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We make it easy to 
make the 
environmentally best
choice
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Content of the presentation



Nordic Swan 
ecolabelling of 
buildings 



Official Ecolabel of the Nordic Countries

Started in 1989 by the Nordic 
Council of Ministers 
Purpose: to make it easy for 
consumers to find 
environmentally friendly 
products and for companies to 
produce them.
Strong in the Nordic countries
ISO 14024 type I –ecolabel
Over 60 product groups 
including e.g. papers and 
detergents, houses, hotels and 
funds. 
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Criteria decision and development 



Ecolabels for sustainable & green procurement



Nordic Swan ecolabelling criteria for buildings



Nordic Swan ecolabelled building compared to 
Finnish building requirements

1 Persson J. Indoor air quality and chemical emissions of  organic compounds in  newly buiIt low-energy preschools. Doctoral 
thesis. Örebro University 2018. 

2 Ahola R, Liljeström K. Rakennuksen elinkaaren hiilijalanjäljen pienentäminen kustannustehokkaasti
vuokratalokohteessa. 



Climate effect of a Swan ecolabelled building
Inspected
materials
Wood and 
green
concrete
Recycled
materials

High recycling rate of 
construction waste

Energy class A
Good indoor climate

Material log 
book:
Well-known
and safe
materials

Picture source: Finnish Ministry of Environment



2. LCA comparison between 
a Nordic Swan building and 
reference buildings



Life-cycle carbon footprint of case buildings



Life-cycle carbon footprint calculation results



3. Effect of additional 
measures on carbon 
footprint



Effects of different measures on carbon 
footprint 



Effect of alternative design solutions on the life-
cycle carbon footprint of Kaskelantie 1

Measure Effect, kg CO2e 
/ m2 GFA

Investment, 
€/tnCO2e

Lifecycle cost
€/tnCO2e 

1. Annual ventilation heat recovery efficiency 66.7 % ‐>  78.0 % ‐56 110 ‐30

2. Window U‐value 0.8 ‐> 0.6 ‐24 300 120

3. Decentralized demand‐controlled ventilation in flats ‐57 90 ‐50

4. Attic floor U‐value 0.13 ‐> 0.07 ‐9 1 030 840

5. Outer wall U‐value 0.17 ‐> 0.14 ‐13 330 130

6. Base floor U‐value 0.16 ‐> 0.10 ‐2 1 240 1 050

7. Air‐tightness value 2 ‐> 1 m3/h,m2 ‐17 190 10

Total effect of measures 1.‐7. ‐161 240 40

8. Decentralized ventilation system instead of centralized ‐97 70 ‐40



4. Conclusions and 
recommendations 



4 measures to minimize the carbon footprint of 
buildings



Conclusions



Recommendations


