a product. What the PEs and PDEs felt was 
lacking was a more holistic approach on the products where the life of the product, the durability and 
life span was taken into consideration, as these aspects ensures a long life of a product and thus 
decreases the consumption of new products. Others felt that IKEA should strive on lowering the 
carbon dioxide emissions, which currently is not measured in the scorecard.  
 
There is also confusion about when to perform the scorecard in the PD-process. The PDEs and PEs 
only perform scorecard on the new products, where different phases in the processes contain different 
amount of detailed information. There have been no direct guidelines on how to set project specific 
goals concerning the scorecards, and there were confusion noticed on whether the More Sustainable 
score of 120 should be set as the goal, or a more realistic score. One of the PDEs felt that there was a 
demand for scorecard result from the management even before the designer was contacted and 
therefore the materials and shape of the product was still unknown. On the other hand, the SPS was 
not mentioned at all during two Wash Councils and one Product Council which were attended during 
this thesis work.  
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6.4 The SPS process based on PAR experience 
The PAR method was chosen to be able to explore the SPS in the PD-process and by doing scorecards 
at both HFB Lighting and BA Living room & Workspaces a more profound knowledge base was 
established. The gathering of data has been done in a number of different ways in order to be able to 
choose the most adequate method for products with different prerequisites, a much useful knowledge 
when later developing a consistent way of working with the scorecard. Therefore the different phases 
and specific efforts needed for completing a scorecard will be explained below, where in some cases 
several methods for accomplishing the same information is described. The gathering process was not 
limited to the early stages but was a parallel process during the thesis work. This continues dynamic 
process ensured that different methods for gathering data would be evaluated fairly and thus an 
analysis should provide either one method for best practice, or several circumstance based methods.  
 
The data needed for the scorecards are primarily the weight fractions of the materials that the assessed 
product is made up of. To complete the scorecard product quality figures, pieces per pallet and product 
use are also needed. There is also data dependent on the suppliers of the product calculated in the total 
SPS score, but this information is provided by responsible persons conducting IKEA audits at the 
supplier factories and these scores are automatically connected to the different article numbers. 
Another required input in these methods is a list, which specifies the density for the materials used in 
the range of products. A supplement to the methods is a fitting list from ICOMP (IKEA Components, 
IKEA owned component supplier) for all standard fittings and hinges used for IKEA products, which 
list the weight of each component. This made it possible to calculate the metal and plastic fraction of 
the fittings used in every product, since the article number of the fittings is available in the technical 
description of the products. 

6.4.1 Weight fractions 

To gather the weight of the materials used in the products a number of different methods have been 
used and each method has its own merits. The different methods are described below.   
 
Weighing each part manually 
This method is considered a baseline in comparison with the other methods. It requires a time 
consuming manual labour and also access to the product to be assessed as well as a sufficient scale. 
Even so the result of this process should be the most accurate. It may also be used in early stages of 
the PD-process where prototypes are available but accurate drawings are not. If this method is used 
together with another method it is possible to compare the results and thus evaluate the accuracy of the 
second method.  
 
Trading technician / Suppliers 
This method is based on a good relation with the suppliers and thus enlisting their knowledge of the 
product to gather the data needed. To do this efficiently a template was created to ensure that the data 
returned from the suppliers was formatted the same way, and also making the process for the suppliers 
less demanding. See Appendix 4 for this supplier template. It greatly reduces the resources needed for 
IOS to complete the task, but an effect of this is the high dependency on external resources. One 
problem is the lack of traceability, meaning that the data supplied can only be used if the source is 
trusted. Since there is no way of evaluating the data without using another method for comparison, a 
high level of trust for the suppliers’ accuracy is needed. The dependency also means that if a supplier 
provides the data later than requested, or does not supply it at all, no scorecards can be done. 
 
Cost Breakdown Structure 
The Cost Breakdown Structure (CBS) is primarily used to estimate the total cost of a product 
depending on the materials and components in the product. Thus, for certain products where the cost is 
dependent and calculated upon the material usage the CBS can be a great source for material weight 
fractions. On the other hand, since the CBS varies in the level of usability for the scorecard, it can be 
time consuming to check the CBS for each product only to realize that it cannot be used to the 
required extent.  
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DWP 
The DWP (Dimensions-Weight-Packaging) tool is used mostly with regards to transportation. Since 
the weight of the products can be found through this tool it can be used as a source of input if the 
product is known to be made up of a single material, such as some cutleries, or from a few materials 
e.g. a wooden table with known fittings. 
 
Drawings 
For all products within the IOS range, accurate 2D drawings/drafts are available through the Product 
Information Assistance (PIA) together with a technical description which includes the materials used. 
Thus it is possible to calculate the volume of each part from these drawings and together with the 
density list, the weight can be found. For products with many components and/or complex shapes it 
quickly becomes time consuming and the accuracy lessens with the level of complexity.  
 
3D CAD 
IOS is producing more products from 3D CAD drawings which mean that there are assembly files 
available through the intranet storage system PLUS, and also the part files for the product. This 
method requires that the material is set for each part, but when the materials are set the weight of the 
total product and its parts can easily be generate with the help of the Bill Of Material (BOM) 
functionality in the assembly view. An alternative to setting material for each part is to use the volume 
from the BOM and then manually calculated the weight with the help of the density list. 

6.4.2 Gathering additional information 

There is more information needed to perform a scorecard than only the weights of the materials, and 
the means in gathering this information is presented below.  
 
Material list for renewable, recyclable and recycled content 
Since the criteria score is based on the weight fraction of renewable, recycled and recyclable content 
in the product it is important to have one fixed list which states the degree of renewable, recycled and 
recyclable general percentage for each material, e.g. solid wood is 100 % renewable and recyclable, 
but there is no recycled content. This list is provided by the sustainability support function at IOS and 
is connected and updated in the web application (Wilts Jansen, 2011).  
 
Cost of poor quality, COPQ 
The Scorecard application imports actual COPQ values, but this process only happens four times a 
year, so a manual input of COPQ data is required to be able to get a score until the actual values are 
imported. The manual COPQ values for the running range are gathered from the latest quarterly 
COPQ report, but these figures are written over by the actual when they are imported. For a new 
product, the first actual COPQ value will be generated only after the product has been on the market 
for six months, thus an estimated COPQ value must be used for these. 
 
Transport efficiency 
As mentioned earlier, DWP is used primarily for transportation purposes and thus the weight of a 
single product is listed there, which can be a good reference for comparison. Also the weight and size 
of the packaging can be found and the number of piece per pallet. There are also actual values 
imported by the different suppliers, thus making it easy to choose the latest updated figures. 
 
Product Use 
The figures for product use can most easily be found through the Product Information Assistance 
database, PIA. For this criterion the most crucial part is to determine the average product use of the 
installed market in 2008. It is important to find a fair comparison between the products on the market 
in 2008 and the running range at IKEA since the technology changes over time. 
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6.4.3 Calculating the score 

The score is calculated based on the method described in the Criteria overview. The output here for 
each product is the percentage for each of the eight product based criterion. The total score is as 
mentioned dependent on the weight factor for each criterion together with the three supplier criteria. 
For calculating and gathering the different output percentages an excel file has been developed and 
used, performing the weight dependent calculations automatically once the weight of the materials are 
specified. The calculation template can be seen in Appendix 5.  

6.4.4 Grouping 

Many of the products that were to be scored are constructed in the same way, but have different 
colours, surface materials, or are up or down scaled leaving the material fractions the same in many 
article numbers. To minimize the workload, many of the articles have been grouped under one 
scorecard if they showed enough similarities as another articles, making only one calculation 
necessary. The article used for the calculation was chosen as the one in the middle, when managing 
different sizes, or the one having largest sales value in other cases. The grouping process is deemed as 
sufficient, since the grades are structured in clusters, thus the small differences present between actual 
products tend to not affect the total score. When uncertainties arose there were more calculations 
performed, ensuring that the grouping could be done. If it was decided the products showed too much 
difference or resulted in different scores, there was a scorecard done for each product. Although there 
is grouping, each article number has its own COPQ values and supplier score. 
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7 Analysis and discussion in relation to TO1 
Firstly it must be stated that using the SPS tool and the results from it as it normally is generated will 
severely limit the possible analysis of the result. Without modification, the data available is only the 
score and the sales share of each article. From this information it is possible to evaluate how much of 
the sales share that has been scored and also the share that is deemed More Sustainable. These figures 
can of course be compared to the goals for FY15 (90% should be More Sustainable) and this should 
give an indication to the amount of work that remains to be done, but there is no way to get a 
perspective of the nature of the current situation, where to start or what work that remains. To be able 
to fulfil the objectives of this thesis the added range data was a necessity for the analysis and thus one 
of the limitations of the tool has been avoided. 
 
The modifications also made it possible to analyse based on the projected forecast and not the actual 
sales share. This is beneficial since it gives a more accurate account of the future since products being 
phased out in the coming years will have a smaller impact on the total and also that new products, 
without actual sales, will have the desired effect. Based on these figures one can determine where the 
range will be in the coming years, regarding sales share, if no further work to reach the goals will be 
done. 
 
Average score 
Looking at the average score on the PA level one can clearly see the effect of using an average only 
based on the number of articles, and not taking into account the SC Done status or the sales share. The 
average score for all products at HFB Lighting is as mentioned only 44, but goes up to 101 when only 
scored products are considered, and then up even further to 117 points when the score is weighted 
depending on the sales share of the articles. One major reason for this effect is the fact that there are a 
lot of article numbers in the system that have not been, and will not be, scored. There are  
6 210 article numbers that are deemed less sustainable and of these only about half have any sales 
share at all and most of these score zero. This means that about 3 000 articles are weighing down the 
average with their zero score.  The possibility to only look at article numbers that are connected to a 
scorecard, gives a more accurate value for the products, but the effect of the sales share of non-scored 
products might be neglected.  
 
Another issue with this approach is that there are scorecards that are connected to multiple variations 
of a single product where the only difference is the colour and/or country dependencies, e.g. JANSJÖ 
work lamp has 19 connections, whereas SOLVINDEN only has one. Similar results can be found 
throughout both HFBs. This will translate into a situation where scorecards with many connected 
article numbers influence the average score more than the ones with fewer connections. Thus, an 
average score weighted with the sales share of the article numbers gives the most accurate description 
of the situation when comparing to the sustainability goals.  
 
The biggest problem with not being able to extract average scores based on the products’ sales share is 
that it will communicate an untrue picture of the reality. Since the average weighted score per PA is 
higher at both HFB Lighting and HFB Store and Organize than the average that is not weighted – the 
latter will not show the real progress. In fact it seems to be so that there is more environmental focus 
on articles with a high sales share, something that will be beneficial in reaching the sustainability goals 
for FY15. Being able to show the real picture would help increase the PD-teams’ motivation, since the 
progress then becomes visible.  
 
Sales share or sales volume 
While looking at the top grossing article and comparing it to the article with the highest sales volume a 
question about if IKEA's goals are a good way to measure sustainability and if the greatest impact of 
sustainability work will be from working with the top grossing or the high volume articles. Looking at 
the list of less sustainable products there are articles with a relatively low sales share but with a higher 
sales quantity, for example LOCK ceiling lamp with 0.38% sales share and 1.32% sales volume. A 
comparable product is MASKROS pendant lamp which has almost the reversed figures with 1.56% of 
the sales share and 0.27% in volume. With the sustainability goals in mind it would be beneficial to 
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start working with MASKROS pendant lamp because it has a higher sales share, but taking into 
account the number of articles sold one could argue that it would have a greater impact on the 
environment to start off by improving LOCK ceiling lamp.  

7.1 HFB Lighting 
By sorting the range of products at HFB Lighting according to the sales share of the product families 
that are deemed as Less Sustainable illustrates which products to start with when trying to make them 
More Sustainable, this is shown in Figure 18. In the figure, blue indicates sales share that is Less 
Sustainable and red sales share that is More Sustainable, thus the blue and red together indicates the 
total sales share of each product family. Even though changing each product family into More 
Sustainable product would have an effect on the sustainability of the range, the effect will be limited 
to the sales share of each product. Since the range consists of a lot of different product families with a 
rather small sales share, it might beneficial to prioritize according to different aspects that can have an 
effect on a bigger part of the range.  
 

 
Figure 18. Product families sorted by biggest sales share of Less Sustainable articles. 

Material usage 
As seen, the weight of the product can have a big impact on the total score, as the first criterion is the 
highest weighted. Although this is true, the materials used in the product are also important to 
consider, especially in relation to the goal of having all material renewable, recycled or recyclable. A 
major part of the weight for table lamps and floor lamps are in the base of the products. They are 
usually made from concrete, metal sand or cast iron. The choice of material in the base affects the 
three criteria renewable, recycled and recyclable. Since the score is based on the fractions of materials 
used in the product a base weight made from either material will lower the fraction of renewable 
material. Metal sand and cast iron both have an estimated recycled content of 40% and are deemed as 
100% recyclable, affecting these criteria greatly. A base weight made from concrete is from a 
scorecard perspective the worst choice since it is not recycled. Although concrete has been classified 
as recyclable at HFB Lighting and for all products in the range, this classification is questionable. In 
the material list, made available through the sustainability support function for the SPS tool (Wilts 
Jansen, 2011), concrete is not mentioned. Contacting El-Kretsen (Seeger, 2012), it was stated that 
concrete is crushed and placed at landfills, which would make concrete a non-recyclable material. It 
may be possible to recycle un-mixed concrete but since concrete often is used as a base material in 
mixtures, landfills would be more common than recycling. 
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Since the base plate has such a great impact on the floor and table lamps it is important to work with it 
and try to make it environmentally better so that the products can reach the set goals. There are many 
requirements for lamps to fulfil, but one directly corresponding to the base plate is the tipping test, 
where lamps must be able to stand at a predetermined angle without falling over, i.e. the center of 
mass must be over the base plate at said angle. Thus a high-density material, such as concrete or steel, 
is preferred since it will ensure a low center of mass. The higher the density the narrower the base 
plate can be. Also, a smaller, size wise, base plate will make packaging and shipping more efficient. 
On the other hand, a broader base will result in the possibility of making them lighter, or from less 
dens materials. One possibility is to make the base hollow, resulting in less material usage, since a 
high rim weight of the plate will affect the tipping test more than the same weight placed at the center 
of the plate. To ensure efficient packaging and shipping it is suggested that the base plate is divided 
into smaller pieces, which can be put together by the end customer. Another possibility is to change 
from concrete to a material that can be recycled, such as iron, resulting in higher scores for recycled 
and recyclable content. The best result will be achieved by both changing the design of the base plate, 
but also changing the material resulting in lighter products made from more environmental friendly 
materials.  
 
Better Material 
As stated in the results, there was only one lamp where any of the Better Materials had been used, 
namely FSC certified wood. None of the lamps had shades where BCI certified cotton had been used, 
which is desirable. However, since the shades often are so much lighter than the stands, it is 
questionable if having a shade made of BCI certified cotton would make a difference in the total score. 
The shade would have to weigh at least 20% of the total weight of the lamp and be made entirely from 
Better Cotton if any points would be gained in this criterion. Regardless of whether the usage of Better 
Materials gives any extra points, these types of materials should be used for the sake of the 
environment and because of the social aspects. 
 
Quality 
HFB Lighting has many products made entirely, or partly, of glass. Glass is a fragile material, which is 
visible in the COPQ figures. In the results above, it can be noted that none of the ceiling lamps in the 
material segment glass has a COPQ value below 2.5%. The same trend is visible for the table lamps 
made of glass. In general these have much higher COPQ value than the table lamps made of metal or 
plastics. It seems to be difficult to reach the More Sustainable limit of 120 points if the COPQ value is 
above the limit of 2.5%, thus emphasising the importance of high product quality. Glass products have 
a big sales share at HFB Lighting, which would make a targeted action towards lowering the COPQ of 
these valuable in increasing the total scorecard score.  
 
High quality is though not something that is only measured in the SPS, there are extensive measures 
taken to quantify the Cost of Poor Quality, COPQ. Bad quality is costly to IKEA and there are many 
actions taken to lower the COPQ values, even glass lamps. It has though proved difficult, with too 
much packaging material the customers tend to get insecure about the content of the package and 
consequently opens the package, and then chooses a different product where the package is not 
broken. So it is a fine line in making the wrapping protectable enough, but still enabling the customer 
insight into what is inside the package.  
 
Transport efficiency 
As seen in the result there is a relationship between many pieces per pallet and high scores, although 
this criterion is relative low weighted and therefore should not make a huge difference. But it could be 
argued that small products, which can fit many on a pallet, also are lighter than the average and 
therefore will score on the first criterion as well. So it is wise to think that with a fixed reference list 
criterion one and seven will be interdependent.  
 
Lamps that can fit few pieces per pallet in relation to other in the segment are often those where the 
lampshade is included. Including the shade will make it easier for customers buying a complete 
product, but it severely decrease the transport efficiency of a product. Shades sold separately are easy 
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to stack and therefore transport efficient and easy to display in the stores. Selling shades separately 
have other advantages – it can increase the sales of shades since customers can buy several and the 
shade material will have the highest material fraction. Since the shade material will have the highest 
material fraction and since the shade often is made from paper or fabric (preferably BCI cotton), these 
will therefore score high on the renewable, recyclable and better material criterions. This would 
increase the total score and make several more products reach the More Sustainable limit.  
 
Product Use 
As seen there is also great benefit from including a light source, if it is CFLi or LED. Although this 
would result in higher scores for the products, it will affect other parts as well. One added cost is the 
change of packaging that is necessary to accommodate the addition of a light source. Other issues are 
that the effect on the consumer market of an included light sources has not been determined, meaning 
that perhaps not all customers will appreciate the addition and thus sales might decrease. Also the 
price of the product will have to be higher to include the added cost of the light sources, and this is 
especially true if the added light sources are LEDs. Thus a low cost item (Breath Taking Item - BTI) 
might be deemed as expensive if compared to other inexpensive fixtures that do not include light 
sources, and again there might be a decrease in sales. Including light sources with the lamps will move 
sales from the PA Light sources to the other PAs, thus this will affect not only the score of the lamps, 
but the entire range at HFB Lighting will see an increase in the level of sustainability. Even though 
light sources have yet to be scored, the experience gained through this thesis work indicates that they 
will not be deemed as More Sustainable, since they will probably only score from the Product Use 
criterion. If this is the case, it can be questioned if the inclusion of light sources with the lamps causes 
a big share of Less Sustainable products to be hidden and thus an analysis will not show the true 
nature of the range. 
 
Even though CFLi are more efficient than incandescent bulbs, and thus should score for product use, 
there is an issue with selling CFLi since they include mercury and hence they require special handling 
on disposal, and this factor does not affect the scorecard. Therefor a move away from both 
incandescent and CFLi bulbs to only LEDs is preferred from an overall environmental perspective. 
Although currently the initial cost of LEDs for customers does not satisfy the goal of reaching the 
many people and thus it is likely more sustainable to continue to sell both CFLi and LEDs parallel 
until the cost is comparable and the long-term savings are communicated clearly and generally 
accepted. 
 

7.2 HFB Store and Organize 
When dividing the product families of the HFB in More Sustainable and Less Sustainable and taking 
into account the sales share of these product families the result is presented in Figure 19. Here it is 
visible that in order to address the Less Sustainable products that would contribute the most to 
increasing the More Sustainable sales value of the HFB, the efforts should start with BILLY, and 
proceed to the right in the figure continuing with HEMNES, BESTÅ TOFTA and so forth. Following 
this line gives a clear prioritizing order, which is important since the time frame until FY15 is limited. 
Targeted actions on specific product families at the HFB will have a great effect on the level of 
sustainability.  
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Figure 19. Product families sorted by biggest sales share of Less Sustainable. 

Material usage 
The highest percentage of More Sustainable articles in the range are the families made from BOF or 
BOS (BESTÅ, EXPEDIT and LACK), due to the fact that they are able to score from criterion one, as 
they are made of more from less. If every article was able to score positively in this criterion, it would 
increase the More Sustainable percentage since this is the highest weighted criterion with a maximum 
score of 58 points for 30% lighter products. However, changing all the materials in HFB Store and 
Organize to lightweight materials is regarded as impossible, partly due to the fact that customers 
perceive these types of materials as less qualitative and durable than particleboard and solid wood. 
There are also issues regarding that environments with high humidity makes BOF and BOF swell to a 
larger extent than particle board and solid wood, which affects the quality and customer perception 
negatively.   
 
However, today it has become possible to manufacture thinner furniture parts such as shelves, in BOF 
and BOS – which would increase the material reduction. Changing shelves from particle board to BOF 
or BOS could not only be done in product families already been made and constructed of lightweight 
materials, but would also be feasible in families such as BILLY and HEMNES – today made of 
particle board and solid wood. To further save material in heavier products it could be argued that a 
change of parts not visible to customers could be a solution satisfying both customer demands and 
making the product lighter.  
 
There are though some parts, in some product families, which will never be possible to manufacture in 
lightweight materials, may it be due to technical or customer preferences. In these cases the heavier 
material must be kept, but it would be advisable to review the construction. If it would be possible to 
strengthen the frame construction in some pieces of furniture, less material would be needed in other 
parts of the product. It is though important to remember that if the function of the product is altered 
and the weight is reduced, for example if shelves are removed from a cabinet, this will not result in 
lightweight constructions but in a completely different product. Altered products with changed 
function or style are deemed as new products and can therefore not be compared to older, and often, 
heavier products since this jeopardizes the system’s fairness.  
 
Better Material 
The only Better Material used in HFB Store and Organize is FSC certified wood, which is the 
material that has to be focused upon in this criterion. The IKEA average of FSC content in solid wood 
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is 24% today, and the average in board material is 16%, making it difficult to score since the lower 
limit for scoring is 20% FSC certified wood in a product. There should be efforts directly targeting 
that this average is increased. The sustainability support function at IOS has communicated that the 
major supplier of wooden and board products, SWEDWOOD, has an internal goal of having 100% of 
their materials FSC certified, however currently there is a limited supply of FSC certified wood. Due 
to these factors, the average percentage of FSC is increasing, which with time will result in higher 
scores in the Better Material criterion, but it is questionable if the increase pace is enough for wooden 
or board based products to score the maximum possible from this criterion before FY15.  
 
The material criteria 
When analysing the scores for the BILLY bookcase 80x202 that were examined in the results for HFB 
Store and Organize, it is clear that this bookcase only scores in the Renewable material and Separable 
and Recyclable criteria, where it receives top scores. 
 
The only criterion that EXPEDIT scored from is the Renewable material criterion, since BOF and 
BOS is neither recycled nor recyclable. The reason why these types of materials are not recyclable is 
due to the fact that they consist of High Density Board, HDF, which has too short fibers for recycling. 
At present both HDF and MDF (Medium Density Fibers) are non-recyclable. However, if only one 
recycling facility in the world would manage to recycle (and not only down-cycle) HDF and MDF, 
IKEA would consider these materials recyclable. There are progress made in this area, which probably 
will result in a change if the definition of BOF and BOS to also be recyclable. However the Separable 
and Recyclable material criterion is low weighted, with a maximum score of 12 points. It is thus more 
important to focus on the Recycled material criteria, since this is weighted three times higher than the 
Separable and Recyclable material criterion. 
 
None of the wooden or board materials are currently made from recycled materials, meaning a loss of 
maximum 36 points. Would it be possible to find a solution to how the particleboard or BOF or BOS 
could be recycled into a material with the same properties as the starting material, it is possible to just 
switch to the recycled material without altering the product.  
 
Even though products made from particleboard or solid wood score more from the renewable, 
recycled and recyclable criteria they do not reach the same level of sustainability, caused by the highly 
weighted first criterion, More from Less, where they will not score, whereas the BOF or BOS 
constructions will. 
 
Quality 
When looking at the COPQ values for the scored articles within HFB Store and Organize it is visible 
that there are many articles above the limit of 2.5%. Since this partly is due to that the packages are 
too heavy from a customer perspective, reducing the materials and therefore weight in the products 
would probably result in lower COPQ values. There are currently efforts put in place to try to lower 
the COPQ values. But lowering the COPQ further would increase the SPS scores up to 54 points, if 
the COPQ value were below 1.3%, making up for almost half of the More Sustainable value.  
 
Transport efficiency 
The normalized packaging method at HFB Store and Organize is flat packages, making the efficiency 
of the transports initially good. This limits the possible solutions for a rationalization of the transport 
process. Since BOF and BOS is lighter than regular board and solid wood material, it could be argued 
that this would make an impact on the transport efficiency if BOF and BOS could increase the pieces 
per pallet due to weight restrictions. However, there have been no visible advantages for the weight 
aspect in transport efficiency when using BOF or BOS, since the wooden alternative of BOS/BOS 
products never exceeded the maximum weight of the standardized pallet used at HFB Store and 
Organize. Efforts in increasing the transport efficiency should therefore be targeted by optimizing the 
measurements of the packages to be able to fit more on a pallet or in a container than to reduce the 
weight of the packages, even though lower package weight is beneficial for the customers.   
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7.3 Is a More Sustainable product really more sustainable? 
It could be discussed if the SPS that IKEA is using for measuring sustainability really implies an 
environmentally sustainability product. Is the scorecard addressing every aspect of a sustainable 
product or are there some things that are left out? Below, the SPS as a tool for measuring sustainability 
is reviewed and discussed. There is emphasize placed on the comparison to LCA, since this is the most 
commonly used assessment tool.  

7.3.1 The SPS as an environmental assessment tool 

As stated by Ness et al. (2006) and Figge & Hahn (2005), there are no efficient and at the same time 
reliable tools for environmental assessment available today, which is a major reason to why IKEA has 
developed an assessment tool of their own. This way the tool could be adapted to their PD-process and 
their range. In contrary to other companies known for taking a leading role towards being more 
environmentally friendly (Baumann et al., 2002), IKEA does in fact measures and quantifies how 
sustainable their products are with the SPS tool. The assessment tool is partly used as a foundation for 
decisions within the PD-process, as SAIC (2006) states is the main reason with environmental 
assessment tools, and partly to be able to see a BA and companywide progress towards more 
sustainable products. So even though IKEA does not use indicators in the assessment of products, they 
are still measuring the improvements, something that Benetatos (2008) claims is important. 
 
The SPS scores on different products are only seen as internal measurements, and not to be used for 
external communication. IKEA want their customers and other stakeholders to know that they are 
managing sustainability questions, thus the SPS is no secret, but the framework of the system and the 
scores are not communicated to the customers since the general perception is that this will create more 
questions and misunderstandings than do good. Although, the SPS tool could benefit from being 
communicated and educated to companies being regarded as sustainability champions, since a 
common interest and collaborations may enhance the SPS tool. Making other companies use it would 
also create a wider common base of the tool, which in the future would make it a suitable alternative to 
an LCA.  
  
The biggest similarity between LCA and the SPS is the focus on aspects throughout the product’s life 
cycle and not only focusing on one single process. There are no clear and outspoken phases in the 
SPS, as SAIC (2006) describes the process of LCA to have. It is though interesting to see if the phases 
in an LCA could show resemblance to the activities performed when doing a scorecard.  
 
There is no Goal and Scope definition performed for each scorecard, since the overall sustainability 
goals of IKEA already has been defined and communicated and the scorecard is viewed as a tool in 
reaching those goals. Since the scorecard has pre-defined focus areas there are no reasons to set more 
boundaries than what these already imply. The Life Cycle Inventory (LCI) can be said to have its 
equivalent in the gathering of data necessary to perform a scorecard, i.e. the reference information, the 
weight fractions, quality figures, transport figures and information about the products’ usage phase, 
even though the result from the SPS will not be a list of the released pollutants and consumed energy 
as SAIC (2006) define the results of an LCI.  
 
When performing the calculations of a scorecard, this is best compared with the Life Cycle Impact 
Assessment (LCIA), since both of these aims to establish a linkage between the product and the 
potential environmental impacts. As SAIC (2006) describes the LCIA in the LCA, the gathered 
information is analysed to be able to identify environmental as well as human health issues. The usage 
of reference products in the SPS shows resemblance to the normalization phase in an LCA, where 
potential impacts are assessed in comparable ways. The aim with the two reference criteria is to 
compare the developed product to former products to easier see progress or regress in environmental 
matters. The criteria weighting, which occurs in both LCIA and the SPS are performed to highlight 
specific important or influential areas. In every new LCIA the weighting is performed, whereas the 
scorecard has predefined weighted scores, in line with the overall IKEA sustainability directive and 
efforts. All the criteria weights of the SPS are clearly defined and well documented. This eliminates 
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the fear Finnveden et al. (2008) has about weighting being a cause to the uncertainties still remaining 
with LCA, since it demands individual interpretations and decisions. Zhou and Schoenung (2007) state 
that the weighting step is difficult to perform for someone without relevant knowledge, and it can be 
so that the PD-teams lack the environmental knowledge needed. Having the weighting step already 
defined, as with the SPS, could therefore be argued to lessen the tools’ accuracy in relation to every 
product, but strengthen the accuracy in relation to the IKEA range since every weighting is performed 
the same way. 
 
Today, since the scorecard only serves as a notion on what the current sustainability level of the 
product is, there is less or no interpretation done to help with the decision making. SAIC (2006) names 
the last step in an LCA the Interpretation step, where the results from the LCI and LCIA are to be 
evaluated and which best could be described as if the scorecard results were to be evaluated. The 
scorecard score is handled in a transparent way, since it is available in a web application tool for 
anyone that is interested to review, but today there are not extensive evaluation work done. The result 
functions more as a Key Performance Indicator (KPI) than a foundation for decision, which is the 
objective with an LCA.  
 
The SPS is not as thorough as an LCA, and thus not as time, data and resource intense, which 
Finnveden et al. (2008) states is a drawback with an LCA.  The less resource intense SPA thus leaves 
out some of the focus areas in an LCA. Today the scorecard, for example, does not take into 
consideration the use of chemicals and hazardous substances used in products or manufacturing 
processes. IKEA has rigorous lists of substances and chemicals that are forbidden to use due to health 
and safety demands, often more restrictive than actual legislations and IKEA is constantly monitoring 
scientific findings regarding materials, substances and chemicals. If one country tightens the rule, 
IKEA will try to introduce these new regulations in all markets. The internal lists are indisputable and 
a prerequisite for developing products compliant with these lists and internal IKEA demands. (IKEA, 
2012b) 
 
Even though the SPS handles parts of the product life cycle, it does not take into consideration the 
whole life cycle, the same way an LCA does (SAIC, 2006). Since IKEA uses independent suppliers, 
which themselves often uses sub-suppliers at many levels, it is hard to gather data stretching from 
cradle to grave. IKEA focuses on the phases where the material utilization and usage can be ensured – 
from the supplier to the grave, through manufacturing and transportation and recycling of material but 
most of all in the development phase. This is where IKEA can contribute the most to a more 
sustainable world and therefore the sustainability scorecard is developed as a means in the 
development process of products. However, the internal corporate advantages with measuring eco-
innovations, as defined by Arundel and Kemp (2009) can be said to be as relevant for the SPS tool.   
  
The scorecard does not measure emission outputs from the product usage phase or the supplier criteria 
using or manufacturing the product, as LCA does. IKEA states that they aim at “reducing the carbon 
dioxide emissions from all our operations, including raw material extraction, product manufacturing, 
transportation, energy usage in IKEA building, how people are transported to our stores, the use of 
products in customers’ homes, and finally at the end of a product’s life-cycle” (IKEA, 2012b). Today, 
the areas having attended most focus are the task to reduce the emissions from the stores and the 
transports, which is actually measured and monitored. The question of emissions is not integrated in 
the scorecard due to difficulties in collecting this data, but could be argued to be important since the 
overall focus in the world is the emissions of carbon dioxide. Measuring and monitoring the level of 
emissions in the processes related to the products’ manufacturing, transportation and usage would 
communicate a picture saying that IKEA is determined in reducing the emissions.    
 
The SPS is developed with the PD-team members lacking environmental education and background in 
mind, something that is a prerequisite when performing an LCA. This makes the SPS tool in theory 
easier to understand, implement and to value. The SPS tool will also become more powerful in time, 
since the tool itself will have to become more sophisticated because of the fact that the level of More 
Sustainable sales value is a KPI at IKEA. Being a KPI will result in more attention and actions, once 
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the framework of the tool has been set. The SPS tool correlates with the definition of an engineering 
design tool stated by Lindahl (2006), further implying that it fulfils the requirements for further 
integration in the PD-process.  
  
So although the SPS tool has its drawbacks, it is in fact a tool measuring the level of sustainability of 
the IKEA range – with the intention to improve it and increase the sustainability. Since there are many 
undiversified environmental assessment tools, as the works of Benetatos (2008), Ness et al. (2006) and 
Arundel and Kemp (2009) claims, it is positive that IKEA has taken the actions in developing this 
tool. The SPS take into consideration the aspects which are monitored by IKEA and thus which can be 
influenced by IKEA. The supplier criteria strongly communicates that sustainability is highly valuated 
at IKEA and that increasing the sustainability is profitable for the suppliers, whereas the product 
criteria emphasize these aspects internally at IKEA of Sweden. This analysis is the foundation when 
stating that the SPS tool and the More Sustainable limit of 120 points may not imply truly sustainable 
products in the traditional sense, but in the IKEA range it indicates if a product is More Sustainable. 
 
  



 

54 

  



 

55 

8 Analysis and discussion in relation to TO2 
IKEA states that the fourth cornerstone, sustainability, should be an integrated part of their business, 
but the interviews held and the knowledge gained from working with the SPS and reviewing internal 
documents, indicates that sustainability has a long way to go before being a truly integrated part of the 
daily work routines. Since the introduction of sustainability as a cornerstone at IKEA in 2010, the SPS 
has been launched, but it has not yet managed to be fully integrated in the PD-process. This does not 
mean that IKEA is an environmentally unsustainable company. Their company philosophy and the 
IKEA heritage in making products transport efficient and lighter, but still maintain a high qualitative, 
contributes by reducing the impact on the environment. IKEA is a large company, producing furniture 
for the masses every year. Small changes in the products contributes to big changes on the 
environmentally impact.  

8.1 The SPS process at HFB Lighting and BA Living room & Workspaces 
As Bras (1997) stated there are often challenges when trying to integrate environmental tools and 
requirements in a product design group, which also is the case at IOS. As The PD-process owner 
(2012) described the teams already have many tasks to handle, making the sustainability tasks and 
matters regarded as an additional burden. Consequently the acceptance for the change is lacking. This 
reluctance could be compared to the type of friction that may occur during implementation, described 
by Beskow and Ritzén (2000), and this friction lessens with the perceived clarity of the change. The 
change-process taking place is a planned change, and according to Porras and Robertson (1992) these 
changes require thorough plans to be able to achieve a successful integration since these changes 
affect many areas in an organization. HFB Lighting and BA Living room & Workspaces have a 
different level of implementation regarding the SPS in the PD-process and also how far they have 
come when it comes to the usage and understanding of the tool. 

8.1.1 The SPS process at HFB Lighting 

At HFB Lighting there is a specified working process with the scorecard, where the scores today are 
presented at the Green Product gate check and where the procedure when calculating the scores are 
known and used. HFB Lighting was thorough in the initial implementation of the SPS tool to get a 
high level of acceptance throughout the teams, something that is encouraged by Cramer (2000), as 
well as Beskow and Ritzén (2000). However, the management has not been consistent in the 
communicated approaches and decisions, in contrary to what Beskow and Ritzén (2000) suggests for 
best implementation practice, making the Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting forced to implement 
changes in the working method at certain times. This has served to confuse the teams, but now the 
method is believed to be set and the teams has begun working with the scorecard in the NPD process. 
In contrary to what Cramer (2000) believes of that focusing on environmental matters many times in 
the development process helps to make more sustainable products, HFB Lighting currently only use 
the scorecard one time as a mean of informing the management of the sustainability of the product.  
 
Further on the introduction of the scorecard will happen earlier in the development process, as 
Baumann et al. (2002) believes is important and probably the scorecard will be more of a dynamic 
document more in line with Baumann et al. (2002). Today the Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting 
serves as the environmental champion, a function said to be important (Handfield et al., 2001), and she 
will be responsible for presenting clear benefits with the scorecard for the teams as well as how HFB 
Lighting best can use the results from the scorecard. She is also involved with environmental matters 
in the development process, making the teams feel that they have someone to ask and consult 
regarding environmental matters.  
 
Currently the SPS and the rules of thumb do not focus on the same criteria when developing 
sustainable products. Since it is acknowledged that the PD-teams at HFB Lighting actually uses the 
rules of thumb as guidance in creating more sustainable products this guide should be in line with the 
SPS. By aligning these it would possible to create more acceptances for the scorecard, by connecting it 
to something familiar. The communication approach with the leaflet guide is also advisable since it 
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will make the tool seem easier to grasp but the tool might be used more and understood better if the 
information is close at hand. 
 
Since the framework for conducting scorecards is clear, specific guidelines exist and since there is 
sufficient support from the Sustainability Leader at HFB Lighting, the scorecard should be possible to 
implement at HFB Lighting, in accordance with the work of Beskow and Ritzén (2000). However, 
there are still some insecurities and resistance noticed by the Sustainability Leader. The resistance 
management guide by Kottler and Schlesinger (2008) could be used to help minimize these issues. 
Especially the two methods of Education and communication and Participation and involvement are 
thought to be effective at HFB Lighting, since the SPS is a tool that the co-workers should feel at ease 
with and because this increase the possibility of enhancing the importance of sustainability in the PD-
projects.  
 
There are aspects of the current framework for performing scorecards that can be questioned and 
analysed, which will be done in the section below. Here the method used for reference products at 
HFB Lighting is reviewed, and the effect that this will result in for lamps within the same product 
family but in different size, or segments, will be analysed.  
 
Reference product 
The choice of reference product affects two of the criteria, namely More from Less and Transport 
efficiency. The maximum score from these criteria together is 72.8 points and thus this score can have 
a great impact on the total. Since the reference product is based on the median value for each PA and 
material segment it is important to look at the scores for the products within this selection together. As 
seen earlier there seems to be a strong correlation between the score and the weight of the product, 
although it is questionable if it is in fact more sustainable only to be lighter than the median. Lighter 
products do use less material, but if this is only achieved by making the products smaller and smaller, 
it is questionable if this really can be considered a sustainable solution. The criterion More from Less 
is there to encourage lightweight constructions and finding ways to produce products in a more 
efficient way. Since lamps seldom are built with lightweight constructions the result would be that the 
majority of the products would not score for this criterion. The effect of this change can be seen in 
Figure 20 for Floor lamps – Lighting Electronics.  
 

 
Figure 20. How the criterion one and seven affect the total score of the products. 
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The figure illustrates that by removing the score gained from criterion one and seven the trend of 
lighter products scoring higher is removed and the effect is greater the lighter the products are 
compared to the reference weight. This effect clearly illustrates the effect of using a reference product 
based on a median value, especially since this median can have an arbitrary nature dependant on the 
scope used to define the median. Changing the scope will change the median, thus changing the level 
of sustainability measured in the SPS, even though the products stay the same and no changes to them 
have been made. But as long as this effect is clearly understood by both the Sustainability Leader, as 
well as management, the scored products of the running range can be used as a baseline to be able to 
benchmark and evaluate if progress is being made.  
 
Different sizes of lamps in the same product family 
Another issue that relates to the effect of using a fixed reference list, as HFB Lighting has, is that 
lamps within the same product family but from different PAs score more unlike than what can be 
expected from similar products of different sizes. Figure 21 illustrates this effect for a selection of 
products. 
 

 
Figure 21. Comparison between scores of the Floor and Table lamps in the same product family. 

In some cases the floor version scores higher than the table version, and vice versa, thus it is likely not 
linked to the total weight of the product, where all the table lamps weigh less than the floor lamp 
versions. The absolute average difference is 32 points and in some cases this means that the higher 
scoring version becomes More Sustainable, but in all cases it affects the overall average for the range. 
 
An example of this effect can be seen for TORNA floor lamp and table lamp where the table version 
scores a maximum for the reference dependent criteria, whereas the floor version scores zero points 
from the same criteria. Table 4 shows the percentage for each criterion and the highlighted columns 
are the criteria dependent ones. 
 

Table 4. Percentage increase for each criterion for TORNA floor lamp and TORNA table lamp. 

Criterion: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 11 Score 
Torna Floor -5% 53% 30% 0% 96% 4,2 0 0 84 
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The fractions for the materials used and the COPQ values differ only the slightest, meaning that from 
an environmental perspective they should score about the same. The choice of reference product in 
this case has such a great effect that one becomes More Sustainable. 
 
A related issue is when a lamp from the same PA has different versions consisting of one or multiple 
light sources, such as KVART single or double wall lamp. Basically they are the same product and 
have the same material fractions, but since one is twice the weight and size it will score less, how 
much less is dependent on the reference used. Although, if you consider the amount of light that is 
delivered from each lamp it will not be more sustainable to have two single KVARTs instead of one 
double, something that easily can be misinterpreted if the only evaluated factor is the score. Since 
these products produce light, there is a possibility to take into account the lumen produced as 
compared to the material used or the total product weight, but this has not been done yet and should be 
evaluated. 

8.1.2 The SPS process at BA Living room & Workspaces 

At BA Living room & Workspaces the tool cannot be regarded as fully integrated and implemented, 
since there still is a high level of confusion and frustration noted among the PD-teams. Also when 
there seems to be a clear understanding of an issue in one team, another team might interpret the issue 
differently but have the same level of clarity. Handfield et al. (2001) acknowledge that due to the fact 
that environmental concerns increase the complexity of a product, these matters might be overlooked 
by the design teams, as interviews with team members also have shown. They had no outspoken 
further plans for what sustainable matters to focus on in the future, which could be deriving from the 
issue that the projects become more complex when adding environmental concerns. It seems that there 
is a problem in creating enough environmental incentives for the PD-teams, in relation to the findings 
of Handfield et al. (2001).  
 
Today the teams that have scored products at the BA believe that the method for using the tool is 
difficult to understand and that some parts are thought to be illogical. One common opinion is that the 
output of the tool, the scores, does not make up for the required input regarding time and effort, in line 
with the studies made by Handfield et al. (2001). Bras (1997) stated that the simpler the assessment 
tool, the easier it will be accepted. Even though the intention with the scorecard was to do it simple, it 
is still perceived as difficult. The structure of the implementation work in the initial phase at the BA 
could be reviewed as not sufficient structured since there are many question marks still remaining with 
how and when to use the scorecard. The idea that it is someone close to the project group that should 
deliver the change proposition (Beskow & Ritzén, 2000) was partly true since it was the Sustainable 
Leader at the BA that was the one conducting the initial implementation work and constantly 
monitored the changes and improvements. Even though the Sustainability Leader has been acting as 
an Environmental Champion, there are issues remaining about the clarity and the purpose of the 
project. Also, in the process of this thesis the teams have had three sources for information about the 
SPS: the documentation created by the Sustainability Leader, the thesis supervisor at the BA as well as 
the SPS thesis workers. If the source provided different information regarding an issue this might have 
increased the confusion regarding the best practices of the SPS tool. Since it is a tool showing 
resemblance with an LCA, maybe there should be dedicated internal or external resources engaged as 
an initial help to the teams in the usage and integration of the tool, a method that Beskow and Ritzén 
(2000) suggested. 
 
Since the usage of the SPS tool has not been clearly defined by the sustainability support function 
there is a risk that the tool will be interpreted and used differently depending on the user. The 
management should be consistent in statements and policies, as well as supportive, and the reason for 
the change must be explained and anchored (Beskow & Ritzén, 2000). Recently though, the 
management team at the technical department, which is responsible for using the SPS tool, has 
changed, possibly resulting in different approaches from the management regarding sustainability 
matters. This, in connection with the three sources for information about the usage of the SPS, might 
have added to the frustration felt by some of the respondents in the teams. There seems to be a lack of 



 

59 

information about why the SPS was needed and what the benefits would be, from a broader 
perspective. 
 
Lindahl (2006) established a list of requirements when implementing a new tool and when reviewing 
the SPS tool it is obvious it fulfils some of these requirements, but not all. It is IT based, it does not 
require extensive cooperation and the tool is theoretically adaptable to the PD-process. However, there 
are some requirements the SPS tool do not fulfil; it is apparently not easy to understand, there are high 
requirements of data and the tool always gives a result in the shape of a score (and not merely 
directions in the early phases of the development process as Lindahl (2006) claims). Since the tool is 
designed the way it is, it is not much that can be done regarding the structure of the tool itself before 
FY15, and changes to the tool will probably result in more confusion regarding the use of it. Although 
work could be done to facilitate the use of it, something that is much demanded at BA Living room & 
Workspaces.  Therefore the following sections will focus on these matters, adapted to the process at 
BA Living room & Workspaces. This initial analysis of the best practice will result in a framework for 
performing scorecard. 
 
Today a scorecard is perceived as difficult to perform and calculate, and that some of the information 
needed is time consuming to gather, but also that there are too much subjective decisions needed. Bras 
(1997) argues that a tool should be as much integrated as possible in the existing design system, to try 
to lower the human information factors otherwise required, which is not the case with the scorecard 
since it is a tool outside the usual system. Since the tool is not yet fully integrated, there are also 
questions whether the tool really highlights the relevant factors of a sustainable product, and that the 
tool serves to confuse the decision-making, something similar to what Handfield et al. (2001) also 
acknowledge.  
 
Today the scorecard is carried out by the technical functions, in contrary to what Pujari (2006), 
Handfield et al. (2001) as well as Petrick and Echols (2003) thinks of that developing sustainable 
products should be a cross-functional work and process. Creating transparent organizations would help 
decrease the boundaries and make the information gathering easier, as Petrick & Echols (2003) mean. 
Although this might be true for the earlier steps in the PD-process, using a cross-functional approach 
for the SPS tool is not deemed to be more efficient or more valuable. This correlates to Lindahl’s 
(2006) idea that tools should not require a high level of coordination.  
 
Since there is a strong environmental commitment among the respondents, making the scorecard 
process easy to understand and perform is crucial. This way the teams could contribute to making the 
products more sustainable, in an IKEA approved and consistent way. But this requires a structured 
workflow description, eliminating all questions concerning calculations and how to handle the 
subjective parts of the scorecard.    
 
Currently at IOS the matter of sustainability is many times overlooked in the PD-process. There are no 
clear guidelines on when to perform the scorecard, leaving this to be a matter in the Wash- or Product 
council late in the PD-process. Experience gained from attending two Wash Councils and one Product 
Council concerning product redevelopments and updates showed that the sustainability of the product 
or the SPS was not mentioned at all. Although this might not be the case for NPD projects, it is still a 
concern that should be handled. 
 
Today the only clear and approved guidelines, the Sustainability Priorities for BPL 14-16 (Guzman, 
2011), states that a scorecard of the product should be presented at the TQE gate check. At this stage it 
is difficult to change constructions or materials used, leaving the scorecard to be more of an 
information tool than a tool for decision-making. Both Baumann et al. (2002) and Cramer (2000) 
argues that environmental concerns and tools should be implemented and used during the conceptual 
stage of the product development process, which would incline this to be a matter at the Design Brief 
and Design Review. This is clearly not the case at the BA today, but as the draft document describing 
the sustainability checklist for the PD-process, environmental concerns should be more integrated and 
detailed as the development proceeds. Here it is stated that the scorecard is to be used in the beginning 



 

60 

of the product development, but since not all information that is required is available the result will be 
preliminary, but indicating if there should be changes made early on. This is in line with the thought of 
Cramer (2000), who argues that more and more detailed eco-efficiency controls should be carried out 
throughout the development process. This is not well communicated; since one of the PE’s felt that 
management required a fully performed scorecard even before the designers had been contacted and 
knowing what the product would look like. If tools are more cross-functional, there is a possibility that 
the gained expertise from different areas might improve the process (Pujari, 2006; Petrick & Echols, 
2006; Handfield et al., 2001). Thus, there is a possibility for increased accuracy of the SPS in the 
earlier phases of the PD-process if the teams are more cross-functional or work closer to the other 
parts of the organization.  
 
There are aspects of the current framework for performing scorecards that can be questioned and 
analysed, which will be done in the section below. Throughout the thesis, and due to the PAR 
approach, information has been gathered continuously which has led to the choice of highlighting 
some of the aspects with the scorecard process at BA Living room & Workspaces. 
 
Material usage 
Since a lot of the figures used at HFB Store and Organize have been based on calculated volumes 
from drawings and weights based on a material density list there is a concern that some drawings 
might not be accurate to the extent required, or that the density used for the calculations might differ 
from the actual density of the materials used in the products. Although this problem will not have a big 
effect on products made from a single material since the material fractions will not change, the effect 
will be greater when the products are made from several different materials. Even though the material 
list contains the latest data regarding the materials and is supplied from the trusted supplier 
SWEDWOOD, wooden materials are known to have varied densities depending on the supplier. This 
can alter the fractions greatly when the products are made from several materials. Thus, it is important 
to ensure that the drawings used are correct and that the calculated total weight of the products is the 
same, or very close, to the weight specified in the DWP.  
 
Reference products 
If the stated purpose of criterion one is looked at strictly it is hard to argue that products should score 
if there are not any evident lightweight constructions or materials used, an approach that has been used 
for this thesis work at HFB Store and Organize. Even so, the respondents, whom have had experience 
from scoring products, at the HFB have illustrated both confusion and frustration to what reference 
product to use, the effect of which has been that the SPS has been deemed as time consuming and 
unvalued. Using a more strict view of the use of reference products for both criteria one and seven 
should lessen the confusion. 
 
Transport efficiency 
Since the use of flat packaging is so widely used at the HFB, and IKEA in general, the flat packed 
products of the running range have not scored from criterion seven. Since flat packing is a common 
practice for most products a bigger effort is required to be able to score. If products of the running 
range are redesigned and the packaging is better optimized, then a score can be given. Even so, with 
this strict look on flat packages as not transport efficient, there is a risk that the packaging engineers 
might not optimize the packaging to the fullest extent possible, since it will not influence the score 
given in the SPS. Although optimizing packaging is not only a concern in regards to the SPS, this 
duality can have a negative effect on the overall opinion of the SPS. Consequently there is a need for a 
strict rule of how to calculate the transport efficiency of new products at the HFB. 
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9 Impressions gained from both HFBs in regards to TO2 
The following section provides an overview of the most influential aspect of the current SPS 
framework when comparing the both HFBs. 

9.1 The use of reference products 
While comparing the use of the reference products for criterion one and seven, it is clear that the fixed 
reference list which HFB Lighting is using has proven to lessen both the workload and the confusion, 
since the process becomes easier to handle and removes the subjective nature of the reference product. 
Although the process becomes more efficient, there are some demerits that need to be addressed. 
There is a risk that new products, or redesign products, are designed with the reference weight in 
mind, which can affect the size of the products, and perhaps not the construction of the product. With 
time, this could influence the entire range and the lamps might become smaller and smaller. Also, 
since it not clear that a small product is more sustainable than a larger, but otherwise similar product, 
the level of sustainability of the range at HFB Lighting might be misinterpreted. Another effect is also 
that since the use of a fixed reference list does not seem to be widely used at IOS, or at least not at BA 
Living room & Workspaces, there can be issues when comparing the HFBs or when evaluating the 
entire range of products at IKEA.  
 
The use of a fixed reference list at HFB Lighting is caused by the lack of lightweight construction and 
material in their range, something that would mean that no products would score from the first, highest 
weighted, criterion. As long as the use of a fixed reference, what it is based on and the effects it might 
have is clearly communicated and understood, there is no direct need to change the method used. The 
scored products of the running range should be used as a baseline to be able to see if progress is being 
made, and the use of a fixed reference list should not influence this possibility.  
 
There is confusion at BA Living room and Workspaces caused by choosing the reference product that 
is to be used in the SPS tool. There has been an idea that one should always use a reference product, 
but how to choose this has not been clear. The strict approach on the use of a reference product used 
for this thesis at HFB Store and Organize should have a similar effect on the added workload, and also 
the confusion caused by the SPS, as the use of a fixed reference list has had, but will have other effects 
on the development of new products. One such aspect is that the use of BOF or BOS is highly valued 
in the SPS, but if the use of these materials really is more sustainable than to use particleboard or solid 
wood can be questioned, especially since BOF and BOF currently cannot be recycled. Even so, the 
simplicity to the approach to only use a reference product if it is clear that there is a direct predecessor 
or that lightweight materials or constructions have been used is highly valued both in regards to 
performing the scorecards and also when evaluating the sustainability of the range.  
 
Another issue regarding the use of a reference product is in connection to criterion seven, Transport 
efficiency. According to the definition, the efficiency should be measured by calculating the increase 
in unit load density, although it is not clearly communicated how this density should be calculated. 
HFB Lighting has chosen to use the number of pieces on a pallet, whereas BA Living room and 
Workspaces has based the calculations on a full container, partly because the BA develops bigger 
products such as desks and sofas. Using pieces per pallet is more efficient since the data is easily 
accessible through the suppliers or the DWP, but the dimensions of a loaded pallet are not set in stone, 
meaning that a higher number of pieces on a pallet might cause the pallet size to become larger. 
Consequently there might be cases where the number of pieces on a pallet goes up, but the number of 
pieces in a full container might go down. On the other hand, if the number of pieces in a container is to 
be used, the process becomes more complex and the support from packaging engineers is needed. 
Also, there is a needed to clearly communicate if, and when, flat packs are to be deemed as more 
transport efficient, since it currently is dependent on the liking of the person scoring the products or 
the Sustainability Leader. 
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9.2 Gathering the required data 
Looking at BA Living room & Workspaces it is important to note that there are two more HFBs where 
the running range needs to be scored. Since there is a higher level of complexity of the products at the 
remaining HFBs, than what is found at HFB Store and Organize, it is wise to analyse the effect of 
using different methods for the gathering of data. The experience gained from scoring the complex 
products at HFB Lighting suggest that there is great merit to involving the suppliers in the process of 
gathering data, since they have deep knowledge about, and also proximity to, the products, meaning 
that they can dismantle the products or weigh individual parts more easily. The data would also be 
gathered in a consistent way, thus making it more accessible to all who might have an interest in the 
data, whether it being engineers or Sourcing Developers.  
 
Involving the suppliers would also help to communicate that IOS is actively working with 
sustainability, which might affect the work being done at the suppliers, and in the long run, give higher 
supplier scores, thus increasing the scores of the products in the range. This approach would also mean 
that the internal resources needed at BA Living room & Workspaces would be reduced and the scoring 
could be performed without affecting the PD-process. Although this approach requires trust in the data 
provided by the suppliers and also a well-planned project, since it can take time to get the data from 
the suppliers, it is regarded as the most beneficial method to use in comparison to the other possible 
methods attained through the PAR work done for this thesis.  
 
It should though be noted that for single and/or simple products remaining in the running range at 
either of the two investigated HFBs it can be more efficient to gather the data using any of the other 
methods attained, since this work can be done easily without the dependency on the suppliers. Using 
the DWP as a tool for the data needed is only applicable to products made of a single material plus 
fittings, and only if an up-to-date fitting list is available. Using a scale to weigh the parts in a product 
is also an efficient way to gather the data for simple products, but it requires that the products are 
available. Since HFB Lighting has mostly complex products in the range there is a higher dependency 
on the suppliers present, than for HFB Store and Organize. Using 3D-models or drawings can be 
efficient and does not require external resources, although the accuracy of the drawings and the 
densities used need to be high. There might be 3D-models where parts that are specified as hollow in 
the technical description could be drawn as solid pieces, meaning that the weight of the part in the 
model will not match the weight of the same part in the real product. The same reasoning can be 
applied for the new products being developed, although prototypes or crude drawings might have to be 
used as a basis for the data. 

9.3 The need of a framework at the BAs 
The experience gained and the conducted interviews during this thesis have shown that neither of the 
two HFBs have a complete and fully integrated framework regarding the use of the SPS, although the 
implementation process at HFB Lighting has gone further. The use of a fixed reference list has proven 
to remove some of the subjective interpretations that the SPS has caused. The use of the SPS in the 
NPD-process has also been more established, both when and how to use the tool relating to the Green 
product gate check. Although there is a wish from the Sustainability Leader to move the gate check to 
an earlier phase in the PD-process, this is met by resistance, primarily caused by the high dependency 
on the suppliers in the development process. Consequently there is not a direct need for a newly 
developed framework at HFB Lighting and the introduction of such might cause more confusion than 
what the value gained can justify. Since BA Living room & Workspaces is much larger there are a lot 
more articles which need to be scored and there are also more teams and engineers that need to be 
instructed, thus the scope for the Sustainability Leader is greater and it becomes more complex. Also, 
the when and the how of the SPS are not clearly defined.  
 
The interviews have shown that in some cases there has been requests for a product score even before 
the designer has been briefed, but it has been impossible to give a score since no materials have been 
chosen. Thus there is a need for an incremental increase of accuracy of the score given at each phase 
of the PD-process. This idea has also been communicated by the Sustainability Leader, but it has yet 
to be integrated. By using an automated tool for the calculations of the material fractions and the 
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product score a better estimate can be given sooner in the PD-process. This method will also give an 
opportunity to compare two different design suggestions from a sustainability point of view, and thus 
the design might be influenced before the product is finalized. As it is now, it has been difficult to 
provide an estimate score since the SPS tool requires both an active article number and a supplier and 
the technicians have not shown a clear understanding of what influences the score. The automated 
calculations should make this step both easier and more understandable for the PEs and PDEs. 
 
Another issue that has been described by the PD-teams in regards to the sustainability of the products 
is the difficulty of prioritising between the different aspects, since they are all perceived as equally 
important. There is thus a need to be able to more clearly weigh the five different aspects described by 
the PD-process owner, so that there is a base for the decisions being made. For example, if two 
concepts are similar in all ways except price and sustainability, the decision between them has been 
hard to handle. If the sustainability of the product is higher weighted, it should be easier to choose. An 
example of how to indicate the weighting of the five aspects might be presented as in Figure 22, where 
Sustainability is the highest weighted. If a similar figure is presented to each PD-team, it might help 
them prioritize between the different aspects. 
 

 
Figure 22. The five weighted aspects to consider in a project. 

9.4 SPS framework at BA Living room & Workspaces 
There is a higher need to establish a consistent framework at BA Living room & Workspaces than what 
is needed at HFB Lighting, which is not showing the same level of subjective interpretations. Thus the 
framework will focus on supporting the work at BA Living room & Workspaces. There is a clear will 
from all parts of the BA to introduce the SPS tool as early on in the PD-process as possible, but it is 
not within the scope of this thesis to state exactly when to use the SPS. Thus, the framework will focus 
on how to do the SPS, something that should reduce the confusion regarding the tool. As long as the 
tool can be used without frustration, it should be easier for management, together with the 
Sustainability Leader, to pinpoint when to use it.  
 
The framework, or guide, of how to use the tool is presented in Appendix 6. It is structured to 
communicate the straightforwardness of the tool, as long as the framework is followed, and it is 
developed with a beginner in mind. The framework, and the connected documentation, is to be 
maintained by the Sustainability Leader. If this framework is consistently used and followed at the 
BA, the integration and implementation of the SPS tool should meet less resistance and the subjective 
nature regarding the tool should disappear. Although the tool is developed in accordance to the needs 
of BA Living room & Workspaces, it might be well suited for other BAs at IOS, including HFB 
Lighting.  
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10 Conclusions and key actions 
The following section is based on the experience gained during this thesis, as well as the result and the 
analysis performed.  

10.1 Conclusions in connection to TO1 
In connection to the scope defined for the two BAs with regards to TO1 it can be concluded that the 
targeted number of scored products has been met. At HFB Lighting 95% of the running range within 
the scope has been scored, with an average score of 117, based on the weighted average scores of the 
scored products. At HFB Store and Organize all of the products within the scope have been scored, 
and the average score of the scored products is 113, also based on the weighted average scores of 
scored products. The analysis made of the result has been done with aim to answer Thesis Question 1: 
 

What aspects shall the two HFBs focus upon to be able to reach the 
sustainability goals of FY15? 
 

To be able to analyse the results of the scoring progress at both HFBs in the future, additional range 
data has to be added to the analysis progress file that is sent out to all HFBs from the sustainability 
support function management. Crucial information to add is structural information about the products 
and the SPS scores of these, COPQ values, end date sales, sales value and forecasted sales value. 
However, it is advisable that as much information as possible is connected, but initially hidden, to the 
analysis progress file, making it possible for concerned co-workers to choose relevant information for 
themselves to analyse when there is a need. The existing file should be extended to weigh the scores of 
each product depending on sales share and forecasted sales share. This requires additional work from 
the SPS support function. 

10.1.1 HFB Lighting 

In order for HFB Lighting to reach the Sustainability goals for FY15, focusing on increasing the scores 
to a More Sustainable level for the following PAs and product families within these will have the most 
impact on the More Sustainable sales value.  
 
The three PAs with the highest Less Sustainable sales share is, except for Light sources which is not 
scored, Ceiling lamps, Table lamps and Floor lamps, in decreasing order. The five product families, 
regardless of PA, that has the highest sales share of Less Sustainable products, and therefore are 
advisable to start improve, are: GRUNDTAL, KOPPLA, ÅRSTID, MASKROS and BASISK. 
Increasing the scores on these families to a level over 120 points, would add 10% More Sustainable 
sales value to the already existing 25%. Since each of these product families make up for a relatively 
small sales share, it is questionable if these should be the main focus in the HFB. It would be more 
advisable to focus on changes that could be applied throughout the range and therefore would affect 
more of the Less Sustainable sales share.  
 
There are some aspects that will help, from a SPS point of view, in the redevelopment and actions 
towards the goal of having 90% of the sales value More Sustainable, which are presented below. 
Many of these actions can be applied to a large part of the range, affecting many products positively.  
 

• Scoring the remnant of products will give a true result on where the running range is today, 
and the environmental impact of sales drivers such as batteries and light bulbs will be known.  

• Start to include CFLi with the products, until LED becomes an economical sustainable 
option. Start off with the expensive and high sales share products. 

• Eliminate, or change, heavy lampstands where the base weight is made from concrete. This is 
important since concrete is neither renewable, recycled nor recyclable and therefore products 
containing concrete will lose valuable points. 
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• Redesign the lampstands to reduce the material usage and increase the transport efficiency, 
e.g. by developing customer assembled star-based lampstands or lightweight constructions. 

• Focusing on lowering the COPQ to a level below 2.5%. Glass products have an especially 
high COPQ value, thus it is recommended to start with an action for these products. It should 
be clearly communicated that also affects the sustainability of the products, not only the 
economical. 

• There should be actions taken to either find new suppliers or work with the currents suppliers 
so that the average supplier score goes up. 

10.1.2 HFB Store and Organize 

In order for HFB Store and Organize to reach the Sustainability goals for FY15, focusing on 
increasing the scores to a More Sustainable level for following PAs and product families within these 
will have the most impact on the More Sustainable sales value.  
 
The three PAs with the highest Less Sustainable sales share are Cabinet Fronts, Storage Cabinets and 
TV Furniture, in decreasing order. The five product families, regardless of PA, that has the highest 
sales share of Less Sustainable products and therefore are advisable to start work with are: BILLY, 
HEMNES, BESTÅ TOFTA, BILLY OLSBO and BESTÅ BURS. Increasing the scores on these 
families to a level over 120 points, would add 35% More Sustainable sales value to the already 
existing 47%, making the total 82% More Sustainable sales value.  
 
There are some aspects that will help, from a SPS point of view, in the redevelopment and actions 
towards the goal of having 90% of the sales value More Sustainable, which are presented below. 
Many of these actions can be applied to a large part of the range, affecting many products positively.  
 

• Scoring the remnant of products at the HFB, and subsequently at the BA, will give a more 
realistic picture of the sustainability level at the entire BA Living room & Workspaces.  

• Since there are lightweight materials already used and available at the HFB, using these to a 
higher degree, even in products that traditionally are not made of BOF or BOS, will result in 
higher scores.  

• There should be actions taken to increase the FSC content of wood and board material used in 
the products, and as a result the total average score of the HFB will go up.  

• Introducing recycled board material will give points on a criterion where HFB Store and 
Organize currently not often score – the Recycled material criterion. 

• Actions should be taken to try to lower the COPQ values of the products with high COPQ 
values over 2.5%. It should be communicated that does not only affect the economical aspects 
of the products, but also the sustainability.  

• There should be actions taken to either find new suppliers or work with the currents suppliers 
so that the average supplier score goes up. 
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10.2 Conclusions in connection to TO2 
By working at the two BAs and analysing their current working process with the SPS tool, conclusions 
have been formulated to answer the Thesis Question 2: 
 

How should the Sustainability Product Scorecard best be integrated 
in the product development process? 
 

Even though the SPS as a tool may not be perfect (yet), it is a relevant aid in assessing the running 
range environmentally and thus creating a baseline. This baseline should be used to be able to 
benchmark new products and evaluate if the BAs are moving in the right direction. 
 
The development process is different at every BA, resulting in that the integration process of the SPS 
tool has been different to accommodate certain demands - especially since the SPS tool is generic to 
its nature. And even though the tool is continuously changing it has been good starting the 
implementation at an early point to be able to receive feedback from the Sustainability Leaders as well 
as the future users, the PD-teams. It is nearly impossible to develop a perfect tool from the start where 
there is no need for alterations or updates made to benefit the users.  

10.2.1 HFB Lighting 

• HFB Lighting has a consistent methodology, facilitated and maintained by the Sustainability 
Leader at the HFB, eased by the relatively small size of the BA. 

• Most of the subjective interpretations have been eliminated by introducing the fixed reference 
list. 

• There is some resistance to the SPS left in the PD-teams and to manage this there is a need for 
further communication and participation. 

• HFB Lighting has no direct need for further development of their SPS framework, apart from 
the updates required to maintain the tool. 

10.2.2 BA Living room and Workspaces 

• There is still much confusion and frustration amongst the PD-teams working with the SPS 
tool, mainly on how and when to do the SPS.  

• The BA is relatively big and due to this and that the implementation of the tool is not yet 
finished there is no consistent and updated framework describing the use of the SPS tool.  

• In accordance with the TQ2, the thesis has developed a BA Living room and Workspaces 
specific SPS framework, handling the matters of how to use the tool.  

• This framework states that it is important that the PD-teams feel comfortable in performing 
scorecards at several stages of the products’ development process, at different accuracy levels.  

• The framework presents a guide of how to perform a scorecard, depending on different 
prerequisites. 

• The framework presents a specific automatized tool of how to calculate the criteria 
percentages.  

• Since this framework is supposed to be the only guide for co-workers on how to perform 
scorecards, it is important that the Sustainability Leader updates and maintains the tool. 

• The tool is to be used by the PD-teams in collaboration with the Sustainability Leader 
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Appendix 1. BA - HFB - PA within the two studied BAs 
 
BA Lighting 

HFB Lighting  
Product Areas (PAs): 
1011 – Floor lamps 
1012 – Table lamps 
1013 – Wall lamps 
1014 – Ceiling lamps 
1015 – Shade bars 
1016 – Seasonal lighting 
1017 – Bathroom lighting 
1018 – Outdoor lighting 
1021 – Integrated lighting 
1031 – Light sources 
1032 – Lighting accessories 

 
BA Living room & Workspaces 

HFB Living room seating 
HFB Store and Organize 

Product Areas (PAs): 
0211 – Living room storage cabinets 
0212 – Living room cabinet fronts 
0213 – Living room storage interiors 
0214 – Living room storage solitaries 
0221 – TV furniture 
0222 – Picture and Sound 
0223 – TV interior fittings and accessories 

HFB Workspaces  
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Appendix 2. HFB Lighting fixed reference list 
 

PA PA name Segment name Pieces/pallet Total weight (g) 
     1011 

Floor lamps 

Lighting carbon steel 24 6123 
1011 Lighting electronics 36 6087 
1011 Lighting glass 64 1846 
1011 Lighting metal/plastic 36 5467 
1011 Lighting other 24 5089 
1011 Lighting textile/paper 36 3900 
          
1012 

Table lamps 

Lighting carbon steel 64 2813 
1012 Lighting electronics 284 1084 
1012 Lighting glass 64 1820 
1012 Lighting metal/plastic 64 2422 
1012 Lighting other 24 2638 
1012 Lighting textile/paper 80 1553 
          
1013 

Wall lamps 

Lighting electronics 294 722 
1013 Lighting glass 104 1322 
1013 Lighting metal/plastic 288 551 
1013 Lighting textile/paper 141 888 
          
1014 

Ceiling lamps 

Lighting carbon steel 144 767 
1014 Lighting electronics 189 862 
1014 Lighting glass 64 2022 
1014 Lighting metal/plastic 48 1999 
1014 Lighting other 12 2657 
1014 Lighting plastic 18 3249 
1014 Lighting textile/paper 312 370 
          
1015 

Shade bars 
Lighting metal/plastic 240 704 

1015 Lighting other 184 230 
1015 Lighting textile/paper 150 401 
          
1016 

Seasonal lighting 
LED bulbs 88 600 

1016 Lighting electronics 120 1110 
1016 Lighting glass 200 900 
          
1017 

Bathroom lighting 
Lighting electronics 162 1531 

1017 Lighting glass 64 2042 
1017 Lighting metal/plastic 132 997 
          
1021 

Integrated lighting 
Electrical accessories 384 173 

1021 Lighting electronics 400 665 
1021 Lighting metal/plastic 320 479 
          
1031 

Light sources 
CFLi bulbs 1344 92 

1031 Halogen bulbs 2160 46 
1031 LED bulbs 2016 75 
          
1032 

Lighting accessories 
Batteries 2560 185 

1032 Electrical accessories 732 233 
1032 Lighting plastic 1728 57 
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Appendix 3. The PD-process at IOS 
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Appendix 4. Supplier information template 
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Appendix 5. SPS percentages calculation templates 

 
  



 

2 

 
  



 

3 

 
  



 

4 

  
 



 

1 

Appendix 6. BA Living room & Workspaces SPS framework 

SCORECARD FRAMEWORK AT BA LRW 
Scorecard introduction 
The scorecard is an environmental assessment tool that is to be used in the product development 
process to measure and increase products’ sustainability. By scoring the running range a baseline will 
be created, which new products can be compared to. By assessing new products possible 
environmental improvements of the range will be visible. The overall goal is that 90% of the sales 
value of the IKEA range shall be deemed More Sustainable in FY15, i.e. have a score above 120 
points. 

“90% of the sales value of the IKEA range shall be More 
Sustainable in FY15” 

 
The scorecard consists of 11 weighted criteria, eight product dependent criteria and three supplier 
dependent criteria. To fill out the 8 product criteria is the responsibility of the PD-teams, whereas the 
suppliers are assessed via IKEA audits and the supplier score are connected and updated to the articles 
automatically. 

 
The criteria 
The criteria in the Sustainability Product Scorecard and their weight are presented below. If there is 
more information required about the different criteria, they are further described in the document 
available at the BA LRW intranet, named 11SPS criteria and available at: 
\\ITSEELM-NT0007.ikea.com\Common_A\IOS-BA123\12 - TQE\Sustainability\Scorecard 
assumptions and calculations 
 

Criterion Criterion weight 
1. Less Material (%) 14,4 
2. Renewable material (%) 10,6 
3. Recycled material (%) 9,1 
4. Environmentally better material (%) 13,6 
5. Separable and recyclable (%) 3,1 
6. Quality, COPQ (%) 13,6 
7. Transport efficiency (%) 3,8 
8. Energy efficient production 5,3 
9. Renewable energy in production (%) 6,8 
10. Raw material utilization 6,1 
11. Product use (%) 13,6 

 
When to do the scorecard in the PD-process 
It is important that the scorecard and additional environmental and sustainability concerns are 
incorporated as early as possible in the PD process. It is however important to remember that the score 
can, and will be, less accurate in the beginning and that several scorecard versions will be required.  
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How to do a scorecard – Step by step 

 
What you need to know before scoring: 

• What reference product to use, and the weight and pieces per container for this. 
• All the materials, including packaging material(s) in the product, and the weight of these 
• COPQ value for the assessed product. 
• How many pieces per container of your product that can be transported. 
• If your product consumes energy when in use – and in that case how much. 

1. Should you use a reference product? 
The reference product is only used in criterion one and seven. The reference product is the same in the 
two reference criteria. The reference product is only used if there have been deliberate attempts in 
reducing the material used or to increase the transport efficiency of the product, in comparison to a 
previous version or in a new product. How to choose is displayed in the figure below.  

 
“Remember – if there is no clear predecessor and no lightweight 

materials/constructions – DO NOT USE A REFERENCE!” 
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2. How to find information for your reference product 
 
The product which has a predecessor:  
Use the weight including packaging material (available through DWP) and pieces per container (ask 
your Packaging Engineer) for the reference as your reference values.  
 
The lightweight materials/construction product:  
Calculate the reference products’ weight as if this product would have the same style and dimensions 
as your product, but would be made from a regular type of material or where the lightweight 
constructions would be regular constructions demanding more material.  
 
Example lightweight material product: Having a product made of partly BOS and partly particle board 
would make the weight of the reference product as if the whole product would be made of particle 
board.  
 
Example lightweight constructions: Having a product made with cut-outs would simply mean that the 
reference product would be calculated as if there were no cut outs – as if the product would be made of 
solid material.  
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3. How to find the weight of the materials in the assessed product 
Running range product:  
 

 
NEWS product: 
If possible, weight the parts manually. Otherwise - use 3D-drawings to extract the volume of parts and 
calculate the weight by multiplying with the density of the material. If possible – extract the weight of 
the parts. 
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4. How to find COPQ-values for the assessed product 
 
Running range product: 
Use to latest quarterly COPQ-figures. 
 
NEWS products: 
If there are uncertainties regarding the expected COPQ of the NEWS product, use a median COPQ 
value based on that PA and segments, which you can find in the newly created file Median COPQ 
values for scorecard products.pdf, available at  
 
\\ITSEELM-NT0007.ikea.com\Common_A\IOS-BA123\12 - TQE\Sustainability\Scorecard 
assumptions and calculations 
 
5. How to find pieces per container values for the assessed product 
Depending on how many pieces per pallet and the pallet dimensions, the Packaging Engineer will 
calculate the accurate pieces per container.  
 
6. Product use for the assessed product 
Only care for this criterion if the assessed product consumes energy in the usage phase. If it does, 
determined what dimension the energy output should be measured in - W, W/inch2 screen for TVs (?), 
Lumen/watt for light bulbs etc. Then determine the value for the average installed base of 2008.   
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Calculation of criteria percentages 
Once you know all things stated above, there is an EXCEL-file which automatically will perform your 
calculations. The file is a template file, bound to stay a template regardless of changes made in every 
new product assessment and is maintained by the Sustainability Leader. There are three sheets or tabs 
that in the file that will be used in this process. The calculation template file is named BA LRW 
scorecard calculation template and can be found at:  
 
\\ITSEELM-NT0007.ikea.com\Common_A\IOS-BA123\12 - TQE\Sustainability\Scorecard 
assumptions and calculations 
 
The “Supplier information” tab 
At the tab “Supplier information”, the yellow cells are where you put in the requested information. 
Mandatory cells are the Product name, Total product weight and pieces per container, as shown in the 
example below. 

 
 
Further down in the tab, you find the materials of which your product consists of, and fill out the 
weight of those, as the example below. 
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At the far bottom of the material list, you will find a cell showing the difference in the total product 
weight you entered and a summation of the material weights you entered. If this value is less than 5% 
difference the cell will be green and it is OK for you to proceed. If the cell however is red the 
difference is greater than 5% and you will have to alter your values until the cell is green. The red 
version of the cells is presented below at the top and the green version below at the bottom.  
 

 
 

 
 
The “Calculation template” tab 
 
Open the next tab, the “Calculation template” tab. All materials specified by you in the previous tab 
are automatically inserted to the right place and what you need to do is fill out some of the previously 
gathered information. If some of the pre-specified material dependent values are known to be different 
by you, for example if the FSC content in the board material in the product is higher than the IKEA 
average of 16%, you MUST change these values.  
 

• IF you have a reference product, insert the weight of this and how many pieces per container 
it has in the two cells at the top of this tab, as shown below. 

 
 

• Insert the COPQ value (%) in the cell marked COPQ. 
• Insert the product use value for your product and the product use value for the installed base 

of 2008 in the two cells shown below.  
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Now all percentages, which will be needed for completion of a scorecard in the web scorecard tool, is 
visible in the black box at the far bottom of the tab. 
 

 
 

THE CALCULATIONS ARE NOW DONE! 
 
The “Estimated score for NEWS” tab 
If you would want to check what final scorecard score your product will get, without entering the 
percentages in the web tool, this can be done in the next tab – “Estimated score for NEWS”. Here the 
product dependent criteria scores are presented based on the percentages calculated by you.   

 
If a complete scorecard score is desired, you will have to enter the supplier scores as well. These can 
be found in the web scorecard tool, by “Searching for suppliers”. Enter the supplier number and 
search, and the scores for that supplier becomes visible. Insert these in the” Estimated score for 
NEWS” tab, and there will be a total scorecard score! 
 
 

THAT’S ALL FOLKS! 
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Web scorecard tool 
 To create a real scorecard, you will have to insert the percentages in the web tool, for which the 
general procedure is: 

1. Create a scorecard. 
2. Connect the articles to the scorecard. 

If you want to know how to do this, check out Emilio Guzmans’ guide Scorecard in four steps.pdf at: 
\\ITSEELM-NT0007.ikea.com\Common_A\IOS-BA123\12 - TQE\Sustainability\Support 
documents  
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