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Executive summary 

 Introduction 

The health and well-being of office employees is currently one of the largest challenges for societal health: 76% of 

the workers are struggling with their well-being, 52% of the employees are overweight and two-thirds of deaths 

worldwide are caused by preventable chronic diseases (Esakoff, Chapman, & McGroarty, 2016). Therefore, it is not 

surprising that CBREs Occupier Survey 2017 shows that 71% of the surveyed multinational companies run a formal 

wellness program or have the intention to do so (CBRE, 2017).  

 

It has repeatedly been demonstrated that well-designed office buildings can contribute to these healthy ambitions 

(e.g. Bergs, 2002; Ezratty, 2003; Finnegan, Pickering, & Burge, 1984). Healthy workplaces can not only diminish these 

health issues, but can also offer support in the war for talent (Mind, 2013) and increase employee productivity and 

satisfaction (Yeung & Johnston, 2016). However, many different aspects of the built environment can influence the 

health and well-being, and it is difficult to determine how much effect each measure has, as well separately as 

combined. Therefore, it requires specific knowledge about health and well-being to choose which health aspects of 

the office environment can best be improved and to create a financially sound business model.  

 

To tackle this problem, Delos introduced the WELL Building Standard in 2014. WELL is the first building certificate 

that focusses explicitly on the health and well-being of occupiers. It offers 105 features, divided over eight catego-

ries: air, water, nourishment, light, fitness, comfort, mind and innovation. These requirements contribute to the 

health and well-being of the occupiers in different ways. Examples are the improvement of air- and water quality, a 

stimulating environment for physical activity, implementing nature and art into the building design and the supply 

of healthy food and drinks. These requirements should create guidance in the implementation of healthy concepts 

into buildings, making it less complicated to choose which measures can best be taken.  

 

It is expected that in the future, the demand for healthy office concepts will increase, because of five trends regard-

ing health and well-being in the workplace. The first trend is the increased interest in the health and well-being 

industry. The second trend is the increased awareness that our workplaces could be designed healthier and the 

corresponding growing demand for healthy workplaces. The third trend is the war on talent, and the awareness of 

companies that healthy offices can support the attraction of skilled employees. The fourth trend is the increasing 

amount of data in offices that could be used to let buildings better react on environmental changes and thereby 

create a more constant, healthy environment. The last trend that contributes to an increased interest in health, is 

the growing market of healthy wearables: watches and braces that measure different healthy aspects of the human 

body and notify the user how they could increase their health.  

 

In 2018, the first buildings in the Netherlands will become WELL-certified. Because of the abovementioned trends, 

it is expected that the interest in WELL will increase over the years. However, this implementation process could be 

accelerated by lowering the threshold for WELL. Therefore, the objective of this research is: 

 

The aim of this research is to stimulate the implementation of healthy office concepts, by inventorying and prioritizing 

obstacles that are perceived when possible customers (consider to) implement WELL. 

 

To achieve this research objective, the main research question of this study is: 

 

Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers of WELL, and to what extent, when they (consider to) implement 

WELL into an office building? 

 

Because the WELL Building Standard is relatively new, the amount of scientific research is limited. The three cur-

rently available studies all focus on the demand-side of WELL (CBRE, 2017; Delic, 2016; Muldavin, Miers, & McMackin, 

2017). These studies indicate that the interest is high and companies are willing to pay for the product. However, 

WELL has not been implemented in a Dutch building yet. These studies do not give an explanation for this lack of 
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application. Therefore, this research aims to fill this research gap by focusing on the reasons why possible custom-

ers are hesitating to implement WELL. 

   

Research approach  

Through literature research, a group session, and interviews with experts in the field of commercial real estate, a 

list is composed of obstacles that could theoretically be perceived by real estate parties that (consider to) implement 

the WELL-certificate.  

 

This list is presented to twenty-six respondents, through interviews and an online survey. This group consisted of 

three corporate real estate managers, six developers, six institutional investors, eight consultants and three asset 

managers. The respondents were asked questions regarding their organization, their experience with healthy of-

fices and with WELL. Furthermore, they were asked which obstacles they perceived and to pairwise compare the 

obstacles, based on the fundamental scale (Saaty, 1987). The pairwise comparison method, which forms the base 

of the commonly-used AHP-method, has been chosen because of two reasons. First, it provides the possibility to 

compare a set of variables that are expressed in different units, or variables that are difficult to quantify. Second, it 

requires the respondents to give qualitative answers (e.g. this obstacle is as obstructive as) which are later translated 

to weights. These qualitative answer possibilities make the method more comprehendible for the respondents.  

 

However, a problem occurred with the pairwise comparison method in this research. Normally, this method should 

result in a ranking of the obstacles, with weights appointed to them on a rational scale. With this scale, it is possible 

to draw conclusions such as: obstacle 1 is considered five times more important as obstacle 2. Hence, the obstacles 

receive a weight relative to the weight of other obstacles. Therefore, a problem occurred in this research when a 

respondent did not perceive an obstacle. Two solutions were provided for this problem: the weight of the non-

perceived obstacles becomes 1/9 of the least obstructive perceived obstacle, or the weight of the non-perceived 

obstacle becomes 0. After comparing both methods, the latter method was considered the most appropriate be-

cause the amount of times an obstacle is perceived got more influence, and the division into categories, which has 

been done relatively arbitrarily, became less important.  

 

Results 

Out of the literature research, the group session and interviews with experts in the field of commercial real estate, 

twenty-two obstacles were defined that could possibly be perceived when considering to implement WELL. These 

obstacles were divided into seven categories: costs, substantive limitations, difficult to manage, lack of confidence, 

lack of incentives, unfamiliarity and negative consequences. All twenty-two obstacles were perceived by two or more 

respondents and three more obstacles were added to the total list: “a limited amount of suppliers”, “difficult to 

implement WELL into multi-tenant buildings”, and “difficult to receive financing”. Unfortunately, these three obsta-

cles could not be taken into account in the pairwise comparison method. Eventually, the pairwise comparison re-

sulted in the ranking of the list of obstacles as shown in Table 1. The obstacles are ranked by level of obstructiveness.  

 

Table 1: Obstacles to implement WELL into an office building, ranked by level of obstructiveness 

Results pairwise comparison 

Rank Obstacle Weight 

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 26.22% 

2 1.2 High costs for implementation 12.04% 

3 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 9.98% 

4 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 7.12% 

5 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  5.36% 

6 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 5.12% 

7 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  3.94% 

8 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  3.14% 
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Table 1 (cont’d:: Obstacles to implement WELL into an office building, ranked by level of obstructiveness 

9 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 2.97% 

10 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 2.77% 

11 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  2.75% 

12 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  2.59% 

13 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 2.57% 

14 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 2.41% 

15 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 2.22% 

16 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 1.91% 

17 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  1.87% 

18 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  1.57% 

19 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 1.47% 

20 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 1.46% 

21 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.35% 

22 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.18% 

 

As Table 1 shows, the high costs for registration and certification is considered to be the most obstructive obstacle. 

This obstacle could be diminished by Delos by reducing its fees. In this research, WELL is compared with BREEAM-

NL, which is a comparable sustainable certificate, and from this comparison, three possible ways to diminish these 

fees are proposed, However, in 2018, Delos will introduce a second version of WELL, that will address programs 

elements such as costs. 

 

Furthermore, the second to fourth obstacles comprise the high costs for implementation, the difficulty to imple-

ment the features in existing buildings and the fact that WELL is not focused on Dutch standards. These three 

obstacles could be considered as one problem: that the requirements set by WELL are difficult to reach, as well in 

a financial way as to be managed. Again, possible solutions are provided in this research, based on a comparison 

with BREEAM-NL. However, in the second version of WELL, localized metrics based on type and region will be intro-

duced, which could perhaps diminish these obstacles.  

 

By the introduction of WELL v2, it seems that Delos is aware of the biggest obstacles of WELL and is aiming to reduce 

them. However, the information about this new version of WELL is very limited, and therefore the question arises 

whether these solutions will be satisfactory enough.  

 

When focusing on the different target groups, the obstacles concerning costs and the difficulties of reaching the 

requirements of WELL, are considered to be the most obstructive by corporate real estate managers, developers 

and consultants. Institutional investors and asset managers consider these obstacles obstructive as well, but ap-

point also much weight to the obstacles from the categories lack of confidence, lack of incentives and unfamiliarity. 

This shows the risk-avoiding character of these stakeholders.  

 

Furthermore, the division in stakeholder groups shows that each type of stakeholders perceives other obstacles, 

and also ranks them differently. This shows that it is important to consider the different stakeholders when imple-

menting WELL, and not treat them like one consistent group. With these findings, it becomes easier to persuade 

different stakeholders to implement healthy office concepts and thereby, societal health could be increased.  

 

Conclusion    

Because of the five trends regarding health and well-being, it is expected that healthy office concepts will grow in 

popularity. WELL provides a suitable solution of the difficulties of implementing healthy office concepts, but it shows 

some shortcomings as well. The most obstructive obstacles are caused by the high costs and substantive limitations. 
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Because these obstacles are mainly focused on WELL, it is expected that these constraints mainly prevent WELL 

from being implemented, but will probably not obstruct the implementation of healthy office concepts in general. 

Delos has addressed these shortcomings and will in 2018 introduce WELL v2. However, it is uncertain whether this 

version will diminish the obstacles in a satisfactory way. It is expected that if Delos cannot effectively diminish the 

obstacles, the interest of corporate real estate managers, developers and consultants in WELL will stay limited, and 

it will become more likely that they will choose for another healthy office concept. Consequently, the institutional 

investors and asset managers, being risk-avoiding, will not implement WELL on a large scale, but will shift their 

attention to other healthy office concepts too.  

 

Because healthy workplaces can diminish many chronical diseases and thereby make a large contribution to socie-

tal health, an important role could be played by the government. This research has shown that this can best be 

done by providing subsidies, because the largest obstacles are related to the high costs. It is expected that when 

these costs are reduced, corporate real estate managers, developers and consultants are becoming more inter-

ested in healthy office concepts, and, as a reaction to that, institutional investors and asset managers could more 

easily be persuaded. Whether it is WELL or another healthy office concept that will be implemented, it is expected 

that with a reduction of costs, the amount of healthy offices will increase. Thereby, a large contribution could be 

made to employee health, well-being, productivity and satisfaction, and thereby to societal health.  

 

Implications  

This research has shown that the most obstructive obstacles of WELL could be diminished by lowering the price for 

registration and certification, and providing a specific certificate for existing buildings, focused on the Dutch stand-

ards. Furthermore, this research has shown that it is important to realize that different stakeholder perceive differ-

ent obstacles when implementing WELL, and could therefore not be treated like on consistent group.  

 

Additionally, this research has contributed to the current academic research in different ways. First, all currently 

available research focusses on building occupiers and lacks a broader scope involving other stakeholders. Further-

more, these studies focusses on the incentives to implement WELL, while this research studies the obstacles. Addi-

tionally, this research has provided a solution for applying the pairwise comparison method when values are miss-

ing. This enables the application of this method in cases where this was initially not possible.  

 

Recommendations  

Although the results from this study are considered valuable and robust, there is still room for improvements for 

further research. Such research could enlarge and broaden the sample, widen the scope to other disciplines, and 

study the mathematics behind the proposed pairwise comparison method more in-depth.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

The health and well-being of office employees is currently one of the largest challenges for societal health: 76% of 

the global workers are struggling with their well-being, 52% of the employees are overweight and two-thirds of 

deaths worldwide are caused by preventable chronic diseases (Esakoff et al., 2016). Furthermore, studies have 

shown that the costs of work-related stress in the Europe are approximately 650 billion euro per year (Yeung & 

Johnston, 2016).  

 

It has repeatedly been demonstrated that well-designed office buildings can increase the health and well-being of 

the building occupiers and thereby reduce the abovementioned health issues (e.g. Bergs, 2002; Ezratty, 2003; 

Finnegan, Pickering, & Burge, 1984). There are many ways in which a building can stimulate the healthiness and 

well-being of employees. Examples are: access to day light (Boubekri et al., 2014), access to nature (Singh et al., 

2010), good air quality (Allen et al., 2016) and active furniture (e.g. standing-desks) (Garret et al., 2016). 

 

In addition to the increase of the health and wellness of employees, healthy workplaces can have  several other 

benefits for companies as well: currently, the biggest challenges to business worldwide, according to 77% of the 

CEOs, is to attract and maintain skilled employees (Stubbings, Williams & Brown, 2017). Well-being plays an increas-

ingly important role in this ‘war on talent’; research has shown that 60% of the employees are more stimulated to 

recommend their organization if a wellness program is implemented (Mind, 2013). Additionally, healthy employees 

are more productive, satisfied and have less sick leave (Yeung & Johnston, 2016). Therefore, it is not surprising that 

CBREs Occupier Survey 2017 shows that 71% of the surveyed multinational companies run a formal wellness pro-

gram or have the intention to do so (CBRE, 2017). 

 

However, many different aspects of the built environment can influence health and well-being and it is difficult to 

determine how much effect each measure has, both separately as combined. Therefore, it requires specific 

knowledge to choose which health aspects of the office environment can best be improved. To tackle this problem, 

Delos introduced the WELL Building Standard in 2014. This certificate is the first standard that centers on the health 

and well-being of building users (International WELL Building Institute (IWBI), 2017b). The WELL-certificate provides 

a list of 105 features that increase the health and well-being of occupiers. These requirements should create guid-

ance in the implementation of healthy concepts into buildings, making it less complicated to choose which 

measures can best be taken. 

 

1.2. Research gap  

Because the WELL Building Standard is relatively new, the amount of scientific research is limited. Delic (2016) wrote 

a master thesis about the demand for WELL in office buildings and the willingness to pay of occupiers. He deter-

mined, by using a case study, that implementing WELL in an office building would cost approximately € 20.- per m2 

extra. Furthermore, he showed that 40% of the surveyed companies were willing to pay this extra fee of € 20.- per 

m2 for WELL. Additionally, Muldavin, Miers and McMackin (2017) have calculated the Return on Investment (ROI) of 

WELL and indicated that when the productivity is increased by 0.5%, the ROI of WELL is 300%. A third study was 

conducted by CBRE (2017), wherein two hundred multinationals were surveyed about their healthy ambitions. This 

research showed that 71% of the companies were having or were planning to introduce a wellness program, and 

that from these companies, 39% had a managerial preference for WELL-certified buildings, 27% a strong preference 

and 6% would only occupy WELL-certified buildings.  

 

These three researches are currently the only available studies into WELL. The studies focus all three on the de-

mand-side of WELL; they indicate that the interest is high and that large, international companies are willing to pay 

for the product. However, WELL has not been implemented into a Dutch building yet. These studies do not give an 

explanation for this lack of application. This research aims to fill this research gap by focusing on the reasons why 

possible customers are hesitating to implement WELL. 
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1.3. Problem statement and research objective  

Because no research has been conducted into the perceived obstacles to implement the WELL-certificate, it is diffi-

cult to find solutions to make the certification more attractive. This is the problem where this research focusses on:  

 

As long as it is unknown which obstacles potential customers of WELL perceive when they (consider to) implement the 

WELL-certificate, these constraints cannot be diminished effectively. This could eventually limit the amount of healthy of-

fices, meaning that the built environment is not used to its full potential.   

 

The objective of this research is to create insight in the perceived constraints of different real estate parties when 

they (consider to) implement WELL into office buildings. This overview can be used to determine which obstacles 

are most urgent to be diminished. By diminishing or solving these constraints, the WELL-certificate could become 

more attractive and therefore more often implemented. This will result in an increase of the amount of healthy 

workplaces, stimulating employee satisfaction and productivity, and reducing sick leave. In summary, this is the 

research objective of this study: 

 

The aim of this research is to stimulate the implementation of healthy office concepts, by inventorying and prioritizing 

obstacles that are perceived when possible customers (consider to) implement WELL. 

 

1.4. Research questions 

To decrease the obstacles potential customers perceive, the obstacles should be inventoried and prioritized. The 

main question of this research therefore is:  

 

Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers of WELL, and to what extent, when they (consider to) implement 

WELL into an office building? 

 

To be able to answer this research question, five sub-questions are formulated: 

 

1. What is the background, the vision, the content and the market status of WELL? 

2. Who are the potential customers of WELL and what are their drivers?  

3. Which possible obstacles can be identified (from theory) to implement WELL into office buildings? 

4. Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers when they (consider to) implement WELL into office buildings? 

5. How much weight is appointed to each obstacle by the potential customers of WELL? 

 

1.5. Research design 

To answer the different sub-questions, and thereby the main research question, different sources are consulted. 

The first two sub-question are both answered through literature research. Additionally, the President Business De-

velopment of Delos, the company responsible for WELL, is interviewed to complement the understanding of the 

certificate and its market status. The third sub-question, which inventories the obstacles that could be experienced 

by landlords, is answered by a combination of literature research and meetings with experts from CBRE, a real 

estate consultant company. This combination of sources should provide a complete overview of possible perceived 

obstacles. This list of obstacles is proposed through interviews and surveys to different real estate parties, such as 

investors, developers and occupiers. This is done to determine which of these theoretical obstacles are experienced 

in practice. Then, the obstacles are ranked by the participants by using the pairwise comparison method. This 

method forms the base of the commonly used AHP-method and asks the participant repeatedly to choose between 

two obstacles which one is perceived the most obstructive, and to what extent. This will eventually result in a list of 

obstacles, ranked based on their obstructiveness. An overview of this research design can be found in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Overview of research design 

 

1.6. Relevance 

This research could be relevant on three different levels: academically, managerially and societally. This is explained 

below.   

 

Academic relevance 

Much research has been conducted on the effect of the office environment on employee productivity, satisfaction, 

and the absence due to sickness (e.g. Bergs, 2002; Ezratty, 2003; Finnegan et al., 1984; Joshi, 2008; Wiesmuller, 

1998). However, research about the complications of implementing healthy features into office buildings is scarce. 

Furthermore, the amount of research conducted on the WELL-certificate is very limited, especially to the obstacles 

of the product. Therefore, this research contributes significantly to the amount of academic research on the WELL 

Building Standard and to the implementation of healthy office concepts in general.  

 

Managerial relevance 

Additionally, increasing the healthiness of workplaces can contribute to many trends that are currently important 

for organizations. Studies have shown that it could increase employee engagement, well-being, job satisfaction and 

work-life balance (Cahill, Mcnamara, Pitt-catsouphes, & Valcour, 2015), assist in the war for talent (Beechler & 

Woodward, 2009) and stimulate the overall healthiness of the working class (Memish et al., 2017).  

Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers of WELL, and to what extent, when they (consider to) implement 

WELL into an office building?

5. How much weight is appointed to each obstacle by the potential customers of WELL?

Pairwise comparison

4. Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers when they (consider to) implement WELL into office 

buildings?

Interviews Survey

3. Which possible obstacles can be identified (from theory) to implement WELL into office buildings?

Literature research Experts form CBRE

2. Who are the potential customers of WELL and what are their drivers?

Literature research

1.  What is the background, the vision, the content and the market status of WELL?

Literature research Interview Delos 
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Furthermore, increasing the healthiness of a workplace involves many different stakeholders. Therefore, if one of 

these stakeholders is convinced to implement WELL, other stakeholders should still be persuaded. The list of ob-

stacles from this research could give insight in the most-perceived obstacle per stakeholder, and thereby different 

stakeholders could more easily be persuaded to participate in the process of implementing a healthy office concept. 

 

Societal relevance 

Because healthy offices can contribute significantly to public health, it is conceivable that the government wants to 

stimulate this. Therefore, the ranking of obstacles in this research can be used by the government to determine 

which measures can best be taken to stimulate the implementation of heathy office concepts.  

 

1.7. Reading guide 

For this research, it is first important to provide a full image of the WELL-certificate. This is given in chapter 2. Then, 

in chapter 3, an overview is given of the different stakeholders in the real estate market regarding WELL, what their 

basic motivations are and why these parties could be interested in the WELL Building Standard. After this overview 

of WELL and the stakeholders are given, the next step is to examine which theoretical constraints could be experi-

enced by these different real estate parties. This is done in chapter 4. In chapter 5, the research method is explained, 

followed by the results in chapter 6. These results include the perceived list of obstacles, prioritized by their level of 

obstructiveness. This research ends with a conclusion and further recommendations. An overview of this reading 

guide is shown in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: Reading guide 

Reading guide 

Chapter Answered research question 

1. Introduction  

2. Health and well-be-

ing in the workplace  
1. What is the background, the vision, the content and the market status of WELL? 

3. Stakeholders  2. Who are the potential customers of WELL and what are their drivers 

4. Obstacles for imple-

menting WELL 

3. Which possible constraints can be identified (from theory) to implement WELL into  

    office buildings? 

5. Research method   

6. Results  

4. Which constraints are perceived by potential customers when they (consider to)  

    implement WELL into office buildings? 

 

5. How much weight is appointed to each obstacle by the potential customers of WELL? 

7. Conclusion and rec-

ommendations  

Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers of WELL, and to what extent, 

when they (consider to) implement WELL into an office building?  
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Health and well-being 

in the workplace   
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2. Health and well-being in the workplace 

2.1. Introduction 

To be able to recognize and understand the possible obstacles linked to WELL, it is important to create an overview 

of the current trend to health and well-being in the workplace. Additionally, it is important to understand which role 

WELL plays in this trend and what the current market status is. With these findings, the following sub-question will 

be answered:  

 

1. What is the background, the vision, the content and the market status of WELL? 

 

The information in this chapter is to a great extent extracted from academic research, complemented with recent 

business reports. Furthermore, much information about the working of WELL comes from the WELL Building Stand-

ard (IWBI, 2017b). Additionally, an expert is consulted from Delos, the company that developed WELL.   

 

This chapter is composed as follows: it commences in paragraph 2.2 with a description of health and well-being in 

the workplace, followed by an overview of issues that occur when creating a healthy workplace in paragraph 2.3. 

Then, paragraph 2.4 shows the vision of WELL and how it provides a solution to these issues. This is followed by an 

overview of the current market status of WELL, described in paragraph 2.5. A more in-depth description of WELL 

follows in paragraph 2.6, with an overview of the features. An overview of which features are required for which 

projects is given in paragraph 2.7, and an explanation of the certification process in paragraph 2.8. The information 

in these paragraphs is then used to answer the sub-question regarding the background, vision, content and market 

status of WELL. 

 

2.2. Health and well-being in the workplace  

Currently, 76% of the working population endure physical problems (Yeung & Johnston, 2016) and the annual ex-

penses for work-related stress in Europe are estimated to be 650 billion euros per year (Yeung & Johnston, 2016). 

Therefore, it is not surprising that the topic of well-being is increasingly focused on; between 2013 and 2015, the 

well-being industry increased by 10.6%, whereas the economy as a whole decreased by 3.6% (in U.S. Dollars) (Global 

Wellness Institute, 2015).  

 

This focus on well-being is reflected by organizations globally: the biggest challenge to business worldwide, accord-

ing to 77% of the CEOs, is to attract and maintain skilled employees (Brown et al., 2017). Well-being plays an increas-

ingly important role in this ‘war on talent’. It is broadly accepted that employees are more stimulated to recommend 

their organization and are more likely to choose for a company if a wellness program is implemented (e.g. Burke & 

Cooper, 2005; Earle, 2003; Mind, 2013). Additionally, healthy employees are more productive (e.g. Burton et al., 

1999; Goetzei et al., 2001), satisfied (e.g. Laschinger et al., 2004; Wagner et al., 2007) and have less sick leave (e.g. 

Ode en et al., 2013; Yeung & Johnston, 2016). CBREs occupier survey shows the same increased focus on well-being: 

71% of the interviewed international corporates run a formal wellness program or have the intention to do so (CBRE, 

2017). 

 

These wellness programs can be extended into the office design. The fact that the office environment can improve 

employee well-being, and thereby support the abovementioned benefits, has repeatedly been demonstrated since 

the 1980’s (e.g. Bergs, 2002; Ezratty, 2003; Finnegan, Pickering, & Burge, 1984; Joshi, 2008; Wiesmuller, 1998). There-

fore, it is no surprise that companies are increasingly implementing healthy measurements in their work environ-

ment (Muldavin et al., 2017). 

 

This can be done in many different ways. Different aspects of the work environment can increase the health, well-

being, productivity, satisfaction and concentration of employees and/ or reduce stress and sick building syndrome. 

Aspects that can influence these factors are discussed below in the sub-paragraphs 2.2.1 – 2.2.8.   

 



8 

 

2.2.1.  Air quality  

The air quality of the work environment depends on the particles in the air and the ventilation rate (Spengler & 

Chen, 2000).  

 

The particles in the air, volatile organic compounds (VOC’s), are, among other things, emitted by building materials, 

the office furniture, detergents, pesticides and occupant activities such as smoking (IAQ-SFRB, 2018). VOC’s could 

lead to skin-, eye-and respiratory irritation and cause nasal cancer (e.g. NIOSH, 1992; OEHHA, 2016; WHO, 2010). 

Allen et al. (2016) created a workspace with low VOC’s (below 500 µg/m3), and determined that the cognitive scores 

of the participants (determined by the strategic management simulation) were 61% higher than the scores of the 

control group in the regular workspace.  

 

The air quality is also influenced by the ventilation rate: it reduces the amount of the above mentioned VOC’s in the 

air, as well as the amount of emission such as CO2, and the temperature. Seppänen, Fisk and Lei (2006) combined 

data from different studies linking ventilation rate to work performance and concluded that the relative work per-

formance increases by approximately 0.8% per 10 cubic feet per minute (cfm) per person. In addition, Milton, Glen-

cross and Walters (2000) showed that the sick leave of a company was reduced by 35%, when the ventilation level 

was increased from 25 to 50 cfm per person.  

 

2.2.2.  Food 

Another aspect that could increase employee health, is a healthy diet. Although a company is not able to enforce 

the consumption of healthy food, it could stimulate it by providing healthy food in cafeterias or vending machines. 

Katcher et al. (2010), introduced a nutrition program in an insurance company and concluded that the test group 

reported (through questionnaires) a 40 - 46% decrease in health related productivity impairments. Nelson (2017) 

showed as well that, with an healthy diet, 78% of the participants felt more energetic, 66% felt more happy and 52% 

felt more healthy.  

 

2.2.3.  Green 

A green environment could as well contribute to employee productivity. Examples in the work environment are the 

implementation of plants, green walls or green views. Singh et al. (2010) conducted surveys at a company that 

moved from a ‘regular’ office to a ‘green’ office and concluded that the production increased by 42.75 hours work 

per occupant per year. In addition, Torres (2015) let participants perform specific keystrokes and demonstrated 

that 6% less errors were made when participants looked at a rooftop garden instead of a “regular” view.  

 

2.2.4.  Light 

Light is also an important factor for the work environment. Exposure to daylight, or circadian lights (which are ad-

justed to the bio-rhythm), can increase the productivity, health and well-being of the employees. Boubekri et al. 

(2014) compared working in an office without windows to working in an office with exposure to daylight and con-

cluded that no daylight negatively effects the employees’ role limitation and vitality and decreases the amount of 

sleep with 46 minutes per night (quantified by the Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI). Nelson (2017) replaced 

standard quality lighting by circadian lighting and showed through surveys that 71% of the participants felt more 

energetic and 76% felt more healthy.   
 

2.2.5.  Physical activeness 

Comparable with the food aspect, physical activeness can also not be enforced by the employer. However, it can be 

stimulated by e.g. implementing “active furniture” (such as sitting-balls and standing-desks) or by increasing the 

attractiveness of cycling to work. Garret et al. (2016) introduced standing desks in a call center and concluded that 

this led to 46% more calls being handled. Furthermore, Hendriksen (2009) showed that cycling three times per week 

or more to work, reduced absenteeism from 8.7 days per year to 7.4. Other options to stimulate physical activeness 

are promoting stairway usage, implementing sport facilities or stimulating subscription for (group) sport events.  
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2.2.6.  Noise 

Office noise could form a large distraction and thereby reduce productivity and increase employee stress levels. 

When exposed to pre-recorded office noise, participants indicated that they felt 66% less productive (Toftum, Soren, 

Kristiansen, & Klausen, 2012). Additionally, Leather, Beale, & Sullivan (2003) showed that a high noise level reduces 

job satisfaction by 20%, organizational commitment by 5% and increases symptoms of infectious deceases by 30%.  

 

2.2.7.  Temperature 

Temperature can also have a large impact on employee performance. Although the preferred temperature differs 

per person, a bandwidth can be appointed in which performance is highest. Lan et al. (2015) showed that by in-

creasing the temperature from 22 ⁰C to 30 ⁰C, the performance is reduced by 6% (measured by multiple physiolog-

ical measurements). Furthermore, combined data of twenty-four studies shows an optimum of employee produc-

tivity between 20 ⁰C and 23 ⁰C. If the temperature drops below or raises above this bandwidth, productivity de-

creases relatively quickly: at 15 ⁰C and 30 ⁰C, productivity is reduced by 10% (Wagner et al., 2007).  

 

2.2.8.  Technology 

Although technology does not directly increase the health and well-being of the occupiers, it could make a contri-

bution by supporting the abovementioned aspects. For example, sensors in buildings could be used to let buildings 

react better on environmental changes and thereby create a more constant, healthy environment. Furthermore, 

insight in movement patterns can make occupiers more aware of their (lack of) movement in the office.  

 

Another increasing technological applications are the so-called wearables. Wearables are watches and braces that 

measure different healthy aspects of the human body, such as the heart rate, food consumption, amount of steps 

taken and the amount of time the wearer has (not) moved actively. By notifying the user of these aspects, he or she 

is more aware of his behavior and could therefore be stimulated to adjust his or her patterns.  

 

2.3. Creating a healthy workplace 

As illustrated in the previous paragraph, much research has been conducted into the aspects of a healthy work 

place. Although these researches show that large contributions can be made to employee health and well-being, it 

could be severely difficult for a facility manager to translate the outcomes of these researches into the office design. 

This is caused by a lack of coherence between the research methods, a lack of coherence between the results and 

the knowledge required to correctly interpret the results (Hansen & Hitchcock, 2003).    

 

For example, Allen et al. (2016) increased the ventilation level form 20 cfm per person to 40 cfm per person. By 

measuring cognitive score by the Strategic Management Simulation, they found a 101% increase of the cognitive 

score. On the other hand, Milton Glencross & Walters (2000), increased the ventilation level from 25 cfm per person 

to 50 cfm per person, and studied the effect of this measure on sick leave. By using a Poisson regression they 

demonstrated that sick leave was reduced by 35%. 

 

These two studies both show positive benefits of an increased ventilation rate. However, to determine what the 

optimal ventilation rate would be, and how much a company will benefit from this, a high level of expertise is re-

quired. If this is further extended to all aspects that can contribute to a healthy work environment, it becomes 

increasingly complex to determine which measures can best be taken, and what the effect approximately will be. 

This complexity makes it severely difficult for a facility manager to create a proper, all-round wellness program with 

a financially sound business case to extent the healthy ambitions of the company into the building design. 

 

2.4. WELL 

To guide facility managers, and other stakeholders, through this difficult process, Delos introduced the WELL Build-

ing Standard in 2014. This certificate is the first standard that centers on the health and well-being of buildings 

users (IWBI, 2017b). The WELL-certificate provides a list of 105 features that have scientifically been proven to in-

crease the health and wellness of occupiers. This list was composed by combining scientific and medical research 

with studies about the built environment, existing standards and best practice guidelines by governmental and 
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professional organizations. This list was then reviewed by scientists, building professionals and other stakeholders 

such as the Clinton Global initiative, U.S. Green Building Council, GBCI, CBRE and the Cleveland Clinic Wellness (IWBI, 

2017b). With this list of features, the certificate makes it possible to choose the best measures to be taken, to reduce 

the amount of expertise needed, to quantify taken actions, benchmark building performance, and create further 

insight into health strategies. 

 

The WELL-certificate shows similarities with popular sustainable certificates such as BREEAM and LEED; a list of 

requirements (called features) is provided, divided into eight categories (air, water, nourishment, light, fitness, com-

fort, mind and innovation). The more features a projects meets, the better the score will be. There are three score 

levels: silver, gold and platinum. The project manager provides the International Wellness Building Institute (IWBI) 

a report of the satisfied features. An assessor of IWBI then controls the documentation and visits the project to 

verify if these features are indeed met. If enough features are met, the certification will be granted.  

 

In 2018, WELL v2 will be introduced. Currently, not much information is available about this updated version, but 

Delos has mentioned program refinements that address aspects such as costs and different models of cooperation 

with IWBI. Furthermore, a more specific focus on different type of buildings and regions will be introduced. Next, 

the scoring will be simplified and the preconditions will be reviewed critically. Last, new performance verification 

methods will be introduced with the aim to diminish challenges regarding scheduling and timing (Hwang, 2017).   

 

2.5. Market status 

Since its introduction in 2014, the WELL-certificate has steadily grown in popularity. In June 2017, 33 buildings world-

wide were WELL-certified while another 313 were registered for certification. In January 2018, already 71 buildings 

were certified and 564 were registered (IWBI, 2017a). In tandem, CBREs Occupier Survey 2017 shows that 72% of 

the surveyed multinational companies that are having or are planning to introduce a wellness program, prefer a 

WELL-certified building (CBRE, 2017).  

 

WELL has been introduced in the United States of America, and in the first years, the focus of Delos was on this 

country. Therefore, it is not surprising that the majority of well-certified buildings is located in the USA, as shown in 

Figure 2 (IWBI, 2017a). 

 

 
Figure 2: WELL-certified buildings divided by country (IWBI, 2017a) 
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Because the Building Standard is developed in the USA, the market status differs there with the market status in 

the Netherlands. The current market status of the WELL Building Standard can best be described based on the 

diffusion of innovation theory of Everett Rogers (1962). This broadly adopted theory describes the life cycle of an 

innovation. It consists of five stadia, in which five target groups are distinguished, based on their acceptance of a 

new product: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards (see Figure 3).  

 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Diffusion of innovation theory of Everett Rogers (1962) 

 

The group of innovators has the highest likeliness to adopt to a new idea. This group is characterized by their will-

ingness to take risks, their large financial resources, their drive to distinguish themselves, and their risk profile that 

allows them to adopt technologies that may ultimately fail. The second group, the one of the early adopters, shows 

to a large extent the same characteristics as the early adopters, but are slightly more cautious when taking risks. 

The early majority group waits for a product to prove itself before they are willing to use it. When this group is 

convinced, the purchase of a product increases significantly and it becomes mature. The last two groups, the late 

majority and the laggards will eventually come in action when the product is implemented on a large scale and is 

well-known.  

 

It is important to notice here that the theory of Rogers does not focus on the total market, but on the specific target 

group for the product. Therefore, it should not be interpreted that when the laggards are convinced, all buildings 

worldwide will be WELL-certified. If we look at office buildings, the target group of WELL consists of office buildings 

with (the possibility of) high standard installations, occupied by companies with many knowledge workers and 

owned by landlords with the focus on long-term investments (P. Williams, President Business Development Delos, 

personal communication, October 6, 2017). Although it is difficult to quantify this, it is roughly estimated that 10% 

of the office buildings in the Netherlands belong into this group (IVBN, 2017). Hence, the total target group of WELL 

consists of approximately 5.0 million square meters of office buildings.  

 

Although, no building has been certified yet, the first ones will be certified in 2018, and an increasing amount of 

companies are considering it or have considered it (based on own interviews, see chapter 6). Furthermore, the 

fifteen office buildings that are currently registered, comprise a total of approximately 0.15 million square meters 

(IWBI, 2017a). This covers roughly three percent of the total target group. Based on this data, the conclusion can be 

drawn that in the Netherlands, WELL is currently in the stage of the innovators. 

 

This group of innovators will focus on large, high-end office buildings on so-called A-locations. Because the value of 

these assets is higher, the implementation of WELL will cover a smaller part of the total expenses. Delic (2016) 

calculated that the implementation of WELL in a high-end office building would cost approximately € 20.- per m2. 

The average rental price in the Netherlands for office buildings is approximately € 130.- per m2 (Bak, 2016), which 
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makes an increase of € 20.- per m2 for WELL a large share of the rental price (15%). The average price around the 

Zuid-As is approximately €400.- per m2 (Bak, 2016), which makes the share paid for a healthy office much smaller 

(5%). This makes investing in WELL more attractive. Furthermore, these buildings already have been developed 

according to a high-standard, which makes it easier to comply with the WELL requirements. This is also shown by 

the fifteen buildings that have been registered for WELL in the Netherlands. These are mainly newly developed 

assets, built with high standards, often comprising headquarters and situated close to railroad stations on A-loca-

tions (IWBI, 2017a). This indicates that WELL is currently mainly suitable for the top of the real estate market, where 

the innovators are present. 

 

The shift from the innovators to the early adopters could occur quickly in the Netherlands. As mentioned above, 

this group of early adopters shows many similarities with the group of innovators, but is slightly more cautious and 

are therefore waiting for others to implement the certificate first. Because the same (type of) companies that have 

invested in WELL in the USA, are currently looking in the Netherlands for an option for WELL, and because possible 

customers can rely on results from buildings from other countries, it is expected that this group gets convinced 

easier. Therefore, the transition from the innovators to the early adopters phase could take place in a few years in 

the Netherlands (P. Williams, personal communication, October 6, 2017).  

 

However, health and well-being of employees does not only concern the innovators and early adopters (i.e. the 

large corporates with large resources), but it is an important aspect for all organizations. However, this group has 

smaller resources, and the currently registered office buildings show that this target group, the early majority, is 

not convinced yet (IWBI, 2017a). As mentioned before, when this group of early majority is convinced of WELL, the 

implementation will increase significantly and the product will become mature. This could significantly contribute 

to the amount of healthy offices and therefore to societal health.  

 

It is important to notice that another building certificate, comparable with WELL, already has gained increased in-

terest in the Netherlands in the last decade. BREEAM-NL has been implemented in approximately thousand build-

ings in the Netherlands. This sustainability certificate has gained popularity by providing measures that increase 

energy efficiency, reduce consumption and making it easier to benchmark energy performance (Andaloro, 

Salomone, Ioppolo, & Andaloro, 2010). This label has become popular because it balances the cost and life cycle 

value, it reduces the operational costs, limits the investor and developers risk, increases rental and selling prices, 

and creates productive and healthy places to live and work (Fuerst & Mcallister, 2009). This certificate shows differ-

ent similarities with WELL: it proposes, just like WELL, different features, and the more features are met, the higher 

the score. Another similarity is the distinction between stakeholders (such as landlords and occupiers).  

 

Furthermore, the majority of the large institutional investors and asset managers in the Netherlands are affiliated 

to GRESB. GRESB collects environmental, social and governance (ESG) data of real estate portfolios. By gaining a 

high GRESB score, an investor can demonstrate that its portfolio is sustainable. Since 2016, GRESB included a health 

and well-being module in its assessment. This module focusses mainly on policies regarding health and well-being 

and on ways to monitor this.    

 

BREEAM-NL and GRESB are currently both shifting from the group of early adopters to the group of early majority 

in the Netherlands (T. Habraken, Associate Director Sustainability CBRE, personal communication June 6, 2017). 

Therefore, the group of early majority is already becoming experienced with buildings labels and policies regarding 

health and well-being. Consequently, WELL could be adopted relative quickly by this group. 

 

In conclusion, although no building has yet been WELL-certified in the Netherlands, a small group of innovators is 

currently implementing it in high-end buildings on A-locations. After these buildings have been developed, the 

group of early adopters will quickly follow. This process is even accelerated by the fact that WELL is in other coun-

tries already in this phase, and therefore data from international projects will become increasingly available. Be-

cause of the specific demands of WELL, the lack of data, and the thereby accompanied risks, the product does not 

appeal to the early majority yet. However, the experience of this group with the comparable standards BREEAM-NL 

and GRESB, could lower the threshold for the early majority.   
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2.6. Features 

The WELL Building Standard Guide (IWBI, 2017b) provides much information about the organizational structure and 

the certification process and provides an extensive explanation of all the features. Therefore, the majority of infor-

mation in this paragraph is extracted from this source, unless mentioned otherwise.  

 

As mentioned before, 105 features are provided by Delos, which are based on academic research. In Figure 4, a 

feature is pictured, as it is provided by WELL.  

 

 
Figure 4: Example of a Feature out of the WELL Building Standard (IWBI, 2017a) 
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As Figure 4 illustrates, each feature is introduced by an explanation of the importance of the feature. Furthermore, 

an overview is given of which body functions it affects. Additionally, it is shown for which project type this feature 

is applicable. In this example, this feature is not applicable for “core and shell” projects, and considered an optimi-

zation for “new and existing interiors” and “new and existing buildings.” Paragraph 2.7 provides a more in-depth 

explanation about the applicability of the features. Furthermore, one or more requirements are stated that have to 

be complied with to obtain a scoring point for this feature. In the case of this example, a choice is offered between 

two requirements. This is not always the case. Finally, a feature number is provided (16) and the category (Air).  

 

The features are divided into eight categories: air (29), water (8), nourishment (15), light (11), fitness (8), comfort 

(12), mind (17) and innovation (5). The numbers behind the categories represent the amount of features per cate-

gory. In the paragraphs 2.6.1- 2.6.8, more insight is created in the background, the aims and the content of these 

categories 

 

2.6.1.  Category 1: Air 

WELL combined the standard of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS), and complemented these with standards from other organizations such as the World Health 

Organization (WHO) and the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE). 

This resulted in a list of twenty-nine requirements that aim to reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs), polycyclic 

aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and microbial pathogens. These requirements should thereby decrease asthma, 

allergies, other respiratory illnesses, and sick building syndrome. 

 

Below, a few examples are given of requirements in this category. This list tends to give an indication of the type of 

requirements. The information between brackets indicates that the proposed requirements do not form the whole 

feature (e.g. Part 1a indicates that there are more requirements mentioned in that feature). The P, O or –, indicate 

whether the requirement is mandatory, optional or not applicable for respectively core and shell, new and existing 

interiors and new and existing buildings. This is further described in paragraph 2.7. 

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 formaldehyde levels to be less than 27 ppb (Feature 01, Part 1a (P, P, P)); 

 a smoking ban within 7.5 m of all entrances, operable windows and building air intakes (Feature 02, Part 

2a (P, -, P)); 

 the mechanical system to be sized to accommodate additional carbon filters (Feature 05, Part 1a (P, P, P)); 

 no signs of discoloration and mold on ceilings, walls or floors (Feature 06, Part 2a (P, P, P)); 

 a cleaning protocol and dated cleaning logs that are maintained and available to all occupants (Feature 09, 

Part 1c (-, P, P)) 

 a ventilation system with the capability to maintain relative humidity between 30% to 50% at all times by 

adding or removing moisture from the air (Feature 16, Part 1a (-, O, O)) 

 every regularly occupied space to have operable windows that provide access to outdoor air and daylight 

(Feature 19, Part 1a (O, O, O)) 

 all non-refrigerated perishable food, including pet food, to be stored in sealed containers (Feature 22, Part 

1a (-, O, O)) 

 vacuum cleaners to contain filters with a HEP rating (Feature 29, Part 1c (-, O, O)). 

 

2.6.2.  Category 2: Water 

For the category of water, WELL again relied on the standard of the EPA and combined this with The Clean Water 

Act of 1974. This has led to a list of eight requirements that strive for a better water quality and an increase of water 

drank by employees. These requirements thereby should increase the employee health. Furthermore, WELL 
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acknowledges that not for each function the same water quality is required and therefore distinguishes different 

needs for water, such as drinking water, shower water and toilet water.  

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 the turbidity of water, except water not designated for human contact, to be less than 1.0 NTU (Feature 

30, Part 1a (P, P, P)); 

 the residual chlorine to be less than 0.6 mg/L in all water for human consumption, shower and baths 

(Feature 34, Part 1a (P, P, P)); 

 an activated carbon filter for all water for human consumption, shower and baths (Feature 36, Part 1a (O, 

O, O)); 

 at least one water dispenser to be located within 30 m of all parts of regularly occupied floor space (Feature 

37 Part 2a (-, O, O)). 

 

2.6.3.  Category 3: Nourishment 

By combining design strategies and policies regarding healthy diets, WELL composed a list of fifteen requirements 

that aim to promote and stimulate a healthier diet for employees. The goal of these requirements is, by making 

healthier decisions regarding food, to reduce the risks of obesity, cardiovascular diseases, diabetes, cancer and 

depression. 

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 fruits and vegetables to be visually apparent, either through display or color photographs on the menu (if 

cafeterias are operated or contracted by the project owner) (Feature 38, Part 2c (-, P, P)); 

 no beverages to be sold or distributed with more than 30 g of sugar per container (Feature 39, Part 1a (P, 

P, P)); 

 total calories, macronutrient content and total sugar content to be displayed on all foods and beverages 

sold or distributed (Feature 44, Part 1a - d (O, P, P)).  

 a garden or a greenhouse of at least 0.1 m2 per occupant (with a required maximum of 70 m2) is allocated 

within 0.8 km of the project boundary (Feature 51, Part 1a - b (O, O, O)); 

 eating spaces for employees to contain a refrigerator, device for reheating food, a sink, amenities for dish 

washing, a cabinet or storage unit and eating utensils (Feature 52, Part 2a - d (O, O, O)).  

 

2.6.4.  Category 4: Light 

For the composition of the eleven light requirements, use is made of standards such as the one created by the 

Illuminating Engineering Society (IES). Well-lit workplaces are important to facilitate sight, but also to help employ-

ees focus, and improve their digestion and sleep patterns. Hence, by providing requirements about the illumination, 

the circadian system is disrupted at least as possible, and productivity, sleep quality and visual acuity are improved.  

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 lamps with a luminance of 50,000 to 500,000 cd/m2 to be shielded by an angle of 20 degrees (Feature 55, 

Part 1c (-, P, P)); 

 interior window shading or blinds that are controllable by the occupants or set to automatically prevent 

glare (Feature 56, Part 2a (O, P, P)); 

 overhead luminaires not to be aimed directly at computer screens (Feature 57, Part 1a (-, O, O)); 
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 ceilings to have an average Light Reflectance Value (LRV) of 0.8, or more for at least 80% of the surface 

area in regularly occupied spaces (Feature 59, Part 1a (-, O, O)); 

 75% of the area of all regularly occupied spaces to be within 7.5 m of view windows (feature 61, Part 1a 

(O)). 

 

2.6.5.  Category 5: Fitness 

Use is made of physical activity-promoting policies and strategies to determine the eight fitness requirements. By 

stimulating an active lifestyle in the workspace, WELL aims to reduce the risks of heart disease, type 2 diabetes, 

strokes and breast- and colon cancer, and thereby increase life expectancy. 

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 stairs to be accessible to regular building occupants during all regular business hours and to display 

elements of aesthetic appeal such as artwork, daylight or music (in projects of 2 to 4 floors) (Feature 

64, part 1a and part 3 (P, O, P)); 

 an onsite fitness or training program to be offered at least once a month (Feature 66, Part 1a (-, O, O)); 

 encourage more pedestrian activity by including a water fountain, a plaza, a garden or public art in 

the outdoors (on sites in which the building takes up less than 75% of the total lot size (Feature 67, 

Part 2a-d (O, O, O)); 

 one shower with changing facility for the first 100 regular building occupants and one additional 

shower for every 150 regular building occupants thereafter (Feature 69, Part 2a (O, O, O));  

 a combination of treadmill desks, bicycle desks and portable desk pedal or stepper machines for 3% 

or more of employees (Feature 71, Part 1a - c (-, O, O)); 

 60% of the workstations to feature an adjustable height standing desk or a standard desk with desk-

top height adjustment stand (Feature 71 Part 2a - b (-, O, O)). 

 

2.6.6.  Category 6: Comfort 

By studying policies, technologies and practices, twelve requirements are chosen that should increase the comfort 

of the employees. These requirements focus on acoustics, ergonomics and temperature. By improving these as-

pects, the comfort level is increased and thereby stress and injuries could be reduced, and productivity and well-

being increased.  

 

Features in this category require for example:  

 

 all computer screens to be adjustable in terms of height and distance from the user (Feature 73, Part 1a (-

, P, P)); 

 workstation chair height adjustability to be compliant with the HFES 100 standard or BIFMA G1 guidelines 

(Feature 73, Part 3a (-, P, P)); 

 workstation seat depth adjustability to be compliant with the HFES 100 standard (Feature 73, Part 3b (-, P, 

P)); 

 average sound pressure level from outside noise intrusion to not exceed 50 dBA (Feature 74, Part 1a (P, 

O, P)); 

 an acoustic plan to be developed that identifies loud and quiet zones and noisy equipment (Feature 75, 

Part 1a - b (-, P, P)); 

 all spaces in mechanically-ventilated projects to meet the design, operating and performance criteria of 

the ASHRAE Standard 55 - 2013 Section 5.3, Standard Comfort Zone Compliance (Feature 76, Part 1a (P, P, 

P)); 
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 employees to have access to personal thermal comfort devices such as fans (Feature 82, Part 2a (-, O, O)). 

 

2.6.7.  Category 7: Mind 

By combining design, technology and treatment strategies, WELL strives to positively influence the well-being of a 

person. Seventeen requirements aim to make employees psychological more comfortable, and thereby reducing 

the risks of depression, heart and cardiovascular diseases, metabolic syndrome, and skin conditions.  

 

Features in this category require for example: 

 

 a digital or physical library that focuses on mental and physical health, containing at least one book title 

or magazine subscription for every twenty occupants, or is prominently displayed and readily available to 

all occupants (Feature 84, Part 2 a - b (P, P, P));  

 the Occupant Indoor Environmental Quality Survey from the Center for the Built Environment at UC Berke-

ley (or an approved alternative) to be completed by a representative sample of at least 30% of  the em-

ployees at least once per year (Feature 86, Part 1a - g (O, P, P)); 

 the project to contain features intended for human delight, celebration of culture, sprit and place and 

meaningful integration of public art (Feature 87, Part 1a - e (P, P, P)); 

 a biophilia plan to be developed, that includes a description of how the project incorporates nature 

through the environmental elements, lighting, space lay-out and design (Feature 88, Part 1a - c and Part 

2a (O, P, P)); 

 employers to provide at least three of the following to employees: employer-based health insurance, flex-

ible spending accounts, health savings accounts, on-site immunizations or workplace policies that encour-

age ill employees to stay home or work remotely (Feature 92, Part 1a - e (-, O, O)); 

 individuals to be given the option to take paid time of work to participate in volunteer activities (Feature 

96, Part 1a (-, O, O)); 

 rooms of 9 m width or less to have ceiling height of at least 2.7 m (Feature 99, Part 1a (O, O, O)). 

 

2.6.8.  Category 8: Innovation 

The last category, innovation, consist of five identical innovation features. These features do not prescribe explicit 

requirements but provide the option for the project manager to implement innovative, academic proven measures, 

which are not proposed by Delos itself, but still contribute to the health and well-being of building owners.  

 

All five features require: 

 

 A description of how a feature normally not applicable to this project type is relevant to this project and 

how the feature relates to the wellness concept in a novel way that is not already covered in the WELL 

Building Standard (Feature 101 - 105 Part 1 a - b (O, O, O)); 

 The feature to be fully substantiated by existing scientific, medical and industry research, and to be con-

sistent with applicable laws and regulations and leading practices in building design and management 

(Feature 101 - 105 Part 2 a (O, O, O). 

 

2.7. Applicable features 

The amount of features that have to be met differs per project. First, a distinction can be made between precondi-

tions (mandatory features) and optimizations (optional features). Furthermore, the amount of features that have 

to be met differ per type of project, type of real estate and the amount of influence the project manager has over 

the project. Finally, alternatives could be proposed for the stated requirements of WELL. These options are de-

scribed below in paragraph 2.7.1. – 2.7.3. 

 



18 

 

2.7.1.  Preconditions and optimizations 

There are two types of features: preconditions and optimizations. Preconditions are features that all have to be met 

to get a WELL-certification. Delos considers the implementation of these features as the basis of wellness in the 

built environment (IWBI, 2017b). The amount of preconditions depends on the type of project, which is further 

explained in paragraph 2.7.2. If all applicable preconditions are met, the project receives a silver-level certification.  

 

The remaining features are called optimizations. These are not necessary to receive a silver level certification, but a 

percentage has to be acquired to be awarded with a gold or platinum certification. Gold requires 40% of the appli-

cable optimization features to be met and platinum requires 80% to be met. The fact that it is not stated which 

optimizations have to be met, but merely the amount, provides the project manager flexibility to choose the most 

appropriate features.  

 

2.7.2.  Applicable features 

WELL consists of 105 features, but the amount that have to be satisfied to receive a total score differs per project. 

Three distinctions can be made, the type of real estate, the function of the real estate and the type of project.  

 

Type of real estate 

Some features are not applicable for certain types of real estate. For example feature 64: Interior Fitness Circulation, 

which encourages building users to take the stairs more often, is only applicable for buildings with 2, 3 or 4 stories. 

If a feature is not applicable, it may be considered as achieved.  

 

Real estate function 

Furthermore, although it is not explicitly mentioned, some features are not applicable for all functions of real estate. 

One example is feature 93: Workplace Family Support. This feature enables supportive family care policies. In this 

feature, it is the responsibility for an employer to support parental leave, child care and the employees’ family. 

Because this feature is about employers, it is not applicable for real estate functions without this group, such as 

housing. In this case, the feature may also be considered achieved if the feature is not applicable. However, because 

it is not explicitly mentioned, one should interpret the features carefully.  

 

Type of project 

The third variable that influences the amount of features that can be met is the type of project. Three types are 

defined: “Core and Shell”, New and existing interiors” and “New and existing buildings”. These types correspond to 

the possibilities to implement the features. This depends on the involved stakeholders: a landlord by its own can 

achieve less requirements then in a case where the occupier and landlord cooperate (or if it is the same party). A 

landlord can choose not to involve the occupier, for example, when the occupier is not known yet, or the owner 

does not want to put obligations on the occupier. The three types of projects are described below:  

 

Core and shell focusses on projects where the building owner manages less than 25% of the floor space of the 

building. Hence, features that are influenced by the occupier, are not taken into account. An example is feature 22: 

Pest control, which requires that non-refrigerated food is stored in sealed containers and that indoor garbage cans 

have lids. These are typical measures that cannot be taken by the building owner, but depend on the willingness of 

the occupier. Because the landlord cannot influence a lot of these occupier-focused features, the possibilities are 

limited. Therefore, only fifty-four features are applicable for core and shell.  

 

New and existing interiors focusses on buildings where only a portion of the building is managed by the landlord, 

such as an apartment building with a combination of rented and sold apartments. This makes it difficult to imple-

ment features that are applicable for the occupier, but require the scale of the complete building. An example is 

feature 10: Pesticide management, where pesticide use is minimized by creating a use plan that accounts for the 

entire building. Ninety-eight features are applicable for new and existing interiors.  

 

For new and existing buildings, all features are applicable. This means that project design, construction and building 

operation is taken into account. This category is chosen when a building is for at least 90% managed by the building 
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owner, so that a large amount of adjustments to the building is possible. Table 3 gives an overview of the amount 

of applicable features per project type.  

 

Table 3: Overview of the amount of applicable features and the requirements for certification (IWBI, 2017a) 

Applicable features 

Project type Precon-

ditions 

Optimi-

zations 

Total Silver Gold Platinum 

Core and shell 26 28 54 26 preconditions 26 preconditions + 

12 optimizations 

26 preconditions + 

23 optimizations 

New and exist-

ing interiors 

36 62 98 38 preconditions 36 preconditions + 

25 optimizations 

36 preconditions + 

50 optimizations 

New and Exist-

ing Buildings 

41 59 105 41 preconditions 41 preconditions + 

24 optimizations 

41 preconditions + 

48 optimizations 

 

2.7.3.  Equivalencies and Alternative Adherence Paths  

Equivalencies and Alternative Adherence Parts (AAP’s) form the possibility to meet certain features without meeting 

the described requirements. This creates flexibility for project managers to take alternative routes to the same 

result. For a measurement to be eligible, it should be proposed to the IWBI as a good alternative, that still meets 

the intent of the original feature and is based on academic research (IWBI, 2017b). 

 

Equivalencies 

Equivalencies are requirements from other, often-used, building certificates that are considered to be fully-fledged 

equivalents. BREEAM, LEED and Green Star are the most recalled equivalents. For example, compliance with Green 

Star credits 7 and 9 is sufficient to comply with Parts 1 and 2 of WELL Feature 7. The IWBI has already released 

reports together with BRE (BREEAM), USGBC (LEED), and GBCA (Green Star) to show which requirements are equiv-

alent to each other. Thereby, the IWBI stimulates parties to strive for multiple building certificates.  

 

Alternative Adherence Parts 

Because of the many different kinds of real estate and surroundings in which buildings are located, it is difficult to 

propose requirements which are achievable for all buildings. Alternative Adherence Parts offer alternatives for spe-

cific types of buildings or surroundings, when these external factors make it difficult to comply with a feature. For 

example, Feature 2 prohibits smoking in the entire asset. However, this cannot be enforced in housing because this 

limits the freedom of the homeowners in an illegal way. In this case, the project manager proposed to improve the 

ventilation and apply special smoking strips (T. Habraken, personal communication, May 17, 2017). 

 

2.8. Certification procedure  

The certification procedure for the WELL Building Standard is extensively described in the WELL Certification Guide 

(IWBI, 2017c). The information described in this paragraph is extracted from this guide.   

 

The certification consists of seven phases: registration, documentation submission, review of documents, perfor-

mance verification, reporting, certification and continued engagement(IWBI, 2017c).  

 

First, a project administrator is selected from the project team, who will be responsible for the WELL-certification. 

This administrator will register a building project online and thereby show the intent to get the building WELL-

certified. For this registration, a fee is required, which is further specified in paragraph 4.5. From this point on, a 

project manager can consult a WELL Accredited Professional (WELL AP) for questions. As a part of this registration, 

the project administrator indicates which features are aimed to achieve.  

 

After registration, the project administrator is responsible for submitting documentation about the measures that 

have been taken or will be taken to comply with the desired features. Examples ae design drawings, operation 
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schedules, policy documents, mechanical drawings and letters of assurance from the architects, contractors, engi-

neers and owners.   

 

After these documents have been approved by the WELL AP, he or she will execute a performance verification on-

site. This verification is used to confirm that the required minima- and maxima levels described in the features are 

actually met in the building itself. Air quality, water quality, light attributes, thermal considerations and acoustic 

elements are inspected, to determine if the features reflected in the submitted documents are actually achieved.  

 

Then, the WELL AP draws up a report to what extent the desired features are met. If some features are not met, the 

project administrator can choose to take extra measures and let a new performance verification be executed. An-

other option is to accept the lower amount of achieved features (which can result in a lower certification level).   

 

After the project administrator accepts the (re)assessment of the WELL AP, the final score is determined and the 

building will be WELL-certified. The project administrator will then receive an official award letter, a plaque, relevant 

documents and promotion material.  

 

The last step is for the project administrator to show continued engagement. Some requirements call for ongoing 

commitment, and therefore require the project administrator to provide the following documentation annually:  

 

 results of post-occupancy surveys; 

 proof of maintenance;  

 environmental parameter measurements. 

 

This concludes the process that has to be undertaken to receive a WELL-certification. The certification is valid for 

three years. After that period, newly validated letters of insurance have to be submitted, and an on-site performance 

verification is again executed. It is possible that a certification is compromised when the features are not met any-

more, by e.g. poor maintenance. It is also possible for the project administrator to submit additional features and 

thereby receive a higher level of certification.  

 

2.9. Conclusion 

The first sub-question of this research, concerning the background, the vision the content and the market status of 

WELL, is discussed in this chapter.  

 

Paragraph 2.2 showed that health and well-being play an increasingly important role in organizations and that a 

good workplace can contribute to these ambitions. However, because many different aspects influence the health 

and well-being, and it is difficult to determine how much effect each measure has, it could be difficult for a facility 

manager to create a healthy workplace.  

 

To tackle this problem, WELL has been developed. WELL is the first building certificate that focusses on the health 

and well-being of occupiers. It offers 105 requirements, divided over eight categories: air, water, nourishment, light, 

fitness, comfort, mind and innovation. These requirements contribute to the health and well-being of the occupiers 

in different ways. Examples are the improvement of air- and water quality, a stimulating environment for physical 

activity, the implementation of nature and art in the building design and the supply of healthy food and drinks. 

These requirements should create guidance in the implementation of healthy concepts into buildings, making it 

less complicated to choose which measures can best be taken.  

 

However, the features of WELL are quite specific, requiring large investments and changes to be made. Therefore, 

WELL currently focusses on the top of the market, where the so-called innovators are active. This is reflected in the 

type of buildings that will be certified in the near future: newly developed assets, built with high standards, often 

comprising headquarters and close to railroad stations on A-locations. After these buildings have been certified, 

the second target group, the early adopters, will quickly follow. This process is even accelerated by the fact that 
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WELL is in other countries already in this phase, and therefore data from international projects will be increasingly 

be available.  

 

However, because of the high demands of WELL, the lack of data, and the thereby accompanied risks, the product 

does not appeal yet to the third and largest target group, the early majority. It is important to understand that when 

this group of early majority is convinced of WELL, the implementation will increase significantly and the product will 

become mature, which could contribute to societal health.  

 

By diminishing obstacles to implement WELL, the threshold for WELL could be lowered. To do so, it is essential to 

gain insight in the different stakeholders and what their motivations are to implement WELL. This is discussed in 

the next chapter.  
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3. Stakeholders 

3.1. Introduction 

To understand the process of implementing the WELL Building Standard into office buildings, it is important to 

understand which parties are involved and what their drivers are. Therefore, the second sub-question will be an-

swered in this chapter:  

 

2. Who are the potential customers of WELL and what are their drivers?  

 

This question is answered through a literature research. For the general characteristics of the Dutch real estate 

market, use is made of extensive books about the market, the economics and the stakeholders. This information is 

then complemented by academic research and current numbers and figures, which are extracted from research 

reports and business presentations.  

 

This chapter commences with an overview of the different type of stakeholders in paragraph 3.2, followed by de-

scriptions of these stakeholders separately in paragraph 3.3 (landlords), paragraph 3.4 (occupiers), and paragraph 

3.5 (other parties). The information in these paragraphs is then used to answer the sub-question regarding the 

potential customers of WELL and their drivers. 

 

3.2. Different type of stakeholders 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.7.2, the amount of features that need to be met to receive the WELL certificate, de-

pends on the involved stakeholders. Certification can be done on landlord level solely, or occupiers and or property 

managers can be taken into account as well. Furthermore, real estate developers, consultants and the government 

could also make a contribution in the implementation of WELL. These parties can be subdivided into smaller groups, 

creating the overview as is given in Figure 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

3.3. Landlords 

This paragraph commences with an overview of the type of landlords, followed by the reasons these landlords 

would invest in real estate. Then, the five types of landlords are discussed separately.  

 

3.3.1. Type of landlords 

As shown in Figure 5, there are five different kinds of landlords. Private investors invest with their private equity, 

while institutional investors invest with premiums. This group mainly exists out of pension funds and insurance 

companies. Asset managers invest by order of investors in real estate. In this construction, an institutional investor 

puts its capital at the asset manager’s disposal to invest with. In a real estate funds, the construction is slightly 

different. In this case, the investors can purchase a participation or a certificate in a non-listed fund, or purchase 

shares of a listed fund. This is called an indirect real estate investment. The last group consists of companies that 

own and use their real estate. In this case, the real estate is used to support the main business process of the user. 

 Private investors  

 Institutional investors 

 Asset managers 

 (un)listed real estate 

funds 

 Companies owning and 

using their real estate  

 

Other parties 

Figure 5: Overview of different stakeholders in relation to WELL 

 Leasing companies 
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This is called Corporate Real Estate Management (CREM) (Vermeulen & Wieman, 2010). Several other owners of real 

estate can be distinguished, such as housing associations and educational institutions. However, the core business 

of these parties is not the management of the office buildings and could therefore for this study be characterized 

as corporate real estate management as well.  

 

It is difficult to determine the amount of capital that each group invests in real estate. However, some numbers are 

known: Dutch institutional investors have approximately 12.9 billion euro in direct real estate and approximately 

22.1 billion euro in indirect real estate. Furthermore, Dutch real estate funds are approximately responsible for 12.5 

billion euro of real estate, from which the majority (12 billion euro) comes from direct funds. The height of private 

investments is difficult to determine because they are not controlled by De Nationale Bank (DNB), but it is estimated 

to be at least 16.5 billion euro (Klapwijk, 2017).    

 

Another trend which is noteworthy is that international investors take a high interest in Dutch core real estate. The 

reason for this is the relatively inexpensive real estate at prime locations. Therefore the market becomes more 

international, and parties with experience in WELL in other countries are making their introduction to the Nether-

lands.  

 

3.3.2. Reasons to invest in real estate 

For all the above mentioned parties, except the companies that own and use the same real estate, the most com-

mon reasons to invest in real estate are: the certainty of future income, the maintaining of the purchasing power 

of the capital and the maximization of the revenues of the investment (Gool, Brounen, Jager, & Weisz, 2007). The 

benefits of real estate in comparison with other investment classes, such as shares and obligations, are (Schütte, 

Schoonhoven, & Dolmans-Budé, 2002; Wetten, 2014): 

 

 the value of real estate is largely independent of other investment objects;  

 periodic rental income ensures a long-lasting, stable stream of income; 

 rental incomes are often indexed, which eliminates the risk of inflation; 

 real estate has the highest yield per risk unit of the main investment classes: In the last twenty years, the 

yield of real estate was comparable with that of shares, while the risk level was around the level of obliga-

tions. 

 

Of course, there are also disadvantages to real estate as an investment class. The extent to which these are per-

ceived, depends on the type of investors. For example, a real estate fund reduces the height of the barrier to entry. 

This is further explained in the next paragraphs (3.3.3 – 3.3.7). The disadvantages are (Wetten, 2014):  

 

 real estate is illiquid; 

 real estate requires a high level of (local) knowledge; 

 the barrier to entry is high due to the costs; 

 the purchasing and disposing of real estate is time consuming, creating delay in the achieving of port-

folio policy. 

 

3.3.3. Private investors 

Private investors are, in contrast to the other parties, characterized by the fact that their private capital is invested 

in real estate. The most commonly known example of a private investment is the ownership of a house. In the office 

market, private investments are less common because of the high entry costs. As described in paragraph 3.3.1, 

information about this group is quite intransparant. Therefore, it is difficult to take this group into account in this 

research: it is generally unknown which private parties own which real estate and therefore it is hard to reach this 

group. Furthermore, private parties are more focused on short term yield than the other parties, and are therefore 

less likely to invest in a product such as WELL, which requires a large investment and commitment into the asset (T. 
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Habraken, personal communication, May 17, 2017). Last, the high-end buildings on which WELL focusses are seldom 

owned by private investors because of the large investments and the required expertise. Therefore, it is expected 

that interest in WELL in this group is quite low, and therefore, the private investors are not taken further into ac-

count in this research.  
 

3.3.4. Institutional investors 

Institutional investors differ from private investors because they invest premiums instead of private equity. Their 

reason to invest is to be able to comply with future payments. This group mainly exists of insurance companies and 

pension funds. These parties have a low risk profile and mainly invest in fixed-income options such as shares, obli-

gations and real estate (Gool et al., 2007). The benefits of investing in real estate, described in paragraph 3.3.2, apply 

for institutional investors as well.  

 

The percentage of real estate in the portfolios of Dutch institutional investors has been approximately 10% in the 

last thirty years (Wetten, 2014). A closer look into the real estate investments shows that the amount of investments 

in the office market is growing, absolutely as well as by percentage.  

 

In the institutional investment market in the Netherlands, the majority of investments is done by a small group of 

institutional investors: the thirty-two members of the association of institutional investors in real estate Netherlands 

(IVBN), have the majority of the investment volume of all institutional investors in the Netherlands at their disposal 

(Klapwijk, 2017). 

 

For institutional investors, it is interesting to invest in healthy offices. As mentioned before, institutional investors 

mainly invest in low risk real estate. This policy often results in the investment into high-end offices, so called core 

real estate. This is reflected by the fact that 85% of the direct investments of this group in 2017 took place in the 

Randstad (Bak, 2017). In these offices, it is easier to implement WELL because of the high building standards and 

the larger financial margins. Furthermore, by implementing WELL, the building could become more attractive and 

therefore easier to attract occupiers. This will result in a lower risk of vacancy. This makes it interesting for institu-

tional investors to WELL-certify their core real estate. Furthermore, because the market is largely centralized, the 

large funds keep a close eye on each other, and if a part will invest in WELL, the others are likely to follow.  

 

3.3.5. Asset managers 

The large pension funds and insurance companies usually have an institutional investor company that invests ex-

clusively on behalf of them. However, some companies invest by order of different institutional investors. These 

companies are called asset managers. These investments are still considered as direct investments because the 

institutional investor still invests in the building itself, and not in the asset manager or a fund. Because asset man-

agers invest directly on behalf of institutional investors, their motivations are similar to the ones of the institutional 

investors. Therefore, WELL is an interesting product for asset managers as well, for the same reason as it is inter-

esting for institutional investors.  
 

3.3.6. Real estate funds 

The distinction between direct and indirect investments is based on whether the investment goes straight into the 

building or not. When an investor wants to invest indirectly, it can invest its capital into a real estate fund. These 

funds then invest directly into real estate, and share their revenues with the other investors. Private, as well as 

institutional investors can invest in these real estate funds (Gool et al., 2007). 

 

When investing into a real estate fund, an investor does not have a majority interest and therefore no say in the 

management of the real estate. On the other hand, it requires a smaller investment, less expertise, the capital 

becomes more liquid, and, when investing in different funds, the risk is spread (Gool et al., 2007). This reduces the 

majority of disadvantages of investing in real estate, which are mentioned in paragraph 3.3.2.  
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An important difference is made between listed real estate funds and non-listed funds. One is able to invest in a 

listed fund with the purchase of a single share, while non-listed funds are more exclusive and require larger invest-

ments. Therefore, these are usually aimed at institutional investors (Vermeulen & Wieman, 2010), while the unlisted 

real estate funds are mainly invested in by private investors, due to the low barrier to entry (Klapwijk, 2017). Con-

sequently, these funds have the same drivers as the private investors themselves. Therefore, they are more focused 

on short term yield are therefore less likely to invest in a product such as WELL, which requires a large investment 

and commitment into the asset (T. Habraken, personal communication, May 17, 2017). On the contrary, non-listed 

funds mainly invest on behalf of institutional investors and therefore share the same motivation to invest in healthy 

offices. Hence, this party is more likely to invest in high end offices, where it is financially and technologically better 

possible to invest in healthy offices. In conclusion, because of their institutional investors, and the composition of 

their portfolio, non-listed real estate funds are likely to be interested in WELL.  

 

3.3.7. Companies owning and using their real estate 

The last group of landlords is characterized by the fact that they not only own, but also occupy the building. Com-

panies that use such a structure have to manage their own property. This is called Corporate Real Estate Manage-

ment, which is defined by Bon as follows (1997, p. 13);   

 

“CREM concerns the management of buildings and parcels of land at the disposal of private and public organizations 

which are not primarily in the real estate business”. 

 

Originally, CREM was used to control and reduce costs, while in recent years the added value to the organization 

has become increasingly important. Den Heijer (2011) created the framework in Figure 6, which shows in which 

ways real estate can add additional value for operations.  

 

Figure 6: Framework for creating value through real estate (Jensen & van der Voordt, 2016) 
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As the figure shows, well-managed corporate real estate can contribute to the company in many different ways. 

Productivity, competitive advantage, as well as sustainable development and profitability can be increased by the 

proper selection and management of real estate.  

 

WELL could be an interesting product for corporate real estate managers, because healthy buildings can contribute 

in different ways to the performance of the building. From the framework imaged in Figure 6, healthy offices could 

positively influence the real estate value, the user satisfaction, the user activities (Yeung & Johnston, 2016), the 

quality of place, the company image (Arena et al., 2013),  the culture (Kramer, 2014), innovation and collaboration 

(Goetzel et al., 2014). 

 

However, because WELL requires a large investment, the company should dispose of large resources. Furthermore, 

the benefits of a healthy workplace will be the largest if the employees comprise a large part of the company value. 

Therefore, WELL is especially interesting for large corporates with many knowledge workers employed.  

 

3.4. Occupiers 

In contrast to the corporate real estate described in the latter paragraph, the majority of office buildings in the 

Netherlands is leased by the occupier instead of owned Figure 7 (Bak, 2016)). This is done because owning an office 

building requires a high amount of knowledge, a large capital and limits the amount of capital available for the core 

business.  

 

 
Figure 7: Office buildings in the Netherlands, divided by type of ownership (Bak, 2016) 

However, for the leasing occupiers, the real estate can contribute to the performance of the company in the same 

way as for corporate real estate managers, except for the profitability. Hence, for leasing occupiers, a healthy office 

can be interesting as well.  

 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.5, CBREs Occupier Survey 2017 (2017a) shows that 72% of the surveyed multinational 

companies that are having or are planning to introduce a wellness program prefer a WELL-certified building. Fur-

thermore, Delic (2016) shows that 40% of the inquired companies are willing to pay the € 20.- per m2 per year extra 

for the WELL certificate. It is important to note that these studies focus on large companies, located on high-end 

locations such as the Zuid-as and the center of Amsterdam. The demand of a more representative group of the 

Dutch occupier market has not been studied yet. However, as mentioned before, WELL is mainly interesting for 

corporates with larger resources, in high-end buildings, and with many knowledge workers employed. In chapter 4, 

which describes possible obstacles of WELL, more attention is paid to the demand from occupiers.  

64%

36%

Ownership of office buildings

Lease Buy
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3.5. Other parties 

As mentioned in paragraph 3.2 real estate developers, property managers, consultants and the government could 

also make a contribution to the implementation of WELL. These parties, and their characteristics, are described in 

the paragraphs 3.5.1 – 3.5.4.  

 

3.5.1. Real estate developers 

Developers can build or renovate offices with or without knowing the investor and occupier on forehand. If the 

investor or occupier (or both) are known in advance, their demands are leading. However, when these parties are 

not known on forehand, the developer is leading and he or she decides about the specifications of the (office) 

building. In the latter case, the developer takes a risk, because if investor and/ or occupier are not found before 

completion of the building, losses can be made. Therefore, a developer wants to develop a building that has a high 

lettability and purchasability. Hence, if the developer suspects that a healthy office, or WELL, will increase the chance 

of finding an investor and occupier(s), then he or she can choose to implement this on forehand.  

 

In A-locations, occupiers state high demands for their office buildings. Therefore, developers try to distinguish them-

selves by providing high-end buildings with good facilities, high accessibility, luxury service and sustainability. WELL 

could be considered to be an interesting contribution to this package and therefore make the building stand out 

from its competitors. Furthermore, because developers are newly developing a building, it could be easier to im-

plement WELL in the design phase. Consequently, it could also be taken into account in the budget and therefore, 

measures could be taken that limit the increase in rental price because of WELL. These reasons make it likely that 

developers have a high interest in WELL.   

 

3.5.2. Property managers 

In-between the real estate owner and the occupier, a property manager is often active. The property manager man-

ages (a part of) the real estate portfolio of one or more (institutional) investors  (Vermeulen & Wieman, 2010). This 

management includes activities such as keeping the building in a good condition and organizing the renting of the 

property. Furthermore, especially at multi-tenant offices, property managers are responsible for the shared facili-

ties. This latter task is important because WELL proposes requirements for the shared facilities. Hence, for WELL to 

be implemented, it is necessary that the property manager cooperates with the demands set by the WELL.    

 

3.5.3. Consultants  

Although the final decision will never be made by the consultant, this group can play an important role in the im-

plementation of WELL. Often, investors ask consultants how they can best profile their asset to maximize lettability. 

Therefore, if consultants are convinced of the added value of WELL, they could advice it frequently, and thereby 

increasing the chance of implementation.  

 

3.5.4. Government  

The government can influence the implementation of WELL in three ways. First, as the largest real estate owner in 

the Netherlands (Rijksvastgoedbedrijf, 2017), the government can choose to WELL-certify her office buildings. Fur-

thermore, the government can enforce WELL on buildings by using legislation. The last way in which the government 

can stimulate WELL is by means of subsidies. Currently, the government does not make use of any of these three 

measures. This is further specified in paragraph 4.8.1. 
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3.6. Conclusion 

This chapter has answered the second sub-question of this research:  

 

2. Who are the potential customers of WELL and what are their drivers?  

  

The most important stakeholders for the implementation of WELL are the landlords, the occupiers and the devel-

opers. Furthermore, the property managers, the consultants and the government also are involved with the imple-

mentation of WELL.  

 

Landlords can decide to invest in WELL to increase the lettability of their buildings and thereby generate a stable 

income stream. Especially institutional investors could be interested in WELL because this party mainly invests in 

low risk real estate, which consists of, among other things, high end offices. In these buildings, WELL is easier im-

plementable because of the high building standards and the larger financial margins. Therefore, it becomes more 

interesting to implement a certificate such as WELL.  

 

Asset managers and unlisted real estate funds invest mainly on behalf of institutional investors. Consequently, the 

drivers for these parties are similar to those of the institutional investors and therefore WELL could be an interesting 

option for these two parties as well.  

 

Corporate real estate managers and leasing occupiers could be interested in WELL because of the benefits of a 

healthy office to their businesses. Examples are the increase of employee satisfaction, quality of space, and the 

support of user activities, company image and innovation. However, because WELL requires a large investment, the 

company should dispose of large resources. Furthermore, the benefits of a healthy workplace will be the largest if 

the employees comprise a large part of the company value. Therefore, WELL is especially interesting for large cor-

porates with many knowledge workers employed.  

 

Developers can choose to invest in the WELL-certificate to increase the chance of finding investor(s) and occupier(s) 

and thereby increase the lettability and purchasability of their developed asset. Because WELL could be imple-

mented in the design phase, it could be better taken into account in the budget, and because developers aim to 

provide high-end offices with a combination of key factors, it is considered likely that developers have a high interest 

in WELL.  

  

Finally, property managers have to be taken into account when WELL is implemented because a lot of the require-

ments are their responsibility. Furthermore, consultants can encourage their clients, such as institutional investors, 

to implement WELL. The government can stimulate the implementation of WELL in three ways: as the largest real 

estate owner of the Netherlands, by means of legislation and by subsidies. However, currently, the government 

does not make use of any of these three measures. 

 

This overview of stakeholders and their drivers will support the understanding of the next chapter, that focuses on 

the obstacles that these stakeholders could theoretically perceive when they (consider to) implement WELL.  
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4. Obstacles to implement WELL 

4.1. Introduction 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.5, the first office buildings will be WELL-certified in the Netherlands in 2018 and the 

product is currently reaching the group of innovators and early adopters. To encourage growth, and the develop-

ment to the early majority stage, it could be helpful to diminish obstacles. Before these constraints can be lowered, 

research should be done to which obstacles are currently obstructing the implementation of WELL. When these 

constraints are identified, they will be presented to the respondents, and ranked by them by using the pairwise 

comparison method. This is further explained in chapter 5. To use this pairwise comparison method, the obstacles 

first need to be identified. Therefore, in this chapter, the following sub-question is answered:  

 

3. Which possible obstacles can be identified (from theory) to implement WELL into office buildings? 

 

To determine which obstacles are experienced by different real estate parties, different sources are used. These 

sources are explained in paragraph 4.2. The consultation of these sources resulted in a list of (theoretically per-

ceived) obstacles, which are listed in paragraph 4.3. Then, each obstacle is further explained in the paragraphs 4.4 

– 4.11.  

 

4.2. Used sources 

To identify the different obstacles, different sources are used: a literature study, a group session of experts and 

three interviews with consultants. 

 

4.2.1. Literature research 

Much research has been conducted on the difficulties of implementing wellness programs in organizations (e.g. 

Arena et al., 2013; Conrad, 1987; Csiernik, 2005; Goetzel et al., 2014). However, these studies mainly focus on the 

level of the organization or on the limited benefits of healthy programs. 

 

On the level of the organization, the mentioned difficulties are: to change the organization’s culture (Arena et al., 

2013), to translate the goal of the organization to the responsibility of the individuals (Csiernik, 2005), and to keep 

employees motivated for a longer period of time (Goetzel et al., 2014). These complications are not implemented 

in this study because they are only relevant for occupiers. If these difficulties prevent occupiers from implementing 

healthy programs, this will be reflected in the obstacle “lack of demand from occupiers”. This obstacle is further 

discussed in paragraph 4.8.3.  

 

The limited benefits of a healthy program can be caused by: reducing a risk factor does not mean an increase in 

health, healthy employees will become healthier, while the large group is not reached (Conrad, 1987), and preven-

tion of diseases is not automatically cheaper than curing, if its focused on a large group (Csiernik, 2005). The disap-

pointing benefits of healthy programs are summarized under the fact that WELL is no proven concept (yet). This is 

further explained in paragraph 4.7.2. 

 

The amount of academic research focusing on the implementation on a building level is limited. Therefore, for this 

chapter, policy plans or white papers of companies are consulted as well, just like studies about the implementation 

of sustainability in office buildings; as mentioned in paragraph 2.5, sustainability certificates show many similarities 

with WELL and have been implemented for a longer time. Consequently, more research is available on this topic. 

The implementation of sustainability in the building design shows a lot of relevant crossovers with healthiness in 

the workplace. Furthermore, the WELL Building Standard and the WELL Certification Guidebook are examined and 

aspects that could possibly be perceived as an obstacle are taken into account as well. 

 

This literature research resulted in the list of obstacles that is shown in Table 4. The points are explained in more 

detail in paragraphs 4.4 - 4.11. This list of obstacles is theoretical; it could be possible that some obstacles are not 

perceived by the interviewed parties. However, it is the aim to compose an extensive, complete list to make sure all 
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possible responses are considered. The obstacles will be verified by the interviewed respondents, and if they do 

not perceive an obstacle, it will be filtered out of the results.  

 

Table 4: Overview of theoretical obstacles, extracted from literature research 

Theoretical obstacles, based on literature research 

Paragraph Obstacle  

4.4.1 High costs for registration and certification (IWBI, 2017b) 

4.4.2 High costs for implementation (IWBI, 2017a) 

4.5.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings (IWBI, 2017a) 

4.5.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards (IWBI, 2017a) 

4.5.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict (IWBI, 2017a) 

4.6.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment (Bernstein & Russo, 2014) 

4.7.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier (O’Mara & Bates, 2012) 

4.7.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet) (Conrad, 1987; Csiernik, 2005) 

4.7.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification (Bernstein & Russo, 2014) 

4.8.3 Lack of demand from occupiers (Arena et al., 2013; Goetzel et al., 2014) 

4.9.1 & 4.9.2 Unfamiliarity with WELL or with the content (Bernstein & Hill, n.d.) 

4.10.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification (USGBC, 2013) 

 

4.2.2. Group session 

In addition to the literature research, a group session was conducted. This group session consisted of an interactive 

group presentation for fifteen employees of CBRE, from the department of Development Services. This department 

is specialized in the transformation, renovation and sustainable development of buildings. The attendants were 

asked to answer the following question: “Which obstacles could be experienced by real estate parties when they 

(consider to) WELL-certify office buildings?”  

 

The list of reasons that resulted from this group session is represented in Table 5Table 5, and further described in 

the paragraphs 4.4 - 4.11. 

 

Table 5: Overview of theoretical obstacles, extracted from group session 

Theoretical obstacles, based on group session 

Paragraph Obstacle 

4.6.2 The certification process is long and difficult 

4.8.1 Lack of governmental incentives (tax benefits or regulation) 

4.9.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 

4.10.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area 

 

4.2.3. Interviews 

To further complement the list, other experts were consulted as well. The selection of these experts is based on 

their expertise and different views on the real estate market. The experts are employed at CBRE in the departments 

Valuation Advisory, Advisory & Transaction Services and Capital Markets. 

 

The business of the department of Valuation Advisory is the appraisal of real estate. For investors, it is important 

that an investment in their buildings will create enough value to cover their investment. Thus, it is important to 
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identify to what extent the WELL-certificate, or healthiness in general, is reflected in the valuation of the asset. 

Therefore an expert of this department is interviewed. The interview questions can be found in Appendix 1.  

 

Another important reason to implement WELL could be to increase the attractiveness of an asset. Therefore, it is 

interesting to determine whether the WELL-certificate can make an asset stand out in a competitive market, and 

thereby increase the lettability. The department of Advisory & Transaction Services advices landlords how they can 

lease or sell their asset and the attendant marketing strategy. The interview questions for the department of Advi-

sory & Transaction Services can be found in Appendix 2. 

 

Thirdly, an expert of the department of Capital Market is interviewed. Institutional investors have in general a large 

real estate portfolio, consisting of different real estate objects. A strategy is used to base choices on, such as the 

type of real estate should be acquired/ disposed. The department of Capital Markets supports landlords in the 

translation of the strategy into a real estate policy. Therefore, this department is interviewed to what extent health-

iness is part of these strategies. The interview questions can be found in Appendix 3. 

 

These interviews resulted in five more obstacles, which are shown in Table 6, and further described in the para-

graphs 4.4 - 4.11. 

 

Table 6: Overview of theoretical obstacles, extracted from interviews 

Theoretical obstacles, based on interviews 

Paragraph Obstacle  

4.6.3 The responsibility for WELL is shared with different parties  

4.8.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves  

4.8.4 Lack of demand from investors 

4.8.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 

4.10.1 Well limits the target group for an object 

 

4.3. List of theoretical obstacles 

From the obstacles mentioned in paragraph 4.2, the list in Table 7 is composed. This list is considered as complete 

as possible because of the great variety of parties that were consulted. The obstacles are divided into seven cate-

gories: costs, limitations relating to the content, difficult to manage, lack of confidence, lack of incentives, unfamili-

arity and negative consequences. This division is based on corresponding characteristics of the obstacles. The rea-

son for this distribution is to create a better overview for the list, and to reduce redundancy in the pairwise com-

parison method. This is further explained in paragraph 5.4.2. The obstacles are each separately further explained 

in the paragraphs 4.4 - 4.11, in the order that is shown in Table 7.  

 

Table 7: Overview of theoretical perceived obstacles, divided into categories 

Theoretical obstacles 

1. Costs 

1.1 High costs for registration and certification 

1.2 High costs for implementation 

2. Substantive limitations  

2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 

2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 

2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 

3. Difficult to manage 
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Table 7 (cont’d): Overview of theoretical perceived obstacles, divided into categories 

3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  

3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  

3.3  The responsibility for WELL is shared with different parties  

4. Lack of confidence 

4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  

4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  

4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 

5. Lack of incentives  

5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  

5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 

5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 

5.4 Lack of demand from investors 

5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 

6. Unfamiliarity  

6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 

6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 

6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 

7. Negative consequences  

7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 

7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  

7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  

 

4.4. Costs 

Many of the obstacles mentioned in Table 7 involve financial aspects. However, in this category “Costs”, only the 

obstacles are included that are directly translatable to finances. Aspects such as willingness to pay of the occupier 

and the lack of governmental incentives such as tax benefits can also be categorized as financial obstacles, but 

these obstacles are indirect and could therefore be divided in other categories. The two financial obstacles that 

remain in this category are: high costs for registration and certification and the high costs for implementation. 

 

The costs for the WELL-certificate consist of three different aspects: the costs for registration, for implementation 

and for certification. The costs for registration and certification are paid to Delos and depend on the size and cate-

gory of the asset. The implementation costs consist of all measures that have to be taken to meet the different 

features of the WELL Building Standard. These costs therefore vary largely per building and are more difficult to 

determine. The costs for registration and certification are described in paragraph 4.4.1, and the costs for imple-

mentation are described in paragraph 4.4.2. 

 

4.4.1. High costs for registration and certification  

As described in paragraph 2.8, the first step to WELL-certification is the registration of the project. By doing so, the 

initiator(s) gain(s) access to information and experts from WELL whom they can ask questions about the interpre-

tation of features and AAP submissions (see paragraph 2.7.2). Furthermore, the expert can be consulted whether 

different building components meet the standard or not  (IWBI, 2017d). The registration costs differ per project type 

and project size. The different costs are shown in Table 8.   
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Table 8: Costs for WELL-registration (square feet are transacted to square meters and dollars are transacted to euros according 

to the exchange rate of 10-08-2017 [$ 1.- = € 0.853]) (IWBI, 2017d) 

Applicable features  

Project type 4,645 m2  or less  4,645 m2 - 46,451 m2 Exceeding 46,451 m2 

New and existing building € 2,132.- € 5,542.- € 8,527.- 

New and existing interiors € 1,535.- € 4,690.- € 7,648.- 

New and Existing Interiors in 

Core and Shell building 

€ 1,535.- € 4,690.- € 5,543.- 

Core and Shell € 1,279.- € 3,411.- € 7,648.- 

Pilot € 1,535.- € 4,690.- € 7,648.- 

 

After implementation, an assessor will review, on location, whether the desired features are met. When this is ver-

ified, an official certification including an in-depth report, is awarded to the project (IWBI, 2017d). Just as the regis-

tration costs, the certification costs differ per project type and project size. The different costs are shown in Table 

9.  

 

Table 9: Costs for WELL-certification (square feet are transacted to square meters and dollars are transacted to euros according 

to the exchange rate of 10-08-2017 [$ 1.- = € 0.853]) (IWBI, 2017d) 

Applicable features 

Project type 4,645 m2  or less 4,645 m2 - 46,451 m2 Exceeding 46,451 m2 

New and existing building € 5,572.- € 1.56 per m2 € 1.29 per m2 

New and existing interiors € 4,953.- € 1.38 per m2 € 1.10 per m2 

New and Existing Interiors in  

Core and Shell building 

€ 3.220.- € 0.64 per m2 € 0.46 per m2 

Core and Shell € 4,334.- € 1.19 per m2 € 0.83 per m2 

 

If both tables are combined, the registration and certification for an office of 7,500 m2, which is average in the 

Netherlands (Bak, 2016), on core and shell level, will approximately cost € 12,500.-, while a new building of 50,000 

m2 will approximately cost € 73,000,-. Additional costs can be made by hiring a consultant, when the stakeholder is 

not familiar enough with the content or the implementation of WELL.  

 

In conclusion: the costs for the WELL-certificate pur sang, without the taken measures, costs several thousands of 

euros. Therefore this is considered to be a potential obstacle to implement WELL.  

 

4.4.2. High costs for implementation   

When a building on forehand meets all the required features, no additional costs have to be made for implemen-

tation, and the costs for registration and certification will be sufficient. However, because of the specific demands 

of the WELL Building Standard, this is very unlikely. Therefore, adjustments will probably have to be made to the 

building.  

 

It is difficult to determine how much the implementation of WELL will cost, because WELL is implemented in only a 

few buildings yet and data about these offices is unavailable. Furthermore, it depends largely on the quality of the 

(installations in the) building. Especially for low-end buildings, where air- and water quality is possibly not sufficient, 

a replacement of the installations can be very costly. Additionally, the costs will be significantly lower if features are 

taken into account in the design process of the building, instead of later on in the process. An example of this can 

be found in feature 64: Interior fitness circulation: “In projects of 2 to 4 floors, at least one common staircase is 

located within 7.5 m [25 ft] of the entrance to the building or the edge of its lobby” (IWBI, 2017b). If one wants to 

comply with this feature in an existing building, the staircases possibly have to move, which could be very expensive. 

However, if this demand is taken into account in the design process of the building, the costs could be significantly 

reduced.  
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Delic (2016) conducted a case study about the implementation costs for WELL and estimated them to be around 

one million euro for an office building of 6,500 m2. However, it is important to mention here that the studied office 

building was developed in 2015 and already had a BREEAM Excellent certificate. Hence, the building was already of 

a high standard and could therefore more easily comply with the WELL requirements. The implementation costs 

are expected to be significantly higher in older offices, with a lower building standard.   

 

In conclusion, it is difficult to measure how high the implementation costs are because it differs largely per object. 

However, it is expected that these costs can exceed a million euro quite easily. Therefore, these costs are considered 

to be a possible obstacle as well.  

 

4.5. Substantive limitations 

The second category of obstacles consists of limitations related to the content of WELL. The obstacles in this cate-

gory focus on the requirements that are set by WELL. Three obstacles can be found in this category: “difficult to 

implement the features in existing buildings”, “WELL is not focused on Dutch standards” and “the requirements, set 

by WELL, are too strict”. All three obstacles have in common that they could be improved when the requirements 

of WELL are adjusted. The obstacles are described below in the paragraphs 4.5.1 - 4.5.3.  

 

4.5.1. Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 

As mentioned in paragraph 4.4.2, some features are difficult to implement into an existing office building, which 

could result in high costs. The example that is set in paragraph 4.4.2 requires for example staircases to be moved. 

Another example is feature 3: Ventilation effectiveness: “Ventilation rates comply with all requirements set in 

ASHRAE 62.1-2013” (IWBI, 2017b). This feature can require the ventilation system to be replaced, which could also 

be a very expensive procedure. Both mentioned requirements are preconditions and therefore, these features have 

to be met to receive a WELL-certification (except when equivalencies or AAP’s are send in by the project manager 

and approved by Delos).  

 

Although the naming suggests it, the subdivision of WELL between “new and existing buildings”, “new and existing 

interiors” and “core and shell” is based on the amount of influence the stakeholders have instead of the phase of 

the building. Other building certificates, such as BREEAM, set different requirements for the amount of influence of 

the stakeholders, but also for the phase where the building is in. BREEAM has a certificate especially made for “in 

use” buildings, which is then divided in “asset”, “management” and “use” which are comparable with “new and ex-

isting buildings”, “new and existing interiors and “core and shell” of WELL (Dutch Green Building Council (DGBC), 

2016). Because WELL does not have a division based on the phase the building is in, it can be difficult to implement 

WELL in existing buildings, and therefore this is considered to be a potential obstacle. 

 

4.5.2. WELL is not focused on Dutch standards  

Another substantive limitation is that WELL is not focused on Dutch standards. First, WELL requires building aspects 

to comply with certain standards that are often used in the USA, but are less, or not applied in the Netherlands. For 

example, six features require the project to comply with standards set by the American Society of Heating, Refrig-

erating and Air-Conditioning Engineers. However, in the Netherlands, the so-called NEN-normen are the most used 

standard. As mentioned in paragraph 2.7.3, it could be possible to propose an equivalency to Delos, asking whether 

the NEN-normen will satisfy the ASHRAE norms. However, the approval of this is uncertain and it requires an extra 

effort from the project manager. Therefore, this could be an obstacle. 

 

The second aspect of this obstacle is the difference of life standard between countries. The water quality in the 

Netherlands is for example rather high and therefore the features demanding a high water quality are easily 

achieved. Another example are the features about asbestos and lead-paint, which are both prohibited in the Neth-

erlands. A third example is feature 69: Active transportation support. This feature promotes active commuting, such 

as cycling, and therefore requires one shower to be present for each 150 building occupants (IWBI, 2017b). How-

ever, because of the large tradition of cycling in the Netherlands, the urge to shower after cycling to work will be 

lower than in countries where cycling is less common. Because WELL is not specifically designed for the Nether-

lands, this could be an obstacle as well.  
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BREEAM has already recognized this problem and created a Dutch standard: BREEAM-NL. This certificate takes 

Dutch legislation, standards and cultures into consideration, and has become quite popular: approximately one 

thousand buildings have been BREEAM-NL-certified in the Netherlands.  

 

4.5.3. The requirement, set by WELL, are too strict  

The structure of WELL limits the amount of flexibility for a project manager and could therefore be considered too 

strict. This obstacle is reflected in the following three limitations:  

 

First, WELL distinguishes features from being a precondition and being an optimization (as described in paragraph 

2.7.1). Each preconditional feature has to be met to perceive a WELL-certificate. Other building certificates do not 

make this distinction, and threat all the features as optimizations; a project manager is not obliged to certain fea-

tures but can choose which ones can best be implemented. The score is then calculated according to the amount 

of features that are met (DGBC, 2016). The preconditions on the other hand, oblige the project manager to choose 

for those features, and if one is not met, the certificate will not be granted. Therefore, this is considered to be a 

possible obstacle. 

 

Second, for each feature, zero or one points are granted; each feature is either met, or is not. Again, a comparison 

is made here with BREEAM. In this certificate, multiple points can be received per feature, depending on how thor-

ough the features are applied. For example for feature TRA01: Cycling facilities, four options are possible: if an asset 

has a proper, well-lit bicycle stand, one point is granted; if there are also dressing rooms and lockers, two points 

are granted; if there are also showers present, three points are granted; and if there is also a location to hang wet 

clothes, four points are granted (DGBC, 2016). This provides the project manager flexibility into the ambition level 

per measure. The lack of scale for WELL makes it stricter and therefore can be considered to be an obstacle. 

 

Third, WELL states different requirements per feature. For example feature 63: Daylighting fenestration, which is 

shown in Figure 8, sets multiple requirements for the glazing, and therefore, several adjustments could have to be 

made to obtain one feature. This makes it more complex, and therefore this is considered to be a potential obstacle.  
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Figure 8: Feature 63: Daylight fenestration 

 

4.6. Difficult to manage 

When a project manager decides to implement WELL, he or she enters a pathway which could be long-lasting, dif-

ficult, expensive and requires cooperation with different parties. Furthermore, it could be difficult for the project 

manager to estimate the return on investment. This uncertainty requires the project manager to manage the project 

carefully. Therefore, it is possible that WELL is expected to be difficult to manage, due to the three obstacles ex-

plained in the paragraphs 4.6.1 – 4.6.3.   
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4.6.1. Challenge to estimate the return on investment 

The return on investment (ROI) indicates the profit or loss that a party receives, relative to the height of the invest-

ment. This percentage is important for investors to determine the amount of profit they will gain on their invest-

ment. However, when the costs, or the benefits are uncertain, it is difficult to calculate the ROI.  

 

Of course, the costs of the implementations are always uncertain to some extent, but experts will be able to esti-

mate these costs with an acceptable margin of error. However, one risk is more difficult to calculate: if all measures 

are taken, the WELL assessor comes to verify the levels. If then, for example, the installations appear not to be 

sufficient, additional adjustments have to be made, which could be expensive. This makes it more difficult to deter-

mine the costs on forehand.   

 

Another difficulty for calculating the ROI is especially important for occupiers. As mentioned in paragraph 2.3, it is 

difficult to determine the exact amount of health benefits an occupier will have from the WELL-certificate. Because 

only a few buildings have been WELL-certified yet, the amount of data is limited and therefore it is difficult to deter-

mine the amount the employee productivity will increase and the sick leave will decrease. One research has been 

conducted to the ROI of WELL, showing that a productivity improvement of 0.5% resulted in a ROI of 300% (Muldavin 

et al., 2017). However, it should be noted that in this research the costs for WELL are estimated relatively low ($ 

487,000.-) and employee costs relatively high (an average salary of $ 100,000.- per employee and an average health 

insurance premium of $ 12,288.-). Hence, these results have to be interpreted carefully, and require the project 

manager to acquire data about WELL, productivity and employee costs. These uncertainties make it difficult to cal-

culate the ROI and therefore, this is considered to be an obstacle.  

 

4.6.2. The certification process is long and difficult 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.8, the certification process consists of several phases: registration, documentation 

submission, review of documents, performance verification, reporting, certification and continued engagement 

(IWBI, 2017c). This makes the process long-lasting, ranging from months to years. Furthermore, different parties 

are involved, which increases the complexity. Additionally the certification process requires certain expertise. Fi-

nally, because the certificate is relatively new and the amount of knowledge and experience with the certificate is 

therefore limited, it takes more time and effort for the pioneers who are now implementing WELL in the first build-

ings in the Netherlands. For these reasons, the certification process being long and difficult is considered to be an 

obstacle.  

 

4.6.3. The responsibility for WELL is shared with different parties  

Another aspect that can make WELL difficult to manage, is the influence of different parties. To prove that a feature 

is met, WELL requires letters of assurance to be summited by the architect, the contractor, the owner, and the 

mechanical, electrical and plumbing expert(s). In this letter of assurance, these parties record that they are respon-

sible for different WELL features to be met and therefore, if they are not met, they are legally liable. This makes 

multiple parties (juridical) responsible for the certification of WELL, increasing the complexity and therefore, this 

could be considered as an obstacle. 

 

Furthermore, WELL requires cooperation between the building owner, occupier and the property manager. Alt-

hough WELL is divided into three levels, and the level of core and shell focusses mainly on the owner, this still 

requires some level of cooperation with the other parties. For example; an in- and outdoor smoking ban is a pre-

condition for core and shell certification (Feature 02: Smoking ban). Although an owner can prohibit smoking by 

putting up signs, the collaboration of the occupier is needed to make sure the prohibition is enforced. Another 

example of shared responsibility is found in the requirements for installations; the owner of course is responsible 

for the quality, but the property manager will be responsible for the maintenance. If this is done poorly, the instal-

lations will lose capacity and therefore, some requirements could possibly not be met in the future. Consequently, 

this shared responsibility between owner, occupier and property manager is also considered to be an obstacle.  

 



40 

 

4.7. Lack of confidence 

Because WELL is relatively new, and data is limited, it could be possible that a real estate party does not have the 

confidence that WELL will be an interesting product. For example, if he or she is uncertain if the costs can be re-

couped on the occupier, or that WELL increases the productivity, it could be possible that he or she chooses not to 

implement WELL. Additionally, it could be possible that other certificates are preferred, because of a longer track-

record. These obstacles, which are further described in the paragraphs 4.7.1 – 4.7.3 are caused by a lack of confi-

dence and therefore, this category is taken into account. 

 

4.7.1. Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  

If an investor or developer intends to WELL-certify a building, an investment has to be made. If these extra costs for 

WELL can be recouped in the rental prices, the investment will be covered. However, if the occupier is not willing to 

pay for WELL, it becomes more difficult to cover the investment and other options have to be found to cover the 

costs.  

 

As mentioned in paragraph 4.4.2, Delic (2016) found that companies are willing to pay € 20.- per m2 per year extra 

for the WELL certificate. However, as mentioned before, this research focusses on high end companies, located on 

A-locations such as the Zuid-as and the center of Amsterdam. Furthermore, it is not clear whether these companies 

are willing to pay for the healthy measures or for the certificate itself. Therefore, these results should be interpreted 

carefully.  

 

This last mentioned problem forms an uncertain factor as well: a building could comply with all WELL-features, 

without having registered for the certificate. Then, the question arises if the WELL-certificate on the building is worth 

the extra investment. As mentioned in paragraph 4.4.1, the costs for registration and certification are rather high, 

and one is able to create a healthy office without the certification. The question arises if the occupier is willing to 

pay, next to the healthy measures, for the certificate.  

 

Furthermore, if a building is (partly) vacant or has to be developed yet, the future occupier is commonly unknown. 

Therefore, the developer or investor is not able to inquire whether the occupier is willing to pay for the certificate 

or not. Thereby, a risk is taken when the WELL certificate is implemented.  

 

Of course, there are other ways to cover the costs for WELL if the occupier is not willing to pay for WELL. One way 

is to lower other costs. For example: a relative large aspect of the building costs are related to the façade, so a 

slightly less expensive façade can compensate for the extra costs of WELL. Another way to compensate for the costs 

for WELL could be the attractiveness of the certificate, making it easier to find occupiers and therefore lower the 

marketing and vacancy costs. 

 

However, for an investor or developer the risk will be lower if it is certain that the occupier is willing to pay for the 

costs for WELL. And because this is not always the case, this is considered to be a possible obstacle.   

 

4.7.2. WELL is no proven concept (yet)  

The fact that WELL is relatively new, could be seen as an obstacle as well. Because only seventy-one buildings have 

been certified (see paragraph 2.5), the amount of data is limited. Furthermore, the real estate market is character-

ized by its intransparancy, and therefore, the amount of data about WELL in practice is even further limited. This 

makes it difficult to estimate the financial and operational consequences of WELL.  

 

Next, academic research is scarce as well. Although all features of WELL are supported by academic research, no 

research has been done on the workings of all the features together. Ergo, the influence of the WELL-certificate on 

the occupier’s health and well-being, the employee satisfaction and productivity, and the stronger role in the war 

for talent should all increase according to Delos, but these statements have not been researched yet, let alone be 

quantified.  
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Next, the financial benefits of WELL are also barely been proven. As mentioned in paragraph 4.7.1., the willingness 

to pay from the occupier is uncertain, as well as the possible increase on asset value or the increase of lettability 

from the asset. All the above mentioned aspects make it uncertain whether WELL is a good choice for an investor 

or developer and therefore, this is seen as an obstacle as well.   

 

4.7.3. Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.5, certificates focusing on sustainability have a longer tradition and are therefore 

further-developed, better known, and have built up a good reputation. LEED, BREEAM and Green Star are the most 

used certificates in the world, and BREEAM-NL is the most used in the Netherlands. In July 2017, over 560,000 were 

BREEAM-certified (BRE, 2017) and over 90,000 projects have been LEED-certified (USGBC, 2017). Research has 

shown that it is financially attractive for landlords to get their buildings certified. Fuerst & Mcallister (2009) have 

demonstrated that the rental premium of certified buildings is 6% higher than of regular buildings, and that the 

sale price premium is 35% higher. As mentioned in the previous paragraph, data and research is very limited about 

the effects of WELL on the health and well-being of the occupiers and the financial benefits of WELL. Therefore, the 

sustainability certificates, which have been researched much more, are less risky to implement than WELL. Further-

more, sustainability and health have a lot in common. BREEAM-NL, for example, promotes high air, water and light 

quality, green buildings and active transportation, just as WELL. Therefore, investors could prefer a sustainable 

certificate, because these are less risky and also consider multiple healthy aspects. Therefore, this is considered to 

be an obstacle as well.  

 

4.8. Lack of incentives  

Although not technically being obstacles, lack of incentives could be obstructing the implementation as well. For 

example, if there is no demand for WELL from the occupier (lack of incentive), then the occupier will probably not 

pay for the certificate and therefore, this becomes an obstacle for the investor. Next to the lacking demand from 

occupiers, the lack of demand from investors and shareholders are considered to be possible obstacles as well. 

Furthermore, the lack of governmental incentives and the fact that users possibly implement wellness programs 

themselves are also taken into account in this paragraph and are described in the paragraphs 4.8.1 – 4.8.5. 

 

4.8.1. Lack of governmental incentives  

As mentioned in paragraph 3.5.4, there are three ways in which the government can influence the implementation 

of WELL. The first possibility is in the role of the landlord. The Dutch government is the biggest real estate owner in 

the Netherlands, and therefore, if she chooses to implement WELL in their buildings, it becomes vastly more known. 

However, the Dutch government wants to stay impartial and therefore, the chance is very small that it will commit 

to one standard (T. van Dijk, Senior policy advisor portfolio management, Dutch Central Government Real Estate, 

personal communication, December 15, 2017).  

 

Another way in which the government can influence the implementation of WELL is by legislation. The government 

has influenced the sustainability of office buildings by obliging every office buildings to have energy label C in 2023 

(Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend Nederland, 2017). Measures like this have a large effect on the sustainability of 

office buildings. However, there is currently no specific legislation about healthy offices (except the basic quality 

requirements for an office). 

 

The third way in which the government can stimulate the implementation of WELL is by granting subsidies. Cur-

rently, companies can receive a discount on the dividend tax for taking sustainable measures, such as the installa-

tion of solar panels. If this would apply to healthy measures as well, this could make WELL more attractive. However, 

this is currently not the case. 

 

As mentioned above, the government is currently not stimulating the implementation of WELL as a real estate 

owner nor with legislation or subsidies. Therefore, this lack of incentive is considered to be a potential obstacle.  
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4.8.2. Users implement wellness programs themselves  

On the occupier level, a large contribution to health and wellness can be made. As CBRE’s occupier survey show, 

71% of the inquired companies run or are planning to run a formal wellness program (CBRE, 2017). Occupiers can, 

for example, choose to serve healthy food, add nature or active furniture to the office or promote active commuting. 

If an occupier is already implementing these measures into its office, the question could arise why an investor would 

make an extra investment into the building. In this case, the incentive for implementing WELL could be small and 

therefore this is considered to be an obstacle as well.  

 

4.8.3. Lack of demand from occupiers 

The demand from occupiers for WELL is of course not the only reason for an investor or developer to choose for 

WELL, but if this demand is large, the risks for an investor to regain the investment will be smaller. Currently, data 

about the demand is limited. The two studies that are mentioned before show that 40% of the surveyed companies 

are willing to pay an extra fee of € 20.- per m2 (Delic, 2016) and that 72% of the companies that are having or are 

planning to introduce a wellness program, prefer a WELL-certified building (CBRE, 2017). However, both studies 

focus on multinational companies, mainly located on the Zuid-as. Furthermore, although a company answers the 

question positively, it remains uncertain if this will correspond with the reality.  

 

Another difficulty with the demand from occupiers for WELL is mentioned in paragraph 4.4.1: occupiers will proba-

bly want the healthy measures to be taken, but the question arises how much value they accredit for the certificate 

itself.  

 

However, even when occupiers would not express their demand for a WELL-building, it does not mean that they 

find a WELL-building less attractive than a regular building. In fact, if two buildings are comparable regarding to 

price, location and other important aspects, and one them is WELL-certified, occupiers will probably will choose that 

one.  

 

Because a high demand from occupiers would be a large incentive for investors and developers to WELL-certify 

their buildings, the lack of this demand is seen as a possible obstacle.  

 

4.8.4. Lack of demand from investors 

Comparable to the lack of demand from occupiers, a lack of demand from investors could be considered as an 

obstacle as well. As explained in paragraph 3.5.1, a developer commonly develops a building without on forehand 

knowing which party will purchase the building after completion. Therefore, it is important for developers to de-

velop a building that is attractive for investors. If this is not the case, the building cannot be sold and a loss will 

probably be made. This is a large risk for developers and is tried to be reduced as much as possible.  

 

However, the same remark applies for the demand from the investors as from the occupiers: if investors do not 

express the demand for a WELL-building, it does not mean that they find a WELL-building less attractive than a 

regular building.  

 

But, in conclusion, if investors would show a high interest in WELL buildings, developers would probably develop 

more buildings with the WELL certificate, to increase the chance of selling the asset after completion. Therefore, the 

lack of demand from investors is considered to be a possible obstacle as well.  

 

4.8.5. Lack of demand from shareholders 

As mentioned in paragraph 3.3.6, some real estate funds are listed and therefore, shareholders are involved. If 

shareholders would demand WELL-buildings to be a part of the real estate fund, the fund would probably invest in 

this to satisfy their shareholders. 

 

However, once again the same notation is made: if shareholders do not express the demand for a WELL-building, 

it does not mean that they find a WELL-building less attractive than a regular building.  
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Because a large demand from shareholders for WELL-buildings would be a large incentive for a company, the lack 

of this demand is considered to be a potential obstacle as well.  

 

4.9. Unfamiliarity  

Because of the novelty of WELL, real estate parties could not be familiar with the product, and therefore hesitate to 

implement it. This carefulness could be caused by a lack of knowledge about the certificate, the content, or the 

technical possibilities. This is described in the paragraphs 4.9.1 – 4.9.3. 

 

4.9.1. The knowledge about WELL is limited 

Because WELL is relatively new, it is plausible that different parties, such as investors, are not aware of the existence 

of the certificate, or do not have enough knowledge of it to estimate if it could be an attractive measure for them. 

Therefore, this could limit the amount of WELL certificated buildings in the Netherlands.  

 

4.9.2. The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 

When a person is considering to implement WELL, he or she has to estimate whether the certificate is an interesting 

product. To properly make this estimation, knowledge about the content of WELL is required.  

 

Because the WELL Building Standard is freely available online, information about the content can easily be obtained. 

However, this process could consume time and because interpretation of the features could be difficult, a person 

can choose to consult an expert, which can be expensive. Therefore, acquiring knowledge about the content of 

WELL could be time- or money consuming, and therefore, this is considered to be a possible obstacle.   

 

4.9.3. The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 

The implementation of WELL often requires adjustments to be made to the building. Therefore, it is important to 

understand what the technical possibilities are. For example, if an installation can be modified to reach WELL’s 

requirements, or if the façade is adjustable and therefore it could be possible to operate the windows. This requires 

technical knowledge to estimate whether adjustments can be made to the building and what the (financial) conse-

quences will be.  

 

If people do not have this expertise, and therefore cannot estimate if WELL is a suitable product for their asset, they 

can choose not to take the risk and therefore this could be an obstacle. Of course, it is also possible to consult an 

expert, but, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, this is money consuming and therefore, this is also considered 

to be an obstacle.   

 

4.10. Negative consequences  

The last category consists of negative consequences of the product, namely the limitation of the target group, the 

reduced lettable area and the difficulty of managing the certificate. Although these obstacles are experienced after 

certification, they could be considered on forehand to be an obstacle by the stakeholders, and thereby obstructing 

the implementation of WELL. These obstacles are described in the paragraphs 4.10.1 – 4.10.3. 

 

4.10.1. WELL limits the target group for an object  

If a building is vacant or still has to be developed, it is possible that the developer or the owner does not know the 

future occupier. Therefore, to minimize the risks, a developer or investor does not want to limit the target group 

too far, and thereby not be able to find a future tenant. 

 

WELL sets requirements for the occupier such as the prohibition of smoking and the stimulation of healthy food. 

Not all occupiers are willing to enforce these rules on their employees and therefore perhaps oppose these regula-

tions of WELL. This decreases the chance that such a company will rent the building and therefore it reduces the 

target group. 
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Another way in which WELL can limit the target group is when the owner has to increase the rental price because 

of WELL. As mentioned in paragraph 4.7.1, it is uncertain how much occupiers are willing to pay for healthy 

measures. Therefore, if the rental price is too high because of the healthy measures, companies can hesitate to rent 

the office.  Thereby, the target group will be limited as well. Because a limited target group increases the chance of 

vacancy, this is considered to be an obstacle.    

 

4.10.2. WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area 

Another obstacle of WELL could be the negative effect it could have on the lettable area. Some features require 

areas to be appointed for other functions than the core process of the company. Examples are gardening spaces 

(feature 51), dining spaces (feature 52), exercise space (feature 68) and showers and bicycle storage (feature 69). 

Furthermore, feature 61 requires 75% of all regularly occupied spaces to be within 7.5 meter of view windows (IWBI, 

2017b).  

 

Because these features limit the amount of area that can be used for the primary process of the company, occupiers 

can be less attracted to the building or could demand a lower rental price. Therefore, the target group can be limited 

(see previous paragraph) or the revenues could decrease. Therefore, this is considered to be a potential obstacle 

as well.  

 

4.10.3. Complicated to manage WELL after certification 

As mentioned in paragraph 2.8, the certificate is valid for three years. After this period, new letters of insurance 

have to submitted and another on-site performance is executed. This requires the building owner to make sure all 

involved parties are willing to sign their letters of assurance again, that the installations are properly maintained 

through the years, and that the occupier(s) comply with the stated obligations. This repeating process requires the 

project manager to be closely involved with the asset and the other stakeholders for the long-term. This could be 

difficult and therefore, this is considered as the last obstacle. 

 

4.11. Conclusion 

This chapter has answered the third sub-question of this research:  

 

3. Which possible obstacles can be identified (from theory) to implement WELL into office buildings? 

 

By conducting a literature research, and consulting different experts from CBRE, a list of twenty-two obstacles is 

composed that could theoretically be perceived by possible customers of WELL. These twenty-two obstacles are 

divided into seven categories: costs, substantive limitations, difficult to manage, lack of confidence, lack of incen-

tives, unfamiliarity and negative consequences 

 

These obstacles are based on theory. Consequently, it is uncertain whether these obstacles are perceived in reality. 

Therefore, these obstacles are presented to the respondents to verify which obstacles are perceived in practice. 

This is done through interviews and an online survey. Then, by using the pairwise comparison method the obstacles 

are ranked, based on their level of obstructiveness. This research method is further explained in the next chapter.  
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5. Research method 

5.1. Introduction 

In the previous chapter, theoretically perceived obstacles are listed and explained. This list will be presented to 

different stakeholders through interviews and an online survey. Then, by using the pairwise comparison method, 

weight is appointed to each obstacle. This will result in a list of obstacles, ranked by their level of obstructiveness. 

This chapter describes the used research method. The results of this research method will be described in the next 

chapter.   

 

This chapter commences with an overview of the target group in paragraph 5.2. Then, in paragraph 5.3, an expla-

nation is given of the different survey methods: the online survey and the interviews. Additionally, the pairwise 

comparison method will be explained in paragraph 5.4. This method however, shows shortcomings when obstacles 

are not perceived, and thereby missing values appear. Possible solutions for this problem are provided in paragraph 

5.5. 

 

5.2. Target group  

The target group of this research consists of persons that have considered or are considering to implement WELL 

into an office building. This could have been done in different roles, such as the role of an occupier, investor or 

consultant. Through a web search, different parties were chosen that could potentially be part of this target group. 

For the institutional investors and asset managers, the members of the association of institutional investors in real 

estate Netherlands (IVBN) were approached. Furthermore, members were selected from the Blue Building Institute, 

which exists of different companies with the aim to create a movement to healthier buildings. Additionally, the 

parties that are involved with the currently registered WELL-buildings were selected as well. Next, a few of the larg-

est Dutch companies were chosen as potential occupiers. Moreover, a web search was performed with the terms 

“WELL building” + developer/ investor/ consultant/ real estate fund/ asset manager/ occupier/ land lord, as well in 

Dutch as in English. Finally, in each interview, the respondent was asked if he or she knew other parties that could 

take part in this research. This resulted in a long-list of fifty-nine companies that could possibly be part of the target 

group.  

 

Preferably, each respondent was personally interviewed. The reasons for this are explained in paragraph 5.3. How-

ever, due to time constraints, it was not possible to conduct a large amount of surveys. Therefore, a selection is 

made of the companies, based on representability of the stakeholders and the knowledge of the interviewed per-

son: it was ensured that from each stakeholder type at least two persons were interviewed and a few companies 

that were already implementing WELL were also selected. These organizations have been approached through 

email and by phone, and were asked if they were willing to participate in an interview.  

 

The remaining companies on the list were asked through email if they wanted to participate in the online survey. 

Furthermore, the online survey was promoted through social media (LinkedIn). Although the personal interview 

was preferred, this online survey made it possible to reach a larger target group.  

 

5.3. Interview- and survey questions  

There are three reasons why a distinction is made between the online survey and the interviews. First, it was ex-

pected that through the interviews more information about the status of WELL could be collected because more 

clarification could be asked. Second, because the list of questions was rather long, it was expected that people were 

more willing to participate through an interview than through an online survey. The third reason were the limita-

tions of the online survey: it was not possible through the survey to let people add their own obstacles and take 

these into account in the pairwise comparison. Therefore, the obstacles named in the interviews are based on recall 

and recognition, while the obstacles in the survey are only based on recognition.   
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The questions asked in the interview and surveys were the same, besides the open question which obstacles the 

participant perceived. The questions for the interview are divided into five categories: introduction, organization, 

health, WELL and obstacles.  

 

In the paragraphs 5.3.1 – 5.3.5, the different questions are described. The questions are translated to English. The 

original questions, which were asked in Dutch, are attached in appendix 4.  

 

5.3.1. Introduction questions  

In the introduction, it was determined who the person was, and if he or she satisfied the requirements for partici-

pating in this research. The questions, as well as their answer options, can be found in Table 10. For the interviews, 

the answers to questions 1.1 – 1.4 were searched for online, and the questions 1.5 and 1.6 were asked through the 

telephone or email, before the appointment was made. For the online survey, if question 1.5 or 1.6 was answered 

with “no”, the survey was ended because the person was not considered to be part of the target group.  

 

Table 10:  Interview and survey questions 1.1 - 1.6  

1. Introduction 

1.1 What is your name? 

Text field 

1.2 What is your gender? 

Male / Female 

1.3 For which company do you work? 

Text field 

1.4 What is your job title? 

Text field  

1.5 Have you heard of the WELL Building standard? 

Yes / No [“No” ends the survey]  

1.6 Have you considered to implement WELL into an office building?  

Yes / No [“No” ends the survey] 

 

5.3.2. Organization questions  

The second part of the questions created insight in the type of organization, and whether the organization already 

focusses on sustainability or healthiness. In the interview, as well as in the online survey, questions 2.3 en 2.4 were 

skipped if answer 2.2 was answered with “No”. The same holds for question 2.6 and 2.8; these were only asked if 

questions 2.5 and 2.7 were answered with “Yes”. This is shown in Table 11.  

 

Table 11: Interview and survey questions 2.1 - 2.8 

2. Organization 

2.1 How would you define your company?  

Developer / Institutional investor / Private investor / Asset manager / Real estate fund / Property man-

ager / Consultant / Corporate (in which you fulfill the role of corporate real estate manager) / Otherwise, 

namely: text field 

2.2 Does your company possess real estate? 

Yes / No [“No” skips question 2.3 and 2.4]  

2.3 Can you give an indication of the size of your company’s real estate portfolio? 

Text field 

2.4 Can you give an indication of the size of your company’s office portfolio? 

Text field  

2.5 Does your company have a sustainability policy? 

Yes / No [“No” skips question 2.6] 

2.6 What does it comprise?  

Text field  
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Table 11 (cont’d): Interview and survey questions 2.1 - 2.8 

2.7 Does your company have a health/ well-being policy? 

Yes / No [“No” skips question 2.8] 

2.6 What does it comprise?  

Text field  

 

5.3.3. Health questions  

The third part focused further on health in the company. First, an own interpretation of a healthy office was asked, 

to determine if these expectations are met by WELL. Furthermore, questions were asked about the demand from 

occupiers, investors and shareholders. Finally, it was asked if health aspects already have been implemented into 

office buildings. The questions 3.3, 3.5 and 3.7 were skipped if respectively question 3.2, 3.4 and 3.6 were answered 

with “No” or “Not applicable”. Furthermore, for question 3.3, 3.5 and 3.7, a definition was given when the participant 

hovered the cursor above the answer options. These definitions are given in Table 12.  

 

Table 12: Interview and survey questions 3.1 - 3.9 

3. Health 

3.1 What is your interpretation of a healthy office?  

Text field 

3.2 Do you experience demand from your occupier(s) to healthy offices? 

Yes / No / Not applicable [“No” and “Not applicable” skip question 3.3]  

3.3 How far does this demand reach? 

Global interest /            [health is sometimes mentioned, but does not play an important role  

                                         in the decision process] 

Advanced interest /       [health is mentioned more often, and plays a larger role in the decision                                  

                                         process] 

Global demands /         [global demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                 

                                         should contribute to the health of the occupiers] 

Advanced demands      [specific demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                  

                                         should be WELL-certified] 

3.4 Do you experience demand from your investor(s) to healthy offices? 

Yes / No / Not applicable [“No” and “Not applicable” skip question 3.5] 

3.5 How far does this demand reach? 

Global interest /            [health is sometimes mentioned, but does not play an important role  

                                         in the decision process] 

Advanced interest /       [health is mentioned more often, and plays a larger role in the decision                                  

                                         process] 

Global demands /         [global demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                 

                                         should contribute to the health of the occupiers] 

Advanced demands      [specific demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                  

                                         should be WELL-certified] 

3.6 Do you experience demand from your shareholders to healthy offices? 

Yes / No / Not applicable [“No” and “Not applicable” skip question 3.7] 

3.7 How far does this demand reach? 

Global interest /            [health is sometimes mentioned, but does not play an important role  

                                         in the decision process] 

Advanced interest /       [health is mentioned more often, and plays a larger role in the decision                                  

                                         process] 

Global demands /         [global demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                 

                                         should contribute to the health of the occupiers] 

Advanced demands      [specific demands are stated regarding health, such as: the building                  

                                         should be WELL-certified] 
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Table 12 (cont’d): Interview and survey questions 3.1 - 3.9 

3.8 Do you already implement healthy aspects in office buildings? 

Yes / No [“No” skips question 3.9]   

3.9 Can you give an example?  

Text field  

 

5.3.4. WELL questions  

The fourth aspect of the questionnaire focused on WELL. First, it was asked to which level the respondent had 

considered to implement WELL. Then, it was inquired for which reasons the respondent (considered to) imple-

ment(s) WELL. Furthermore, the respondents were asked about their knowledge level of WELL. For the latter ques-

tion, a definition was again given in the online survey when the participant hovered the cursor above the answer 

options. These definitions are given in Table 13. 

 

Table 13: Interview and survey questions 4.1 - 4.3 

4. WELL 

4.1 Can you describe to which level you have considered to implement WELL into an office building? 

Global information collection / Specific information collection, including consultation of (an) expert(s) / 

Inventory of technical- and financial possibilities / A complete case study / Decision to implement the 

certificate 

4.2 For which reason(s) have you considered implementing WELL into an office building? 

Text field   

4.3 How would you describe your knowledge about the WELL Building standard?  

Basic knowledge /               [You rely on textbook knowledge without a relation to practice] 

Beginning knowledge /      [Next to textbook knowledge, you rely on some practice           

                                               knowledge] 

Average knowledge /          [You rely on background knowledge and knowledge about the 

                                               practical implementation] 

Advanced knowledge /       [You rely on a far developed knowledge of WELL, the practical  

                                               implementation and have some experience with it] 

Expert                                    [You rely on outstanding knowledge about WELL, the practical               

                                               implementation and have experience with it] 

 

5.3.5. Obstacles questions  

The last part of the survey and interviews was about the perceived obstacles. In the interviews, the participants 

were first asked which obstacles they perceive themselves, while in the online survey, the respondents saw the list 

of obstacles directly. Thus, question 5.1 was skipped in the online survey.  

 

For each obstacle, a definition was given, making sure that each respondent interpreted the obstacle in the same 

way. These definitions can be found (in English and Dutch) in appendix 5. In question 5.3, the persons were asked 

to pairwise compare the obstacles that they recognized in question 5.2. The workings of this pairwise comparison 

is further described in the paragraph 5.4. The participants received an explanation and an example of the pairwise 

comparison to make the workings and the aim clear. For the interviewees, the test was composed for them, based 

on their answers and later e-mailed to them. The questions 5.1 – 5.3 are described in Table 14.  
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Table 14: Interview and survey questions 5.1 - 5.3 

5. Obstacles 

5.1 Can you name the obstacles that you perceived when you considered to implement WELL into an office 

building?  

Open question [only asked in interviews]  

5.2 Can you for each obstacle of this list indicate if you experienced this obstacle when you considered to 

implement WELL into an office building?  

[The list of obstacles, as shown in paragraph 4.3, was provided to the respondent]   

5.3 Please choose from each pair of obstacles which obstacle is more obstructive for you, and to what ex-

tent. 

[The pairwise comparison was started]  

 

5.4. Pairwise comparison method 

To rank the obstacles based on their level of obstructiveness, the pairwise comparison method is used. This method, 

which is often used in the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method, makes it possible to compare variables that are 

expressed in different units (such as money, time or percentages), or variables that are difficult to quantify (such as 

lack of knowledge). Furthermore, qualitative ranking possibilities are provided to the respondent (e.g. this obstacle 

is as obstructive as). These qualitative answers are later translated to numbers and thereby the weights are calcu-

lated. These qualitative answer possibilities make the method more comprehendible for the respondents.  

 

In this method, a pair of two variables is repeatedly provided to the respondent. Of these two variables, he or she 

has to appoint which one is the most important, and to what extent. In this research, the obstacles are the used 

variables and instead of importance, obstructiveness is used. This comparison is done on the fundamental scale, 

which is often used in the AHP-method. Furthermore, a hierarchy is applied, that is also based on the AHP-method.  

 

The paragraphs 5.4.1 – 5.4.5 discuss different aspects of the pairwise comparison method and provide an exam-

ple.  

5.4.1. Fundamental scale 

To appoint weight to the perceived obstacles listed in paragraph 4.2, use is made of the fundamental scale, which 

ranges between two variables being “equally important” and one variable being “extremely more important”. This 

scale is further clarified in Table 15. 

 

Table 15: The fundamental scale (R. W. Saaty, 1987) 

Fundamental scale  

Intensity of importance on 

an absolute scale 

Definition Explanation  

1 Equally important Two activities contribute equally to the objective 

3 Moderately more important Experience and judgement moderately favor 

one activity over another 

5 Essentially more important Experience and judgement strongly favor one 

activity over another 

7 Very strongly more important 

importance 

An activity is strongly favored and its dominance 

demonstrated in practice 

9 Extremely more important  The evidence favoring one activity over another 

is of the highest possible order of affirmation 

2, 4, 6, 8 Intermediate values between 

the two adjacent judgments 

When compromise is needed 

 



52 

 

In the online test, the choice was made based on the definition, not on the absolute scale. Furthermore, the word 

important was replaced by obstructive. For example, a respondent could answer that obstacle 1 was “essentially 

more obstructive” than obstacle 2.  

 

Afterwards, in the calculations, the quantitative weight was added. In this case “5”. It is important to notice here, 

that this scale is rational. Hence, an obstacle with the weight of 5, is considered 5 times more important than the 

obstacle it is compared with. This is further explained in paragraph 5.4.3. 

Another note to put here is that in the online test, no use was made of the intermediate values, to simplify the 

method and reduce the amount of answer possibilities. Therefore, the only options to choose from, were the defi-

nitions corresponding with 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9, for each of the two obstacles.  

 

5.4.2. Hierarchy  

The amount of pairwise comparisons that have to be made is calculated as follows: 

 

Equation 1: Amount of pairwise comparisons 

𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑖𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑠 = 𝑋 ∗
(𝑋 − 1)

2
 

 

X = the amount of variables  

 

This formula shows, that with the twenty-two obstacles that have been indicated in paragraph 4.2, 231 comparisons 

have to be made. To reduce this amount of comparisons, the obstacles are implemented in a hierarchy. The obsta-

cles are subdivided into the seven categories, which were mentioned in paragraph 4.3. By adding hierarchy in the 

model, less comparisons have to be made; first, the obstacles in each category are compared with each other, then 

the categories are compared with each other. This is illustrated in Figure 9.  

 

 

 

Category 1 (costs), category 2 (substantive limitations), category 3 (difficult to manage), category 4 (lack of confi-

dence), category 6 (unfamiliarity) and category 7 (negative consequences) all have three obstacles and therefore 

three variables. Furthermore, category 5 (lack of incentives) has five variables. Additionally all the categories have 

to be pairwise compared. Therefore, the amount of possible pairwise comparisons for this research, is:  

 

(3 ∗
3 − 1

2
) + (3 ∗

3 − 1

2
) + (3 ∗

3 − 1

2
) +  (3 ∗

3 − 1

2
) +  (5 ∗

5 − 1

2
) + (3 ∗

3 − 1

2
) + (3 ∗

3 − 1

2
) + (7 ∗

7 − 1

2
) = 49  

 

Hence, hierarchy reduces the amount of possible pairwise comparisons significantly. The disadvantage of this 

method is that not all the obstacles can be compared directly with each other anymore. For example, obstacle 1.1 

cannot directly be compared with obstacle 4.2, but the weight of the categories 1 and 4 have to be taken into ac-

count to make the ranking.  

 

Weight obstacle 1.1 = 0.15* 0.10 = 1.5% 

 

Weight obstacle 1.2 = 0.60 * 0.10 = 6% 

 

Weight obstacle 1.3 = 0.25 * 0.10 = 2.5% 

Category 1 

10%

Obstacle 1.1

15%

Obstacle 1.2

60%

Obstacle 1.3

25%

Figure 9: Example of how the obstacle weights are calculated, by using hierarchy 
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5.4.3. Example 

To demonstrate the workings of the pairwise comparison method, a mathematical example is given in Figure 10. 

This example comprises six obstacles, divided into two groups.  

 

 

Example of the pairwise comparison method  

Category 1 Category 2 

  Obstacle 1.1   Obstacle 2.1 

  Obstacle 1.2   Obstacle 2.2 

  Obstacle 1.3   Obstacle 2.3 

 

First, the respondent is asked which obstacles are relevant to him or her. In this example, the respondent 

does not perceive obstacle 1.3. Consequently, five obstacles remain, divided into two categories. Then, the 

participant is asked to pairwise compare the obstacles, based on the fundamental scale of Saaty. 

 

 

Obstacle 1.1  x        Obstacle 1.2 

Obstacle 2.1      x    Obstacle 2.2 

Obstacle 2.1    x      Obstacle 2.3 

Obstacle 2.2 x         Obstacle 2.3 

Category 1      x    Category 2 

 

The numbers that belong to the different qualitative comparisons are then filled in into a matrix. As can be 

seen below, obstacle 1.1 is 7 times more obstructive than obstacle 1.2. Consequently, obstacle 1.2 is 1/7 

times as obstructive as obstacle 1.1.  

 

Example matrix 

 Obstacle 1.1 Obstacle 1.2  

 Obstacle 1.1 1 7 

 Obstacle 1.2 
1

7
  1 

 

Then, by calculating the geometric mean, and normalizing the answers, weights can be appointed to the 

different obstacles.  The geometric mean formula and the normalization formula are shown in Equation 2.  

 
Figure 10: Example of the pairwise comparison method 
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Equation 2: Geometric mean and normalization  

𝑟𝑖 = (∏ 𝑎𝑖𝑗

𝑁

𝑖=1

)

1
𝑁

                                                       𝑃𝑖 = 𝑟𝑖/ ∑ 𝑟𝑖

𝑁

𝑖=1

 

𝑟𝑖= Geometric mean of variable i  

Pi= Normalized value for variable i  
N = Amount of variables 

𝑎𝑖𝑗 = the importance of alternative i over alternative j  

 

If these formulas are applied to the example, the following weights are calculated:  

 

Example calculating weights   

 1.1 1.2 ri Pi = Weight Ranking 

1.1 1 7 (1 ∗ 7)
1
2 = 2.6 

2.6

3.0
= 0.88  88% 1 

1.2 
1

7
 1 (

1

7
∗ 1)

1

2
= 0.4  

0.4

3.0
= 0.13  13% 2 

∑ 𝒓𝒊

𝑵

𝒊=𝟏

 1 +
1

7
= 1.1  1 + 7 = 8  2.6 + 0.4 = 3.0  

 

The respondent indicated in this example that obstacle 1.1 was seven times as important as obstacle 1.2. As 

the example above shows, this is represented in the weight percentages as well. 

Now, the same calculations can be done for the other obstacles, and the categories. This results in the fol-

lowing matrices:  

 

 Obstacle 2.1 Obstacle 2.2 Obstacle 2.3 Weights Ranking 

Obstacle 2.1 1 
1

3
  3 23% 2 

Obstacle 2.2  3 1 9 69% 1 

Obstacle 2.3 
1

3
  

1

9
  1 8% 3 

 

 Obstacle 2.1 Obstacle 2.2 Weights Ranking 

Category 1 1 
1

3
  25% 2 

Category 2   3 1 75% 1 

 

When these matrices are combined, the following overview is given:  

 

Combined ranking of obstacles 1.1 – 2.3 

Category 2 75% 

Obstacle 2.2 69% 

Obstacle 2.1 23% 

Obstacle 2.3 8% 

Category 1 25% 

Obstacle 1.1 88% 

Obstacle 1.2 13% 

Figure 10 (cont’d): Example of the pairwise comparison method 
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Finally, to be able to compare the obstacles from different categories with each other, the weight of the 

obstacles is multiplied by the weight of the categories. This results in the following ranking:  

Total ranking of obstacle 1.1 – 2.3  

Obstacle 2.2 52% 

Obstacle 1.2 22% 

Obstacle 2.1 17% 

Obstacle 2.3 6% 

Obstacle 1.2 3% 

 

This overview shows how this participant ranks these obstacles. Obstacle 2.2 is considered to be the most 

important, followed by obstacle 1.2. As mentioned before, the percentages are on a ratio scale. Hence, it can 

be interpreted that obstacle 2.2 is considered (0.52 / 0.22 =) 2.4 times more important than obstacle 1.2. 

The example above has shown the complete calculations from the pairwise comparison to eventually the 

ranking of the obstacles. However, in this research, the answers of multiple respondents are combined. The 

answers above are now considered to be the answers of respondent one. For the example below, theoretical 

answers of a second respondent are added. Their answers are combined by using again the geometric mean.  

 

Example calculating weights 

 Resp. 1 Resp. 2 ri Pi =  Weight 

Obstacle 1.1 88% 10% (0.88 ∗ 0.10)
1

2 = 0.30  
0.30

0.30+0.34
= 0.47  47% 

Obstacle 1.2 13% 90%  (0.13 ∗ 0.90)
1

2 = 0.34  
0.34

0.30+0.34
= 0.53  53% 

Obstacle 2.1 23% 66% (0.23 ∗ 0.66)
1

2 = 0.39  
0.39

0.39+0.33+0.12
= 0.47  47% 

Obstacle 2.2 69% 16% (0.69 ∗ 0.16)
1

2 = 0.33  
0.33

0.39+0.33+0.12
= 0.39  39% 

Obstacle 2.3 8% 19% (0.08 ∗ 0.19)
1

2 = 0.12  
0.12

0.39+0.33+0.12
= 0.14  14% 

Category 1 25% 17% (0.25 ∗ 0.17)
1

2 = 0.20  
0.20

0.20+0.80
= 0.21  21% 

Category 2 75% 83% (0.75 ∗ 0.83)
1

2 = 0.79  
0.79

0.20+0.80
= 0.80  80% 

 

If again the weight of the obstacles (as determined by the geometric mean method) is multiplied by the 

weight of the categories, the following ranking appears:  

 

Total ranking of obstacle 1.1 – 2.3 of two respondents 

Obstacle 2.1 37% 

Obstacle 2.2 31% 

Obstacle 2.3 11% 

Obstacle 1.2 11% 

Obstacle 1.1 10% 

 

 

 

The example in Figure 10 forms the base of the pairwise comparison used in this study. 

Two additional calculations can be made: the inconsistency ratio indicates whether the answers of a participant are 

consistent, and the consensus indicates to what extent the answers of different participants comply. This is ex-

plained in the paragraphs 5.4.4 and 5.4.5.  

Figure 10 (cont’d): Example of the pairwise comparison method 
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5.4.4. Inconsistency ratio 

To determine if a person’s choices are consistent, the inconsistency ratio (IR) is used. An example of consistent 

answers is illustrated below in Table 16. In this example, obstacle 1 is considered three times as important as ob-

stacle 2 and three times as important as obstacle 3. This means that obstacle 2 and 3 should be of the same im-

portance, and this is shown in the table as well. The inconsistency ratio is in this example is 0%, which means that 

it is completely consistent.  

 

Table 16: Example of a consistent pairwise comparison (IR = 0%) 

Example of a consistent answer 

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 

Obstacle 1 1 3 3 

Obstacle 2  
1

3
  1 1 

Obstacle 3 
1

3
  1 1 

 

The example in Table 17 is not consistent. Because obstacle 1 is seven times more important than obstacle 2, and 

three times more important than obstacle 3, it is expected that obstacle 2 is considered less important than obstacle 

3. However, obstacle 2 is in this example five times more important than obstacle 3. Therefore, the inconsistency 

ratio becomes 74%, which means that his answer is very inconsistent.   

 

Table 17: Example of an inconsistent pairwise comparison (IR = 74%) 

Example of an inconsistent answer 

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 

Obstacle 1 1 7 3 

Obstacle 2  
1

7
  1 5 

Obstacle 3 
1

7
  

1

5
  1 

 

To calculate the inconsistency ratio, the method of Alonso & Lamata is used (2006). The formula for calculating the 

inconsistency ratio is: 

 

Equation 3: Inconsistency ratio 

 

𝐼𝑅 =
𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝑁

2.7699𝑁 − 4.3515 − 𝑁
                                   𝜆max =  ∑ ∑ 𝑎𝑖𝑗 ∗ 𝑤𝑗

𝑛

𝑗−1

𝑛

𝑖−1

 

 

𝐼𝑅 = Inconsistency Ratio  

𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥= Princicipal eigenvalue   
𝑁 = Amount of variables 

𝑎𝑖𝑗 = the importance of alternative i over alternative j  

𝑤𝑗 = the weight factor of alternative j  

 

 

According to Saaty, the developer of the Inconsistency Ratio, the ratio should not exceed 5% with three variables, 

8% with four variables, and 10% for five or more variables (T. L. Saaty, 1994). The reasoning behind this percentages 

is not further explained by Saaty, but these percentages have been taken over by many researches as a rule of 

thumb. In the example in Table 17, the IR is 74% and therefore considered too high. The removal of inconsistent 

answers could improve the outcome of the research. However, useful data could be lost. Therefore, it should be 

well-considered whether the inconsistent answers are taken into account or not. For this research, it has been 

chosen to not exclude the inconsistent answers, because useful information would get lost and the influence of the 

consistent answers would become severely large. This choice is further explained in paragraph 6.5.3. 
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5.4.5. Consensus 

Another helpful addition to the pairwise method is the consensus. This indicates the aggregation between the re-

sults of different respondents and ranges between 0 and 100%. 0% means that there is no consensus between the 

respondents’ answers, and 100% means that the answers are exactly the same. To calculate the consensus, the 

method of Klaus Goepel (2013) is used, which is shown in Equation 4. Goepel however, does not give quantitative 

explanations for these percentages. Therefore, it is unknown how a percentage of, for example 60%, should be 

interpreted exactly. However, an interesting application for this research is to examine if the different target groups 

have a higher or lower consensus than the overall sample.  

 

Equation 4: Consensus 

𝑆∗ =

[𝑀 −
exp(𝐻𝛼 𝑚𝑖𝑛)
exp (𝐻𝛾 𝑚𝑎𝑥)

]

[1 −
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exp (𝐻𝛾 𝑚𝑎𝑥)
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S* = Consensus  

N = Number of variables 

K = Number of participants 

Cmax = maximum score of the AHP scale 

𝐻𝛼𝛽𝛾 = 𝑆ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑛𝑜𝑛 𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑝𝑦 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝐾 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠  

 

 

5.5. Missing values  

Because the participants are given the option to indicate which obstacles they perceive, it is probable that some 

obstacles will be appointed as non-perceived. This will then lead to missing values in the pairwise comparisons. The 

example in Table 18 shows the outcome of a respondent that recognizes obstacle 1 and 2, and finds obstacle 1 

three times more important than obstacle 2. However, the respondent does not recognize obstacle 3. Because the 

weight of the obstacles are relative to each other, the question now arises, what the weights should be of obstacle 

1, 2 and 3. 
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Table 18: Example of a pairwise comparison with missing values 

Example of pairwise comparison with missing values 

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 Weight 

Obstacle 1 1 3 - ? 

Obstacle 2  
1

3
  1 - ? 

Obstacle 3 - -  1 ? 

 

A solution to this problem has not yet been provided by other researchers. Therefore, for this study, four different 

methods are examined to determine how this problem best can be solved. The four different methods are:  

 the missing obstacle gets a value of 0;  

 the missing obstacle gets a value of approximately 0; 

 the missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 compared to the other obstacles; 

 the missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 compared to the least obstructive obstacle. 

 

These solutions are described in paragraph 5.5.1 – 5.5.4. For each of the proposed solutions, the example of Table 

18 will repeatedly be used 

 

5.5.1. Solution 1: The missing obstacle gets a value of 0 

In this first solution, the third obstacle is added with a value of 0, which results in the following values (Table 19). 

 

Table 19: Missing obstacle gets a value of 0 

Example of pairwise comparison with missing values 

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 Weight 

Obstacle 1 1 3 0 25% 

Obstacle 2  
1

3
  1 0 75% 

Obstacle 3 0 0 1 0% 

 

In theory, this solution is the closest to reality, because the obstacle is not recognized and therefore has a weight 

of 0%. Furthermore, the weight of obstacle 2 becomes three times as much as the weight of obstacle 1, which is 

also conform the theory. However, a few mathematical problems occur with this method: 

 

The geometric mean cannot be calculated 

The average weight of multiple participants is calculated by the geometric mean method. As Equation 2 shows, this 

method multiplies the importance ratios with each other and then takes the square root from it. Because some 

importance ratios in this case will be 0, the geometric mean of all obstacles comprising one or more missing values 

will become 0 as well. This could however be solved by using the general mean instead of a geometric mean. How-

ever, small differences can be found between the outcomes.  

 

The inconsistency ratio changes  

The inconsistency ratio is influenced by the missing values. Because the value “0” is close to “1”, it still has a value in 

calculating the inconsistency ratio. Therefore, the IR changes slightly as well. However, this could be solved by not 

taking the missing value into account when calculating the IR. For example, Table 19, with missing obstacle 3, could 

be considered to be a matrix of 2 x 2, with only the obstacles 1 and 2. Then, the IR can be calculated exactly.  
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The consensus cannot be calculated   

As Equation 4 shows, the natural logarithm of the weights of the obstacles is used to calculate the consensus. How-

ever, because in this case the weight of a missing value is 0%, the formula ln(0) appears. Because this is not calcu-

lable, the consensus cannot be determined  

 

5.5.2. Solution 2: The missing obstacle gets a value approximately 0 

By replacing the value of a missing obstacle not by 0, but by approximately 0 (such as 0.0001), the calculations for 

the geometric mean, the inconsistency ratio and the consensus could be made, and therefore, a solution is provided 

for the shortcomings of the previous solution. However, two other problems arise in this case.  

 

The weight of two obstacles is now divided over three obstacles 

First, the weights are divided over three obstacles instead of two. Therefore, if obstacle 1 is considered three times 

as obstructive as obstacle 2, the weight will only two times as much as the weight of obstacle 1. For example: in the 

case of Table 18, obstacle 1 will get a weight of 67%, obstacle 2 a weight of 32% and obstacle 3 a weight of 0%, while 

it would be more realistic if obstacle 1 would get a weight of 75% and obstacle 2 of 25%.  

 

The average of two respondents is influenced significantly  

Furthermore, when the weights of the obstacles of two participants are combined, the exact value of “approximately 

0” influences the outcome of the average severely. In Table 19, the value of obstacle 3 is filled in as 1/99 and 1/999.  

These results are then combined with theoretical results of another participant. Table 20 shows the difference in 

the average of the two respondents when the value of obstacle 3 is 1/99 or 1/999. Because it is unclear how close 

the value of obstacle 3 should be to 0, and this value has a large effect on the outcome, this method is not recom-

mended for further use. 

 

Table 20: Example of difference in averages, depending on the value “approximately 0” 

Example of difference in averages 

 Respondent 1 Respondent 2 Average value 

(3 =1/99) 

Average value 

 (3 =1/999) Weight (3 = 1/99) Weight (3 = 1/999 

Obstacle 1 67% 68% 15% 61% 66% 

Obstacle 2  32% 32% 7% 28% 30% 

Obstacle 3  0% 0% 79% 12% 4% 

 

5.5.3. Solution 3: The missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 compared to the other obstacles 

In this third option, a missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 of the other obstacles. By the definition of the Fundamen-

tal scale (see paragraph 5.4.1), it is arguable that an obstacle that is perceived, is “extremely more important” than 

an obstacle that is not perceived. Therefore, the obstacle is, according to the fundamental scale, nine times more 

important than the missing obstacle. Implementing this in the same example of Table 18, results in Table 21.  

 

Table 21: The missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 

The missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9  

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 Weight 

Obstacle 1 1 3 9 64% 

Obstacle 2  
1

3
  1 9 31% 

Obstacle 3 
1

9
  

1

9
  1 5% 

 

The advantage of this method is that the obstacle still has a value, and therefore, the geometric mean, the incon-

sistency ratio and the consensus can still be calculated. However, this method has two disadvantages as well. 

 

 

 



60 

 

The weight of the missing obstacle remains fairly high 

In the example in table 21, the missing obstacle has a weight of 5%. This could create a disproportioned image when 

it is combined with the outcome of other participants; an obstacle that is perceived by only a few persons can get a 

higher weight than an obstacle that is perceived by many persons, but not considered to be of high importance.  

 

The inconsistency ratio is exceeded quickly   

In the example in Table 21, obstacle 1 is three times as important as obstacle 2, and obstacle 2 is nine times more 

important than obstacle 3. Hence, obstacle 1 should be twenty-seven times as important as obstacle 3. Because 

this is not the case, the inconsistency ratio in this example is 14% and therefore considered too high.  

 

5.5.4. Solution 4: The missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9 compared to the least obstructive obstacle 

In this solution, the same assumption is made as in the previous solution: that a perceived obstacle is “Extremely 

more important” than a not-perceived obstacle. However, in this case, it is considered that the least obstructive 

obstacle will be nine times more important than the missing obstacle. In Table 22, obstacle 1 is nine times as im-

portant as obstacle 2. Therefore, obstacle 2 is the least obstructive obstacle. Hence, obstacle 2 is considered to be 

nine times as important as obstacle 3, and therefore obstacle 1 is 27 times as important as obstacle 3.  

 

Table 22: The value of obstacle 3 is 1/9 of the least obstructive obstacle 

The missing obstacle gets a value of 1/9  

 Obstacle 1 Obstacle 2 Obstacle 3 Weight 

Obstacle 1 1 3 27 73% 

Obstacle 2  
1

3
  1 9 24% 

Obstacle 3 
1

27
  

1

9
  1 3% 

 

In the previous solution, the inconsistency ratio was exceeded quickly. In this case, this problem is solved: the IR of 

table 22 is 0%, which is logical because only two obstacles were compared, and with the comparison of two obsta-

cles, the IR should always be 0%. Furthermore, compared to the previous solution, the weights of obstacle 1 and 2 

are closer to the 75% and 25% that they theoretically should have.  

 

5.5.5. Chosen solution  

In conclusion, solution 1 and 4 are considered to be the best options: solution 1, where the missing value is set on 

0, agrees with the theory that the obstacle is not perceived. However, this method has some mathematical issues 

in practice: the average mean has to be used instead of the geometric mean, the inconsistency ratio changes and 

the consensus cannot be calculated. Therefore, solution 4 is used as well: although this method approaches the 

theory less closely, it makes it possible to determine the consensus. Furthermore, by comparing the results of the 

two methods, a conclusion can be drawn which method is the most suitable for this research. This wil be done in 

paragraph 6.5.3.  

 

5.6. Conclusion  

For this research a target group is composed of persons that have considered or are considering to implement 

WELL into an office building. They have been found through a web search, through the network of the interviewed 

persons and through social media.  

 

Background questions are asked about the participant, the organization he or she is employed, health and well-

being in the workplace and WELL. The answers to these questions can be used to create an image of the target 

group, and the current status of health and well-being in the built environment. 

 

Then, a pairwise comparison is used to determine the weights and the ranking of the obstacles. This method makes 

it possible to compare a set of variables that are expressed in different units (such as money, time or percentages), 

or variables that are difficult to quantify (such as lack of knowledge). Additionally, qualitative ranking possibilities 
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are provided to the respondent (e.g. this obstacle is as obstructive as), which makes the method more comprehend-

ible for the respondents.  

 

 A problem occurs when an obstacle is not perceived by a person. This is solved by two methods: by giving the non-

perceived obstacle a value of 0 and by giving the non-perceived obstacle a value of 1/9 of the least obstructive 

obstacle.   

 

In the next chapter, the results of the interviews and the online survey, as well as the pairwise comparison, are 

discussed.  
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Results 
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6. Results 

6.1. Introduction 

To increase the amount of healthy workplaces, it could be helpful to have insight in which obstacles obstruct differ-

ent stakeholders from implementing WELL. Furthermore, by indicating which obstacles are the largest, it is possible 

to diminish these constraints more effectively. Therefore, the last two sub-questions in this research will be an-

swered in this chapter:  

 

4. Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers when they (consider to) implement WELL into office buildings? 

 

5. How much weight is appointed to each obstacle by the potential customers of WELL? 

 

The first question is answered by the respondents through the conducted interviews and surveys. For the second 

question, the pairwise comparison method is applied, which has been explained in the previous chapter.  

 

This chapter commences in paragraph 6.2 with an overview of the respondents that have participated in the inter-

views or filled in the survey, followed by an overview of the answered questions in paragraph 6.3. Then, sub-ques-

tion 4 is answered in paragraph 6.4, by discussing which obstacles are perceived. Additionally, in paragraph 6.5 the 

two proposed pairwise comparison methods are discussed and the most appropriated one is chosen. By using that 

method, sub-question 5 is answered. Finally, the group of respondents is divided into five different type of stake-

holders. The ranking of the obstacles on stakeholder level is discussed in paragraph 6.6  

 

6.2. Participants 

In this research, twenty-six people participated: thirteen through interviews and thirteen through the online survey. 

In this paragraph, the sample is further analyzed. First, it is explained how the different respondents were ap-

proached, followed by an overview of the reasons why some persons were left out of the sample. Then, further 

insight is created in the background of the participants by asking about the type of company where they are em-

ployed, their knowledge of WELL, and their experience with WELL.   

 

Sample 

As mentioned in paragraph 5.2, fifty-nine organizations were approached for this study. From this fifty-nine com-

panies, eighteen were relevant for this study and participated in this study. From this eighteen, thirteen were se-

lected for an interview, based on the criteria mentioned in paragraph 5.2. The other five relevant respondents were 

asked to fill in the online survey. Next, eight more persons responded to the survey who were not approached 

directly, but through social media. Eventually, this has resulted in 26 participants, divided into five stakeholder 

groups. An overview of the sample is given in Table 23. 

 

Table 23: Overview of sample 

Sample 

Type of respondent Approached Not par-

ticipated 

Interview Survey (ap-

proached 

Survey (not 

approached) 

Partici-

pated  

Corporate Real  

Estate manager 

11 9 2 0 1 3 

Developer 8 4 3 1 2 6 

Institutional investor 15 11 3 1 2 6 

Consultant 10 4 3 3 2 8 

Asset manager  10 8 2 0 1 3 

Real estate fund 5 5 0 0 0 0 

Total 59 41 13 5 8 26 
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Reasons not to participate  

As shown in Table 23, forty-one persons did not participate in this research. Sixteen of them indicated they were 

not investing in real estate directly or not focusing on offices. Additionally, eleven of them mentioned that they did 

not consider WELL. Therefore, these twenty-seven persons were not part of the target-group. Furthermore, four-

teen organizations have not responded. An overview of the reasons not to participate per type of respondent is 

shown in Table 24.  

 

Table 24: Reasons not to participate 

Reasons to not participate 

Type of respond-

ent 

Ap-

proached 

Partici-

pated 

Not investing in 

real estate directly 

Not focusing 

on offices 

Not consid-

ering WELL 

Not re-

sponded  

Corporate Real Es-

tate manager 

11 2 0 

 

0 5 4 

Developer 8 4 0 1 1 2 

Institutional inves-

tor 

15 4 4 2 2 3 

Consultant 10 6 0 0 1 3 

Asset manager  10 2 4 2 1 1 

Real estate fund 5 0 1 2 1 1 

Total 59 18 9 7 11 14 

 

As Table 24 shows, many corporate real estate managers did not consider WELL. This could be explained by the 

fact that the companies were not selected on their experience with WELL, but on their size and reputation (see 

paragraph 5.2). Furthermore, the institutional investors and asset managers also have a relatively large amount of 

persons excluded from the target group. This is also explained by the fact that they were selected based on a mem-

bership of the IVBN, instead of their experience with WELL. The other parties were selected based on their mem-

bership of the Blue Building Institute, the web search focusing on WELL, and because they were recommended by 

other respondents. Therefore, these persons were more specifically chosen and a smaller part was excluded from 

the research.  

 

Company  

Figure 11 gives an overview of the different type of companies where the respondents are employed. The category 

“corporate real estate manager” indicates that the company is the user as well as the owner of the assets. It does 

not show what the core business of the company is. 

 

 
Figure 11: Respondents divided based on type of company 
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Five type of companies have responded to this research: corporate real estate managers, developers, institutional 

investors, consultants and asset managers. Furthermore, Figure 11 shows that the sub groups are relatively small. 

In paragraph 6.6 the answers are divided by these sub groups. However, because the amount of respondents per 

sub group is severely limited, these answers could not be considered to be representative for the target group as a 

whole in the Netherlands. 

 

Another noteworthy aspect of the target group is that most of the respondents work at relatively large companies 

(Figure 12). Based on their reputations and size, these companies can to a large extent be considered as innovators 

or early adopters.  

 

 
Figure 12: Company size 

 

Knowledge of WELL  

Figure 13 shows the knowledge level about WELL of the different respondents. Half of the respondents indicated 

that they possess beginning or average knowledge of WELL. Five persons have advanced knowledge, and seven 

indicate to be an expert. These responses indicate that the target group is moderately familiar with the subject, and 

therefore, their answers are based on developed knowledge and experience (see definition paragraph 5.3.4).  

 

 
Figure 13: Respondents' knowledge level of WELL 
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Implementation of WELL  

Figure 14 shows to what level the respondents have considered to implement WELL into an office building. Twelve 

respondents have decided to implement WELL into an office building, and six conducted a full case study. These 

numbers also indicate that the target group mainly consists of innovators and early adopters.  

 

 
Figure 14: Overview of the level to which the respondents have considered to implement WELL 

 

6.3. Results questions  

All twenty-six respondents were asked questions about their organization, health- and well-being and WELL. The 

asked questions can be found in paragraph 5.3. The answers to these questions are described below.  

 

Policy  

The participants were asked whether they had policies regarding sustainability and/ or health and well-being and 

what these policies comprise. From the twenty-six participants, each respondent indicated that the company did 

have a sustainability policy and sixteen companies had a health- or well-being policy. However, these policies mainly 

focused on the level of the own company instead of the real estate they invest in or develop. Furthermore, these 

healthy policies mainly focus on fitness and healthy food on the work place. Next to these, four companies mention 

policies about BREEAM as their health and well-being policy. Three companies have clearly stated WELL in their 

policy as a certificate that they try to reach in each project.  

 

Interpretation healthy office   

Table 25 shows the participants’ interpretation of a healthy office. To answer this question, an open text field was 

provided. This resulted in some respondents mentioning one aspect, while other respondents named multiple as-

pects. This explains why the number of times the aspects are mentioned is higher than the amount of total re-

spondents.  
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Table 25: Overview of interpretations of a healthy office 

Interpretation of a healthy office  

Aspect Number of times mentioned 

Climate 10 

An office where you feel comfortable 9 

An office where you are more productive 7 

Inspiring surrounding 5 

Healthy food 5 

Sport facilities 5 

Green 4 

Active based working 4 

Individually controlled 2 

Private – work balance  2 

Hi-tech / smart office 1 

WELL 1 

 

As Table 25 indicates, some respondents define a healthy office by the aspects (such as the climate and healthy 

food), while other respondents focus more on the results of an office (e.g. an office where you feel comfortable).  

 

If these terms are compared with the categories of WELL, the categories air, water and light could be combined in 

the aspect “climate”, the category nourishment could be translated to “healthy food” and fitness to “sport facilities”, 

which are all mentioned multiple times by the respondents. The categories comfort, mind and innovation are less 

represented by the above mentioned interpretations. However, this could be caused by the fact that these catego-

ries are more abstract.  

 

Healthy implementations 

From the twenty-six respondents, twenty-two already implemented healthy measures into office buildings. Table 

26 gives an overview of the mentioned measures that were taken. As shown, the climate, green and sport facilities 

are again mentioned frequently. What further stands out is that WELL is mentioned five times, although no office 

building has officially been certified. However, the respondents that mentioned this, indicated earlier that they de-

cided to implement WELL into an office building, and therefore they could already have experience with the imple-

mentation of WELL.  

 

Table 26: Overview of healthy implementations by the respondents 

Healthy implementations 

Healthy measure Number of times mentioned 

Climate 9 

Green 6 

Sport facilities 6 

WELL 5 

Inspiring surrounding 5 

Healthy food 5 

Active based working 4 

Satisfaction research 3 

BREEAM 2 

Private – work balance  2 

Hi-tech / smart office 1 

Materials without VOC’s 1 

Stimulating to stop smoking 1 
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Reasons to consider WELL 

Furthermore, the respondents were asked for which reason(s) they had considered implementing WELL into an 

office building. Four main reasons were mentioned: that it was in line with their companies’ policy, to be innovative, 

that it was requested by the customer and that WELL was considered to be a good product to stimulate health on 

the workplace. As Figure 15 shows, the most important reason to implement WELL is to be innovative. This contrib-

utes to the idea that the target group mainly consist of innovators and early adopters. 

 

 
Figure 15: Reasons to implement WELL 

 

Experienced demand  

Furthermore, the participants were asked if they experienced demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders, 

how far this demand reached, and if they considered this to be an obstacle. Table 27 shows the results of these 

questions.  

 

Table 27: Experienced demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders 

Experienced demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders 

 Experience demand No experience demand N.A. 

Occupiers 

Total 11 7 8 

Obstacle 5 5 0 

No obstacle  6 2 8 

Investors 

Total 6 11 9 

Obstacle 3 6 0 

No obstacle  3 5 9 

Shareholders 

Total 3 7 16 

Obstacle 1 1 0 

No obstacle  2 6 16 

 

As Table 27 shows, eleven parties experience demand from occupiers, what mostly is determined as global interest 

or advanced interest, with one occupier stating demands. Interesting is the fact that from the fifteen parties that 

did not experience the demand from occupiers, only five of them considered this to be an obstacle. And from the 

eleven parties that experienced the demand, six considered the lack of demand still as an obstacle.  

 

5

7

5

6

2

Reasons to consider WELL

In line of policy Innovation On request of customer good productfor health Other



69 

 

Furthermore, Table 27 shows that six participants experienced demand from their investors, ranging from global 

interest to advanced interest. Three of them saw this as an obstacle, and from the eleven parties that did not expe-

rience the demand, six saw this as an obstacle. The six participants that experienced demand from investors, were 

not the investors themselves.  

 

Finally, the table shows that two respondents saw the lack of demand from the shareholders as an obstacle, while 

eight of them did not considered this. Furthermore, for sixteen people, this was not applicable.  

 

Hence, the majority of the respondents do not experience demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders. 

However, this lack of demand is not always considered to be an obstacle. Apparently, the choice to implement WELL 

is generally an active one instead of a reactive one: stakeholders decide to pursue WELL even when the demand is 

not clearly present. 

   

6.4. Obstacles  

After the questions about the organization, health and WELL, the respondents were asked about the obstacles they 

perceive when they (consider to) implement WELL into an office building. In the online survey, the respondents 

were presented the list of obstacles mentioned in paragraph 4.2. For each obstacle, they mentioned whether they 

perceived the obstacle or not. In the interviews however, the respondents had the possibility to first mention ob-

stacles they perceived, before the list was presented to them. Although the list of obstacles was composed carefully 

and considered to be as complete as possible, three other obstacles were mentioned: 

 

A limited amount of suppliers 

WELL requires materials and furniture to comply with certain norms. However, because WELL has not been imple-

mented in the Netherlands yet, many suppliers are not familiar with these norms and can therefore not deliver 

these products.  

 

Difficult to implement WELL into multi-tenant buildings 

In multi-tenant offices, multiple occupiers are present. Therefore, it increases the amount of parties that are re-

sponsible and should be cooperated with. This increased complexity could be difficult to manage and therefore is 

considered to be an obstacle.  

 

Difficult to receive financing  

Banks are limited familiar with WELL and currently approach it more as a risk than as a chance. Therefore, it is 

difficult for developers or investors to receive additional finances for the implementation of WELL.  

 

These obstacles were added to the list of obstacles in the interviews. However, they were mentioned by respond-

ents when most of the respondents were already interviewed. Furthermore, the online survey was also filled in 

several times before these obstacles were mentioned. Therefore, to let the survey be consistent, and to be able to 

compare the answers of all respondents, it is chosen not to implement these three additional obstacles in the online 

survey and they were also left out in the pairwise comparison, which is described in paragraph 6.5. 

 

Amount of recognitions 

In Table 28, the obstacles are ranked, based on the amount of times they are perceived by the respondents. The 

table shows also the amount of times the categories were perceived: if an obstacle in a category was perceived, 

than the category as a whole was automatically perceived as well.  
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Table 28: Obstacles ranked in order of amount of times perceived 

Recognized 

Ranking Obstacle Amount 

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 19  

2 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 17  

3 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 14  

4 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  14  

5 1.2 High costs for implementation 12  

6 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  12  

7 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 11  

8 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 11  

9 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  11  

10 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  10  

11 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 9  

12 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 8  

13 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 8  

14 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  8  

15 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 7  

16 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  6  

17 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 6  

18 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  5  

19 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 4  

20 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 3  

21 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  3  

22 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 2  

Categories 

1 1 Costs 21 

2 2 Substantive limitations 21 

3 3 Difficult to manage 21 

4 4 Lack of confidence   17 

5 5 Lack of incentives 17 

6 6 Unfamiliarity 11  

7 7 Negative consequences 10 

 

Table 28 shows that each obstacle listed in paragraph 4.3 was perceived by at least two respondents. The high costs 

for registration and certification is the most perceived obstacle. Furthermore, the table shows that the obstacles in 

the categories “costs”, “substantive limitations” and “difficult to manage” are perceived the most.  

 

However, no weight has been appointed to the obstacles, so conclusions cannot be formulated yet based on this 

table. Therefore, the pairwise comparison method, as explained in paragraph 5.4, is used.  

 

6.5. Results pairwise comparison 

To calculate the weights to the obstacles, two methods are used (see paragraph 5.5). In the first method, a non-

perceived obstacle is considered to be 1/9 as important as the least obstructive perceived obstacle. In the second 

method, a non-perceived obstacle gets a value of 0. In this paragraph, the weights are first calculated by method 1 
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(where the weight is 1/9) in paragraph 6.5.1. Then, the weights are calculated by method 2 (where the weights are 

0) in paragraph 6.5.2. In paragraph 6.5.3, the most appropriate method is chosen, and by using that method, the 

results will be discussed in paragraph 6.5.4. 

 

6.5.1. Results method 1 

In appendix 6, an overview is given of the answers of each respondent separately. By using the geometric mean, 

the average weight of the total sample is calculated. By multiplying the weights of the obstacles with the weights of 

the categories, a total ranking is made of the obstacles. This is shown in Table 29.   

 

Table 29 shows the amount of times the obstacle is perceived. Furthermore, the table shows how the obstacles are 

ranked when all answers are taken into account (total) and when only the consistent answers are taken into account 

(consistent). As mentioned in paragraph 5.4.4., an answer is considered inconsistent when the Inconsistency Ratio 

(IR) exceeds 5% with three variables, 8% with four variables, and 10% with five or more variables. The exceeding of 

the IR means that the answers of a respondent are not corresponding with a logical consistency. In appendix 6, it is 

shown which answers are inconsistent. In paragraph 6.5.3, a choice will be made whether the inconsistent obstacles 

should be excluded from the results or not.  

 

Table 29: Results pairwise comparison method 1 

 

As shown, the obstacles “high costs for registration and certification”, “high costs for implementation” and “difficult 

to implement the features in existing buildings” are considered to be the most obstructive obstacles. Furthermore, 

it is remarkable that all the seven most obstructive obstacles are in the categories “Costs”, “Substantive limitations” 

and “Difficulty to manage”. More conclusions are drawn in the paragraph 6.5.3, when the outcomes of both meth-

ods are compared. Below, the remarkable aspect of this method are first reviewed.   

AHP method 1 (non-perceived is 1/9) 

Obstacle # per-

ceived  

Total Consistent 

Rank  Weight  Rank  Weight  

1.1 High costs for registration and certification 19  1 26.31% 1 38.54% 

1.2 High costs for implementation 12  2 13.87% 2 20.31% 

2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 17  3 7.97% 3 10.75% 

3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different par-

ties  

12  4 6.12% 6 3.43% 

3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  14  5 5.70% 5 3.90% 

2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 14  6 5.61% 4 6.52% 

3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  10  7 3.89% 8 2.30% 

5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 11  8 3.44% 11 1.08% 

4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  11  9 3.29% 13 0.86% 

4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-

certification 

11  10 3.25% 14 0.83% 

2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 6  11 2.72% 7 2.96% 

5.4 Lack of demand from investors 9  12 2.51% 18 0.75% 

6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 8  13 2.28% 9 1.17% 

5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 8  14 2.15% 16 0.79% 

5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  8  15 1.81% 19 0.69% 

7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  6  16 1.63% 10 1.14% 

6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 7  17 1.52% 17 0.78% 

7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  5  18 1.35% 12 0.95% 

4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  3  19 1.25% 22 0.32% 

7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 3  20 1.18% 15 0.83% 

6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 4  21 1.13% 20 0,58% 

5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 2  22 1.02% 21 0.32% 
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The first noticeable aspect is the large difference between the total outcome and the outcome of the consistent 

answers. This can be explained by the fact that the ranking of the categories are for a large part inconsistent (sixteen 

of the twenty-six comparisons were inconsistent (IR > 10%)). When calculating the consistent outcomes, all the ob-

stacles are multiplied by these ten consistent categories, while in the total outcome, the obstacles are multiplied by 

the average weight of twenty-six categories.  

 

Furthermore, it is noticeable that some obstacles, which are not perceived very often, still have a relatively high 

weight. An example is obstacle 2.3, which is only recognized six times, but is ranked seventh in the consistent list. 

This is caused by the fact that if only one obstacle is perceived in category 2, it gets a value of 82%, and the other 

two obstacles a value of 9%. Furthermore, if no obstacles are perceived in this category, it gets a value of 1/3, which 

is 33%. In fourteen of the twenty-six cases, zero or one obstacle was perceived in category 2, making the average of 

obstacle 2.3 quite high (2.96%). In comparison: if no obstacle of category 5 is perceived it only gets a weight of 20% 

instead of 33%. However, it is arguable that if a category is influenced by five different aspects, each aspects has a 

smaller influence than when a category is influenced by three different aspects. This is reflected in the percentages 

as shown in Table 30.  

 

Table 30: Weights of missing values (non-recognized is 1/9) 

 Weight of missing value (non-perceived is 1/9) 

 One of three obstacle is 

perceived  

None of three obstacle is 

perceived 

None of five obstacles is perceived 

Obstacle 2.1 82% 33% Obstacle 5.1 20% 

Obstacle 2.2 9% 33% Obstacle 5.2 20% 

Obstacle 2.3  9% 33% Obstacle 5.3  20% 

 

 

Obstacle 5.4 20% 

Obstacle 5.5 20% 

 

Inconsistency  

As mentioned in paragraph 5.4.4, the inconsistency ratio (IR) indicates whether a respondents answers are incon-

sistent. The values of the missing obstacles (1/9) influence the inconsistency ratio positively. Therefore, when an 

obstacle is not perceived, the IR is calculated of the remaining obstacles, leaving the non-perceived obstacle out. 

The amount of inconsistent responses are shown in Table 31. 

 

Table 31: Amount of inconsistent answers per category (IR > 5%, 8% or 10%) 

Amount of inconsistent answers per category 

Category # inconsistent  

1. Costs 0 

2. Substantive limitations 3 

3. Difficult to manage 2 

4. Lack of confidence   2 

5. Lack of incentives 5 

6. Unfamiliarity 0 

7. Negative consequences 0 

Comparison categories  16 

 

As shown in Table 31, the amount of inconsistent responses for the subcategories is relatively low (0 - 5 responses 

were inconsistent). This could be explained by the fact that the amount of obstacles per category is limited: most 

categories (2, 3, 4, 6 and 7) consist out of three obstacles. When one obstacle is not recognized by the respondent, 

only two obstacles remain. With only two obstacles, the inconsistency ratio is always 0%. Therefore, it is logical that 
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category 5 (five obstacles) has more inconsistent answers than the other categories. For the same reason, the pair-

wise comparison of the categories (with seven possible answers), has a much higher tendency for inconsistency. 

This indicates the answer as well: sixteen of the twenty-six responses were inconsistent.  

 

If the inconsistent responses are excluded from the calculations, the ten consistent responses get a relatively large 

influence: the weights of the categories are defined by these ten respondents. The weights appointed by these ten 

respondents are then multiplied by the weights of the corresponding obstacles. In paragraph 6.5.3, a choice is made 

whether the inconsistent obstacles should be excluded from the results or not. 

 

Consensus 

As explained in paragraph 5.4.5, the consensus indicates whether the respondents give similar answers or not. 

Because Goepel, the developer of the consensus method, does not give quantitative statements for the percent-

ages, it is unknown how the percentages should be interpreted exactly. However, the consensus levels can be com-

pared with each other. Table 32 shows the consensus levels of the different categories. The consensus between all 

the answers (total) and between the consistent answers (consistent) differ. Therefore, both are shown in Table 32.  

 

Table 32: Consensus of method 1 

 Consensus 
Category Total Consistent 

1. Costs 39.90% 39.90% 

2. Substantive limitations 32.41% 34.94% 

3. Difficult to manage 18.12% 16.33% 

4. Lack of confidence   42.45% 39.13% 

5. Lack of incentives 22.56% 24.88% 

6. Unfamiliarity 62.67% 62.67% 

7. Negative consequences 60.00% 60.00% 

Comparison categories  11.50% 31.39% 

 

As table 31 shows, the consensus differs much per category. The categories 6 (unfamiliarity) and 7 (negative conse-

quences) have a much higher consensus than the other categories. This means that the answers of different re-

spondents are similar. However, this can also be explained by the fact that the obstacles in these categories are 

often nog recognized by the respondents. Obstacle 6.1 is eight times recognized, and the other obstacles even less. 

Therefore, if a person does not recognize an obstacle, his or her response shows similarities with other respondents 

who also do not recognize this obstacle. 

 

However, it still can be concluded that many of the respondents think the same about the categories 6 and 7. Fur-

thermore, the categories 1 (costs), 2 (substantive limitations) and 4 (lack of confidence) are also relatively similar. 

The answers about category 3 (difficult to manage) and category 5 (lack of incentives) show less similarities. Fur-

thermore, the comparison of the categories are quite aggregated when only the consistent categories are taken 

into account. However, when all the respondents’ answers are used, the consensus is much lower.   

 

6.5.2. Results method 2 

In this method, the non-perceived obstacles get a value of 0. In appendix 7, an overview is given of the answers of 

each respondent separately. Of these answers, the average weight is calculated. By multiplying the weights of the 

obstacles with the weights of the categories, a total ranking is made of the obstacles. This is shown in Table 33.  
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Table 33: Results pairwise comparison method 2 

 

Just as with method 1, the obstacles out of the categories costs, substantive limitations and difficulty to manage are 

considered the most obstructive. However, one other obstacle is ranked high in comparison with method 1: “the 

knowledge about the content of WELL is limited”. 

 

More conclusions are drawn in the paragraph 6.5.3, when the outcomes of both methods are compared. Below, 

the remarkable aspect of this method are first reviewed.   

 

The first noticeable aspect is the large difference between the total outcome and the outcome of the consistent 

answers. After the first five obstacles, the differences between the total and the consistent responses vary more 

than with method 1. This could be explained by the fact that if an obstacle in this category is not perceived, it gets 

a weight of 0%, and therefore the other obstacles get a higher weight. Therefore, all the obstacles that are perceived, 

have a higher weight than in method 1. Because only obstacles that are perceived can become inconsistent, the 

difference between the total responses and the consistent answers is larger in method 2.  

 

 

 

AHP method 1 (non-perceived is 0) 

Obstacle # per-

ceived 

Total Consistent 

Rank  Weight  Rank  Weight  

1.1 High costs for registration and certification 19 1 26.22% 1 34.80% 

1.2 High costs for implementation 12 2 12.04% 2 15.98% 

2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing 

buildings 

17 3 9.98% 3 14.75% 

2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 14 4 7.12% 4 9.80% 

3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with differ-

ent parties  

12 5 5.36% 5 4.33% 

6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is lim-

ited 

8 6 5.12% 7 2,78% 

3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment 14 7 3.94% 6 3.67% 

7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  6 8 3.14% 10 1.16% 

4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead 

of WELL-certification 

11 9 2.97% 13 0.96% 

5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 11 10 2.77% 11 1.09% 

3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  10 11 2.75% 8 2.35% 

4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  11 12 2.59% 15 0.84% 

5.4 Lack of demand from investors 9 13 2.57% 18 0.71% 

5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 8 14 2.41% 14 0.89% 

2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 6 15 2.22% 9 1.93% 

6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 7 16 1.91% 12 1.04% 

5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  8 17 1.87% 16 0.81% 

7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  5 18 1.57% 19 0.58% 

7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 3 19 1.47% 20 0.54% 

6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities 

is limited 

4 20 1.46% 17 0.79% 

4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the oc-

cupier  

3 21 0.35% 21 0,11% 

5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 2 22 0.18% 22 0.09% 
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  Inconsistency  

As mentioned in paragraph 5.5.1, the inconsistency ratio is negatively influenced in method 2. This is caused by the 

fact that the value 0, being close to 1, still has a value in calculating the inconsistency ratio. However, this could be 

solved by not taking the missing value into account when calculating the IR. This is the same method as is used in 

method 1. Therefore, the inconsistency ratio of the two methods are the same.   

 

Consensus 

Paragraph 5.5.1 further explained that the calculations of the consensus are not possible in method 2. This is caused 

by the fact that the natural logarithm of 0 cannot be calculated. Therefore, in this method, the consensus cannot 

be taken into account.  

 

6.5.3. Comparison both methods 

In Table 34, the total rankings and the consistent rankings of method 1 and 2 are displayed. Two choices have to be 

made: whether the results of method 1 or method 2 are used, and whether all the answers or only the consistent 

answers are taken into account.  

 

Table 34: Results pairwise comparison method 1 and 2 

  AHP method 1 

 (non-perceived is 1/9 

AHP method 2  

(non-perceived is 0) 

Obstacle #  Total Consistent Total Consistent 

Rank  Weight Rank  Weight  Rank Weight  Rank Weight  

1.1 High costs for registra-

tion and certification 

19  1 26.31% 1 38.54% 1 26.22% 

 

1 34.80% 

1.2 High costs for imple-

mentation 

12  2 13.87% 2 20.31% 2 12.04% 2 15.98% 

2.1 Difficult to implement 

the features in existing 

buildings 

17  3 7.97% 3 10.75% 3 9.98% 3 14.75% 

3.3 The responsibility of 

WELL is shared with dif-

ferent parties  

12  4 6.12% 6 3.43% 5 5.36% 5 4.33% 

3.1 Challenge to estimate 

the return on invest-

ment  

14  5 5.70% 5 3.90% 7 3.94% 6 3.67% 

2.2 WELL is not focused on 

Dutch standards 

14  6 5.61% 4 6.52% 4 7.12% 4 9.80% 

3.2 The certification pro-

cess is long and difficult  

10  7 3.89% 8 2.30% 11 2.75% 8 2.35% 

5.3 Lack of demand from 

occupiers 

11  8 3.44% 11 1.08% 10 2.77% 11 1.09% 

4.2 WELL is no proven con-

cept (yet)  

11  9 3.29% 13 0.86% 12 2.59% 15 0.84% 

4.3 Preference for sustaina-

ble certification instead 

of WELL-certification 

11  10 3.25% 14 0.83% 9 2.97% 13 0.96% 

2.3 The requirements, set 

by WELL, are too strict 

6  11 2.72% 7 2.96% 15 2.22% 9 1.93% 

5.4 Lack of demand from 

investors 

9  12 2.51% 18 0.75% 13 2.57% 18 0.71% 

6.2 The knowledge about 

the content of WELL is 

limited 

8  13 2.28% 9 1.17% 6 5.12% 7 2.78% 
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 Method 1 vs method 2 

In method 1, the non-perceived obstacles get a value (1/9 of the least obstructive obstacle). This makes the differ-

ence between the weights of the obstacles smaller. Therefore, the overall ranking is more influenced by the weights 

of the categories. In other words: if obstacle 4.1 “Difficult to recoup the costs on the occupier” was placed in another 

category, the position in the ranking would have been different as well. Because the division of the obstacles into 

categories is done relatively arbitrary, it is recommended to reduce the influence of the categories. 

 

Furthermore, in method 2, the values of non-recognized obstacles become 0. This means that the non-recognized 

obstacles are less important than in the first method. Therefore, the amount of times an obstacle is recognized 

becomes more important.  

 

For this reasons, method 2 is considered to be more appropriated for this study, because this method decreases 

the influence of the division in categories and increases the influence of the amount of times an obstacle is per-

ceived. However, because the consensus cannot be calculated with method 2, the consensus is calculated by the 

values of method 1.  

 

Total vs consistent  

If only the consistent answers are taken into account, the influence of ten respondents becomes severely large. This 

is caused by the fact that only ten respondents consistently ranked the categories, and the weights of the categories 

appointed by these ten persons, are multiplied by the weights of the obstacles of all twenty-six respondents. 

 

Furthermore, the maximum of the inconsistency ratio (5%, 8% and 10%, depending on the amount of variables) is 

a rule of thumb. Different studies have shown that this height of the inconsistency ratio is not appropriated for each 

research setting. Because in this study, the respondents were not offered intermediate values (2, 4, 6 and 8) at the 

fundamental scale, and because there are seven options in the list of categories, an inconsistency ratio of 10% is 

easily exceeded.  

 

For these two reasons, it is decided that the total answers of method 2 provide the best solution for this research.   

 

Table 34 (cont’d): Results pairwise comparison method 1 and 2 

5.2 Users implement well-

ness programs them-

selves 

8  14 2.15% 16 0.79% 14 2.41% 14 0.89% 

5.1 Lack of governmental 

incentives  

8  15 1.81% 19 0.69% 17 1.87% 16 0.81% 

7.3 Complicated to manage 

WELL after certification  

6  16 1.63% 10 1.14% 8 3.14% 10 1.16% 

6.1 The knowledge of WELL 

is limited 

7  17 1.52% 17 0.78% 16 1.91% 12 1.04% 

7.2 WELL has a negative ef-

fect on the lettable area  

5  18 1.35% 12 0.95% 18 1.57% 19 0.58% 

4.1 Difficult to recoup the 

costs for WELL on the 

occupier  

3  19 1.25% 22 0.32% 21 0.35% 21 0.11% 

7.1 WELL limits the target 

group for an object 

3  20 1.18% 15 0.83% 19 1.47% 20 0.54% 

6.3 The knowledge about 

the technical possibili-

ties is limited 

4  21 1.13% 20 0,58% 20 1.46% 17 0,79% 

5.5 Lack of demand from 

shareholders 

2  22 1.02% 21 0.52% 22 0.18% 22 0.09% 
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6.5.4. Results pairwise comparison  

In the previous paragraph, it is concluded that the total answers of method 2 give the best results for this research. 

Therefore, in this paragraph, the results are discussed of this pairwise comparison, which are shown in Table 35.  

 

Table 35: Results of the pairwise comparison method (method 2, total) 

AHP method 2 (non-perceived is 0) 

Total 

Rank Obstacle Weight 

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 26.22% 

2 1.2 High costs for implementation 12.04% 

3 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 9.98% 

4 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 7.12% 

5 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  5.36% 

6 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 5.12% 

7 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  3.94% 

8 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  3.14% 

9 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 2.97% 

10 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 2.77% 

11 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  2.75% 

12 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  2.59% 

13 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 2.57% 

14 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 2.41% 

15 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 2.22% 

16 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 1.91% 

17 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  1.87% 

18 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  1.57% 

19 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 1.47% 

20 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 1.46% 

21 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.35% 

22 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.18% 

 

As mentioned in paragraph 5.4, the weights are on a rational scale. Hence, it can be interpreted that obstacle 1.1 is 

considered (26.22 / 12.04 =) 2.2 times more important as obstacle 1.2. Below, the most remarkable aspects of these 

results are discussed.  

 

Obstacle 1: High costs for registration and certification (26.22%) 

The high costs for registration and certification form the most obstructive obstacle for the implementation of WELL. 

Because these costs are publicly available online, it is expected that the respondents can estimate quite precise 

how high these costs are.  

 

As mentioned in paragraph 4.4.1, the registration and certification for an office of 7,500 m2, which is quite average 

in the Netherlands (Bak, 2016), on core and shell level will approximately cost € 12,500.-, while a new building of 

50,000 m2 will approximately cost € 73,000,-. Additional costs can be made by hiring a consultant, when the investor 

is not familiar enough with the content of WELL. These costs can be severely high when taking into account that the 

rental costs for an office of 7,500 m2 will be approximately € 750,000 per year.  
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These numbers are put in perspective by comparing them with the fees for LEED and BREEAM-NL. The comparison 

is made for office buildings of 7,500 m2 and 50,000 m2 and on core and shell level, for non-members.  

 

Table 36: Comparison between registration- and certification fees of WELL, LEED and BREEAM-NL. (Square feet are transacted to 

square meters and dollars are transacted to euros according to the exchange rate of 06-02-2018 [$ 1.- = € 0.810]) (IWBI, 2017d) 

Comparison registration- and certification fees 

 WELL LEED BREEAM-NL 

7,500 m2 (tot.) € 17,632.-  € 9,676.- € 2,075.- 

   Registration     € 3,241.-    € 5,227.-    € 500.- 

   Certification    € 14,391.-    € 4,449.-    € 1,575,- 

50,000 m2 (tot.) € 83,763.- € 31,966.- € 2,075.- 

   Registration    € 5,267.-    € 5,227.-    € 500.- 

   Certification     € 78,496.-    € 26,739.-    € 1,575.- 

 

As Table 36 shows, WELL is considerately more expensive than LEED and BREEAM-NL. However the fees give a 

distorted overview, because the different registration- and certification processes do not include the same aspects: 

WELL includes an on-site assessment and an assessing party, while LEED does not have an on-site assessment and 

BREEAM-NL does not have an on-site assessment and no assessing party. Although these included features explain 

the price difference, these could also be considered as a possibility to reduce the costs.  

 

For LEED and BREEAM-NL, documentation about installations have to be provided. If the installations can deliver 

the demanded quality, the feature is met. WELL, on the other hand, not only reviews the documentation, but also 

measures whether the minimum- and maximum levels are reached in the building itself. Air quality, water quality, 

light attributes, thermal considerations and acoustic elements are inspected, to determine if the features reflected 

in the submitted documents are actually achieved. This requires an assessor to visit the location, perform several 

tests and to let samples be tested in a laboratory. Although this is more reliable and therefore increases the quality 

of the certificate, it increases the costs of WELL in comparison to LEED and BREEAM-NL. Although Delos has proba-

bly introduced this function to become a more reliable certificate, costs could be reduced by looking critically at the 

assessment and reconsider which aspects should be measured.  

 

Another difference between WELL and BREEAM-NL, is the party that is authorized to assess a registration and to 

award the certification. For WELL and LEED, this is the GBCI, which is an independent, third party that is authorized 

to conduct the assessment and award buildings with the WELL or LEED certificate. BREEAM-NL, in contrast, has 

another business model; private parties can take a training to become a BREEAM assessor. A fee is then paid to 

BREEAM-NL for this training and per assessed asset. A large part of the registration costs for BREEAM-NL is therefore 

paid to the assessor, and therefore the above mentioned certification costs give a distorted picture. Currently, sixty-

seven assessors are registered in the Netherlands and therefore authorized to award the BREEAM-certificate. With 

this model, market force is introduced, and therefore, the different assessors are competitive with each other, which 

reduces the costs in comparison with LEED and BREEAM-NL. Another aspect is that GBCI Europe is located in Munich 

and therefore has larger traveling costs than the local Dutch assessors of BREEAM-NL.  

 

Another difference between WELL in comparison with LEED and BREEAM-NL is the scale. As mentioned in paragraph 

2.5, over 560,000 are BREEAM-certified (BRE, 2017) and over 90,000 projects have been LEED-certified (USGBC, 

2017). Therefore, these certificates have been implemented much more often than WELL and therefore have the 

benefit of large-scale. If WELL would be implemented on a large scale, the costs per building could be reduced. 

Therefore, it could be possible that, because the costs have been appointed as the biggest obstacle, reducing these 

costs could increase the demand and therefore the missed revenues are compensated.  
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In conclusion, three measures can be taken to reduce the costs of WELL-registration and certification, and thereby 

reducing the biggest obstacle to implement WELL in office buildings: reducing the costs of the on-site assessment, 

introduce market mechanisms in the assessing party and reduce the overall costs.  

 

It is important to notice that this obstacle focusses explicitly on WELL, and not on healthy offices in general. There-

fore, this obstacle does not obstruct the implementation of healthy office concepts, but just the implementation of 

WELL.  

 

Obstacle 2: High costs for implementation (12.04%) 

Obstacle 3: Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings (9.98%) 

The obstacles 1.2 (high costs for implementation) and 2.1 (difficult to implement the features in existing buildings) 

are considered to be relatively obstructive as well. These two obstacles are closely related to each other: If WELL 

could be more easily implemented in existing buildings, the costs for implementation could be lower. 

  

Contrary to the costs for registration- and certification, the costs for implementation differ per building and are 

therefore difficult to estimate. Consequently, it could be possible that the respondents overestimate these costs. If 

this is the case, it would be more important to create more insight in the possible costs then to lower the costs. 

However, because the majority of the group of respondents have advanced knowledge of WELL, it is expected that 

they well-estimated the implementation costs. 

 

As mentioned in paragraph 4.5.1 the subdivision of WELL between “new and existing buildings”, “new and existing 

interiors” and “core and shell” is focused on the amount of influence of the stakeholders instead of the phase of the 

building. Other building certificates, such as BREEAM and LEED, set different requirements for the amount of stake-

holders, but also for the phase where the building is in. BREEAM has a certificate especially made for “in use” build-

ings, which is then divided in “asset”, “management” and “use” which are comparable with the categories “new and 

existing buildings”, “new and existing interiors and “core and shell” of WELL (Dutch Green Building Council (DGBC), 

2016). Because WELL does not have a division based on the phase the building is in, it can be difficult to implement 

WELL in existing buildings. It could be an interesting solution to make a WELL Building Standard specifically for 

existing buildings. This could reduce the difficulty of implementing WELL into an existing building and thereby also 

reduce the high costs for implementation.  

 

These obstacles do not focus specifically on WELL, but could be relevant for the implementation of healthy office 

concepts in general. However, because of the specific demands from WELL, it is expected that these obstacles are 

more obstructive to implement WELL, than for the implementation of healthy office concepts in general.  

 

Obstacle 4: WELL is not focused on Dutch standards (7.12%) 

The fourth obstacle concerns the fact that WELL is not focused on Dutch standards. As mentioned in paragraph 

4.5.2, WELL is mainly focused on the United States. Therefore, the standard does not take Dutch standards or cul-

tural differences into account.   

 

Again, a comparison is made with BREEAM. This building certificate has a specific Dutch version (BREEAM-NL), which 

focusses explicitly on the Dutch situation, taking into consideration the local standards and customs. It is expected 

that a Dutch version of WELL could diminish this obstacle.  

 

This obstacle again focusses specifically on WELL, and does not limit the implementation of healthy offices in gen-

eral.  

 

Other obstacles 

Other remarkable aspects of this ranking are that the lack of demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders 

do not form large obstacles. This could be explained by suggesting that the demand is high and therefore, the lack 

of demand is no obstacle. However, the survey questions showed that a majority of the target group did not expe-
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rience demand from the occupiers or shareholders. This means that the demand, despite being low, is not consid-

ered to be a large obstacle. Apparently, the choice to implement WELL is generally an active one instead of a reactive 

one: stakeholders decide to pursue WELL even when the demand is not clearly present. 

 

Another remarkable aspect is that obstacles from category 7 (negative consequences of WELL) are also considered 

relatively small. This could be caused by the fact that no building is certified yet, and therefore, the respondents do 

not have experience with the negative consequences (yet). However, because the respondents are considered to 

be experts in their work field, it is assumed that they are able to consider the impact of WELL accurately and there-

fore, it can be concluded that the negative consequences do not form a large obstacle.  

 

Consensus 

Because the consensus is not calculable by method 2, method 1 is used. This resulted in the consensus levels as 

shown in Table 37.  

 

Table 37: Consensus  

Consensus 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 39.90% 

2. Substantive limitations  32.41% 

3. Difficult to manage 18.12% 

4. Lack of confidence   42.45% 

5. Lack of incentives 22.56% 

6. Unfamiliarity 62.67% 

7. Negative consequences 60.00% 

Comparison categories  11.50% 

 

As the table shows, the consensus differs much per category. The categories 6 (unfamiliarity) and 7 (negative con-

sequences) have a much higher consensus than the other categories. Furthermore, the categories 1 (costs), 2 (sub-

stantive limitations) and 4 (lack of confidence) are also relatively similar. The answers about category 3 (difficult to 

manage) and category 5 (lack of incentives) show less similarities. Furthermore, the comparison of the categories 

show almost no aggregation. This means that the respondents do not agree which category is the most important, 

but that in the categories, they often agree on which obstacle is the most important. This again shows that the 

division in categories should not play an important role in the ranking, and therefore, method 2 is more appropri-

ated than method 1.  

 

In this paragraph, the results of the total sample are discussed. In the next paragraph, the answers of the different 

stakeholders are examined separately.  

 

6.6. Results pairwise comparison per stakeholder 

As mentioned in paragraph 6.2, five different stakeholders have responded to this research: corporate real estate 

managers, developers, institutional investors, consultants and asset managers. Just as for the total sample, the total 

answers of method 2 are considered to give the most appropriated results for the stakeholders. Therefore, these 

answers are discussed in the paragraphs 6.6.1 – 6.6.5.  

 

It is important to keep in mind that, by dividing the sample into five sub-groups, the amount of respondents per 

sub-group becomes very small, and therefore these answers could not be considered to be representative for the 

target group as a whole. 
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6.6.1. Corporate real estate managers 

First, the obstacles of the corporate real estate managers are ranked. As mentioned in paragraph 6.2, three corpo-

rate real estate managers participated in this study. Because this group is small, these outcomes should be carefully 

interpreted and cannot be considered representative for corporate real estate managers in general. The ranking by 

the corporate real estate managers, together with the ranking of the total sample, is shown in Table 38.  

 

Table 38: Results pairwise comparisons of corporate real estate managers (method 2, all answers) 

Corporate real estate managers 

Corporate real estate managers Total sample 

Rank Obstacle Weight Rank Weight  

1 1.2 High costs for implementation 29.96% 2 12.04% 

2 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 23.97% 1 26.22% 

3 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 8.73% 15 2.22% 

4 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 7.95% 4 7.12% 

5 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  7.93% 11 2.75% 

6 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 7.31% 3 9.98% 

7 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  4.40% 5 5.36% 

8 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 4.21% 9 2.97% 

9 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  2.44% 17 1.87% 

10 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  1.74% 8 3.14% 

11 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  0.84% 12 2.59% 

12 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  0.51% 7 3.94% 

13 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.00% 21 0.35% 

14 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 0.00% 14 2.41% 

15 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 0.00% 10 2.77% 

16 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 0.00% 13 2.57% 

17 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.00% 22 0.18% 

18 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 0.00% 16 1.91% 

19 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 0.00% 6 5.12% 

20 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 0.00% 20 1.46% 

21 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 0.00% 19 1.47% 

22 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  0.00% 18 1.57% 

 

The ranking of obstacles by the corporate real estate managers differs largely than the overall ranking. First of all, 

the corporate real estate managers consider obstacle 1.2 (high costs for implementation) more important than 

obstacle 1.1 (high costs for registration and certification). Furthermore, the requirements of WELL being too strict 

is also considered much more obstructive by the corporate real estate mangers, than by the total group of respond-

ents.  

 

The high costs for implementation, the requirements set by WELL being too strict, the lack of focus of WELL on 

Dutch standards, the certification process being long and difficult, and the difficulty to implement features in exist-

ing buildings, are all considered important obstacles by the corporate real estate managers. These obstacles corre-

late to a large extent with each other. Hence, these five obstacles could be considered as one obstacle: that the 

requirements set by WELL are difficult to reach, as well in a financial way as to be managed.  
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Another remarkable aspect is that obstacle 3.1 (challenge to estimate the return on investment) is the least obstruc-

tive obstacle (of the perceived ones). It was expected that this obstacle was more obstructing because of the diffi-

culty of predicting the increase of productivity and thereby calculating the savings.  

 

Furthermore, it stands out that the corporate real estate managers do not perceive a limited amount of knowledge 

of WELL as an obstacle. This can be explained by the fact that two of the three corporate real estate managers have 

carried out a full case study and have average knowledge of WELL. The third CRE-manager has decided to imple-

ment WELL and has advanced knowledge. With this insight, it is not remarkable that the lack of knowledge is not 

perceived as an obstacle. However, the question arises whether this is representative for corporate real estate 

managers in general.  

 

 Consensus 

The consensus for the corporate real estate managers is shown in Table 39. It is noticeable that the consensus is 

much higher than the consensus between all the twenty-six respondents. This is caused by the low amount of 

respondents in this group: three people have a higher chance of being consolidated than twenty-six persons.  

 

Table 39: Consensus between corporate real estate managers 

Consensus between corporate real estate managers 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 40.45% 

2. Substantive limitations  42.94% 

3. Difficult to manage 55.69% 

4. Lack of confidence   68.79% 

5. Lack of incentives 74.57% 

6. Unfamiliarity 100.00% 

7. Negative consequences 73.30% 

Comparison categories 50.44% 

 

However, it is remarkable that category 1 (costs) has a low consensus: the three corporate real estate differ in 

opinion whether the high costs for registration and certification, or the high costs for implementation is more im-

portant. The answers of the different corporate real estate managers in this category are shown in Table 40.  

 

Table 40: Weights of obstacle 1.1 and 1.2, according to the corporate real estate managers 

Weights of obstacle 1.1 and 1.2, according to the CRE-managers 

 CREM 1 CREM 2 CREM 3 

1.1 High costs for registration and certification  83% 50% 0% 

1.2 High costs for implementation 17% 50% 100% 

 

As can be seen, CREM 1 finds obstacle 1.1 seven times more important than obstacle 1.2, while CREM 2 finds both 

obstacles evenly important, and CREM 3 only perceives obstacle 1.2. However, combined with the other important 

obstacles (such as the too strict requirements and the difficult implementation into buildings), it is likely that the 

high costs for implementation is considered more important. Nevertheless, all three corporate real estate managers 

find “costs” to be the most important category. 

 

Furthermore, it is interesting that category 6 has a consensus of 100%. This is caused by the fact that the three 

corporate real estate managers did not perceive an obstacle from this category. Therefore, all the obstacles get the 

same value and the consensus is 100%.  
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6.6.2. Developers 

Six developers were interviewed and surveyed for this research. The ranking of the obstacles by the developers, 

together with the ranking of the total sample, is shown in Table 41. 

 

Table 41: Results pairwise comparisons of developers (method 2, all answers) 

Developers 

Developers Total sample 

Rank Obstacle Weight Rank Weight  

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 26.54% 1 26.22% 

2 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  11.15% 5 5.36% 

3 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 8.94% 3 9.98% 

4 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 7.68% 4 7.12% 

5 1.2 High costs for implementation 5.63% 2 12.04% 

6 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 5.31% 13 2.57% 

7 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  4.97% 7 3.94% 

8 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 4.17% 9 2.97% 

9 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 3.87% 14 2.41% 

10 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 3.80% 6 5.12% 

11 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 3.80% 20 1.46% 

12 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 2.64% 15 2.22% 

13 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 2.53% 16 1.91% 

14 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  2.30% 12 2.59% 

15 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 1.65% 19 1.47% 

16 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  1.65% 18 1.57% 

17 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  1.65% 8 3.14% 

18 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  1.06% 11 2.75% 

19 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 0.39% 10 2.77% 

20 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.16% 21 0.35% 

21 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  0.11% 17 1.87% 

22 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.00% 22 0.18% 

 

Just as the whole sample, the sub-group of developers finds the high costs for registrations and certification the 

most obstructive obstacle. Furthermore, it is remarkable that obstacle 3.3 (the responsibility for WELL is shared 

with different parties) is considered as the second most obstructive obstacle. This could be explained by the fact 

that developers already have much contact with different parties when developing a building, and an increase of 

stakeholders could therefore be considered as difficult. Just as with the corporate real estate managers, the diffi-

culty to implement WELL in existing buildings, the lack of focus on Dutch standards and, the high costs for obstacle: 

that the requirements set by WELL are difficult to reach, as well in a financial way as to be managed.  

 

Furthermore, the lack of demand from occupiers is not considered to be important, while the lack of demand from 

investors is ranked six. This could be explained by the fact that, from the six developers, five experienced demand 

from occupiers and only three experienced demand from investors. This could be caused by the fact that the de-

veloper commonly builds the projects with own risk. Therefore, if no investor can be found, the developer will prob-

ably suffer a loss.   
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 Consensus 

The consensus for the developers is shown in Table 42. It is noticeable that the consensus is much higher than the 

consensus between all the twenty-six respondents. Just as with the corporate real estate managers, this is caused 

by the low amount of respondents in this group: six people have a higher chance of being consolidated than twenty-

six persons.  

 

Table 42: Consensus between developers 

Consensus between developers 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 37.89% 

2. Substantive limitations  21.05% 

3. Difficult to manage 45.13% 

4. Lack of confidence   54.02% 

5. Lack of incentives 37.19% 

6. Unfamiliarity 66.64% 

7. Negative consequences 43.80% 

Comparison categories 12.45% 

 

As shown in Table 42, the consensus is lower than the consensus of the corporate real estate manages. This is 

caused by the fact that the amount of respondents in the group of developers is higher. Remarkable is that category 

2 has a relatively low consensus. Apparently, the developers are not thinking alike about which obstacle is the most 

important in this category. Furthermore, the consensus in category six is relatively high. The same reason applies 

here as mentioned at the corporate real estate managers: only two people perceived obstacles from this category. 

Therefore, a lot of consensus occurs between the persons that not perceive this obstacle. Finally, the comparison 

of categories show almost no consensus, meaning that developers do not agree on which categories are the most 

obstructive.  

  

6.6.3. Institutional investors  

The group of institutional investors consists of six respondents as well. Their ranking of the obstacles is given in 

Table 43.  

 

Table 43: Results pairwise comparisons of the institutional investors (method 2, all answers) 

Institutional investors  

Institutional investors  Total sample 

Rank Obstacle Weight Rank Weight  

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 22.20% 1 26.22% 

2 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 11.74% 10 2.77% 

3 1.2 High costs for implementation 11.35% 2 12.04% 

4 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 7.25% 6 5.12% 

5 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  5.74% 12 2.59% 

6 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 5.40% 19 1.47% 

7 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  5.40% 18 1.57% 

8 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 5.06% 3 9.98% 

9 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  4.88% 5 5.36% 

10 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 3.81% 13 2.57% 

11 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 3.04% 14 2.41% 
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Table 43 (cont’d): Results pairwise comparisons of the institutional investors (method 2, all answers) 

12 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 2.96% 9 2.97% 

13 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  2.96% 7 3.94% 

14 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  2.81% 11 2.75% 

15 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 1.91% 20 1.46% 

16 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 1.10% 22 0.18% 

17 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  0.98% 8 3.14% 

18 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 0.67% 4 7.12% 

19 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  0.57% 17 1.87% 

20 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.19% 21 0.35% 

21 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 0.00% 15 2.22% 

22 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 0.00% 16 1.91% 

 

As shown, the high costs for registration and certification are for the institutional investors the largest obstacle, 

which complies with the answers of the total target group. The lack of demand from occupiers is also considered 

to be very obstructive. This seems logical: institutional investors are characterized by their risk-avoidance, and office 

vacancy is one of the largest risks for investors. This also explains the relative importance of WELL limiting the target 

group and the negative effect on the lettable area. Furthermore, it is remarkable that the knowledge about the 

content of WELL also plays an important role for institutional investors. Another obstacle that is considered to be 

relatively obstructive is that WELL is no proven concept (yet). This complies with the idea that institutional investors 

are risk avoiding and therefore value proven concepts.  

 

Next, it is remarkable that the difficulty to implement the features in existing buildings is only ranked eighth by the 

institutional investors. Because institutional investors often have portfolios with large, existing buildings, it was ex-

pected that this obstacle would be a larger obstacle. Also, the obstacle that WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 

is not considered obstructive by the institutional investors. This could be explained by the fact that institutional 

investors commonly have international portfolios, and therefore, it could be considered an advantage that WELL is 

the same for each country.  

 

Consensus 

The consensus for the institutional investors is shown in Table 44.  

 

Table 44: Consensus between institutional investors  

Consensus between institutional investors 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 44.42% 

2. Substantive limitations  64.28% 

3. Difficult to manage -0.93% 

4. Lack of confidence   26.64% 

5. Lack of incentives 19.15% 

6. Unfamiliarity 68.66% 

7. Negative consequences 60.31% 

Comparison categories 34.32% 

 

As shown in Table 44, the institutional investors give similar answers to the categories 1, 2, 6 and 7. However, the 

respondents agree less about the importance of the obstacles in the categories 3, 4, and 5. Finally, the negative 

consensus of category 3 is highly curious. Although it cannot be stated with certainty, it is expected that this is 
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caused by the rounding of the numbers. The answers in this category largely differ from each other, so the consen-

sus is at any rate expected to be very low. 

 

6.6.4. Consultants 

The group of consultants is the largest sub group, consisting of eight respondents. Their rankings are shown in 

Table 45.   

 

Table 45: Results pairwise comparisons of the consultants (method 2, all answers) 

Consultants 

Consultants  Total sample 

Rank Obstacle Weight Rank Weight  

1 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 33.78% 1 26.22% 

2 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 15.86% 4 7.12% 

3 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 13.59% 3 9.98% 

4 1.2 High costs for implementation 7.79% 2 12.04% 

5 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  6.60% 7 3.94% 

6 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  6.23% 8 3.14% 

7 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  2.62% 17 1.87% 

8 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 2.27% 15 2.22% 

9 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 2.05% 6 5.12% 

10 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  2.00% 12 2.59% 

11 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  1.65% 11 2.75% 

12 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  1.65% 5 5.36% 

13 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 1.14% 9 2.97% 

14 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 0.88% 16 1.91% 

15 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 0.60% 14 2.41% 

16 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 0.59% 20 1.46% 

17 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 0.40% 10 2.77% 

18 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  0.29% 21 0.35% 

19 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 0.00% 13 2.57% 

20 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.00% 22 0.18% 

21 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 0.00% 19 1.47% 

22 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  0.00% 18 1.57% 

 

As Table 45 shows, the answers of the consultants are similar to the answers of the target group as a whole. This 

can be partly explained by the fact that the consultants work for other stakeholders and therefore take their obsta-

cles into account. Furthermore, the consultants form the largest sub group, and therefore their answers have the 

largest influence on the outcome of the whole target group.   

 

However, one obstacle stands out: obstacle 5.1 “lack of governmental incentives” is considered to be relatively ob-

structive by consultants. This could be explained by the fact that the interviewed consultants all had much experi-

ence with sustainability. Because there are governmental incentives for sustainable measures, the consultants are 

perhaps more used to it than the other respondents, and therefore find this more obstructive. Furthermore, it is 

remarkable that the lack of demand from occupiers, investors and shareholders play almost no role. This could be 

explained by the fact that consultants are less dependent on these parties than the developers and institutional 

investors. 
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Consensus 

The consensus for the consultants is shown in Table 46. 

 

Table 46: Consensus between consultants   

Consensus between consultants 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 49.14% 

2. Substantive limitations  34.13% 

3. Difficult to manage 36.48% 

4. Lack of confidence   61.94% 

5. Lack of incentives 66.73% 

6. Unfamiliarity 78.32% 

7. Negative consequences 77.36% 

Comparison categories 13.60% 

 

As can be seen, the amount of consistent answers is relatively high. Especially when it is considered that if more 

persons are in the sample, the consensus tends to be lower, Therefore, Table 46 shows clearly that the answers of 

the consultants are relatively similar. The opinions about the categories on the other hand are highly divided. This 

means that the consultants find different categories important, but rank the obstacles in the categories the same.  

 

6.6.5. Asset managers 

Last, the obstacles of the asset managers are ranked. As mentioned in paragraph 6.2, three asset managers partic-

ipated in this study. The ranking by the asset managers is shown in Table 47.  

 

Table 47: Results pairwise comparisons of asset managers (method 2, all answers) 

Asset managers 

Asset managers Total sample 

Rank Obstacle Weight Rank Weight  

1 1.2 High costs for implementation 22.09% 2 12,04% 

2 6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited 15.06% 6 5,12% 

3 1.1 High costs for registration and certification 13.26% 1 26,22% 

4 6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited 10.39% 16 1,91% 

5 2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings 6,.67% 3 9,98% 

6 3.3 The responsibility of WELL is shared with different parties  5.81% 5 5,36% 

7 4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification 4.75% 9 2,97% 

8 5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers 4.62% 10 2,77% 

9 5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves 4.46% 14 2,41% 

10 5.4 Lack of demand from investors 3.65% 13 2,57% 

11 3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  2.64% 11 2,75% 

12 2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards 2.22% 4 7,12% 

13 7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  1.47% 8 3,14% 

14 3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment  1.06% 7 3,94% 

15 4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  1.00% 21 0,35% 

16 7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area  0.29% 18 1,47% 

17 4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet)  0.25% 12 2,59% 
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Table 47 (cont’d): Results pairwise comparisons of asset managers (method 2, all answers) 

18 5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  0.17% 17 1,87% 

19 6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited 0.12% 20 1,46% 

20 2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict 0.00% 15 2,22% 

21 5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders 0.00% 22 0,18% 

22 7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object 0.00% 19 1,47% 

 

The group of asset managers mainly invests on behave of institutional investors. Therefore, it is remarkable that 

the obstacles high costs for implementation and difficult to implement in existing buildings are considered much 

more obstructive by the asset managers than by the institutional investors. Furthermore, they find it much less 

important that WELL is no proven concept (yet) than the institutional investors. This seems illogical, and could best 

be explained by the fact that the group of asset managers is severely limited (only three respondents), and there-

fore, it is likely that these answers are not representative for all asset managers.  

 

Furthermore, it is noticeable that this group of asset managers find the limited knowledge about WELL and the 

knowledge about the content of WELL much more obstructive than the target group as a whole. This could be 

explained by the fact that the three respondents in this group have basic and beginning knowledge, while in the 

other groups the majority of respondents have average or advanced knowledge.   

 

Consensus 

The consensus for the institutional investors is shown in Table 48. When looking at the amount of respondents in 

this group, the consensus is relatively average.  

 

Table 48: Consensus between asset managers  

Consensus between asset managers 
Category Consensus 

1. Costs 51.63% 

2. Substantive limitations  68.59% 

3. Difficult to manage 14.27% 

4. Lack of confidence   65.72% 

5. Lack of incentives 49.80% 

6. Unfamiliarity 30.89% 

7. Negative consequences 68.79% 

Comparison categories 32.19% 

 

The consensus of category 3 is very low. Apparently, the asset managers do not agree on which obstacle the most 

obstructive in this category is. Furthermore, the asset managers have a relatively small consensus on category 6 

and on the comparison of the categories.  

 

6.7. Conclusion 

In this chapter, the results of this research are discussed. With twenty-six respondents, the target group is limited. 

However, by using interviews, much background information has been gathered, creating more insight in the topic. 

 

The target group consisted of three corporate real estate managers, six developers, six institutional investors, six 

consultants and three asset managers. When looking at the company size, company image and the reasons of the 

respondents to consider WELL, it could be concluded that the respondents are mainly active as innovators and early 

adopters.  
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When asked about their interpretation of a healthy office, and about the healthy measures that they already have 

taken, aspects about the climate, green, sport facilities, healthy food and inspiring surroundings were mentioned 

most often. This complies to a large extent with the content of WELL, which means that WELL could be considered 

as a suitable certificate for healthy offices.  

 

Furthermore, the majority of the respondents did not experience demand from occupiers, investors and sharehold-

ers. However, this lack of demand was not always considered as an obstacle. Apparently, the choice to implement 

WELL is generally an active one instead of a reactive one: stakeholders decide to pursue WELL even when the de-

mand is not clearly present. 

 

Then, the respondents were presented the list of obstacles, as shown in paragraph 4.3. By doing so, the fourth sub-

question of this research could be answered: 

 

4. Which obstacles are perceived by potential customers when they (consider to) implement WELL into office buildings? 

 

From the list of obstacles, as presented in paragraph 4.3, each obstacle was perceived at least by two respondents. 

Furthermore, three obstacles were added: a limited amount of suppliers, difficult to implement WELL into multi-

tenant buildings, and difficult to receive financing. However, to be able to compare the answers of all respondents, 

it is chosen to not implement these three additional obstacles in the pairwise comparison.  

 

From the two pairwise comparison methods, method 2 was considered to be the most suitable for this research, 

because this method decreases the influence of the division in categories and increases the influence of the amount 

of times an obstacle is perceived. Furthermore, because the inconsistency ratio was easily exceeded in this study, 

it is decided to look at all the answers instead of only the consistent ones.  

 

This method resulted in a ranking of the twenty-two obstacles. This answered the last sub-question of this research:  

 

5. How much weight is appointed to each obstacle by the potential customers of WELL? 

 

The high costs for registration and certification (26.22%) is considered the most obstructive. Furthermore, the high 

costs for implementation (12.04%), difficulty to implement the features in existing buildings (9.98%) and WELL being 

not focused on Dutch standards (7.12%) are considered relatively obstructive as well.  

 

To diminish these obstacles, a good example can be taken out of BREEAM-NL. This building label already has a lower 

price for registration and certification by using third parties to perform the assessment, and limit the on-site as-

sessment. Furthermore, they also offer specific requirements for existing buildings and for the Dutch standards. 

WELL v2, which will be released in 2018, will also address these issues (Hwang, 2017). However, it is uncertain in 

which way, and therefore, it is not known if WELL v2 will diminish these obstacles effectively.  

 

Furthermore, it is important to notice that these most obstructive obstacles are mainly focused on WELL, and there-

fore could limit the amount of WELL-certified offices. However, these obstacles are less relevant for healthy office 

concepts in general, meaning that the largest obstacles do not obstruct healthy offices to be implemented.  

 

When the answers per stakeholders are examined, multiple interesting results can be found. However, it is im-

portant to notice that the sub-groups are very small, and therefore outcomes should be carefully interpreted and 

cannot be considered representative for the stakeholder groups in general.  

 

First, based on the answers of the corporate real estate mangers, it can be concluded that the largest problem for 

this group is that the requirements set by WELL are difficult to reach, as well in a financial way as to be managed: 

five of the six highest ranked obstacles are associated with this problem. Furthermore, it is remarkable that the 
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challenge to estimate the return on investment does barely form an obstacle for the corporate real estate manag-

ers. This was expected because of the difficulty of predicting the increase of productivity and thereby calculating 

the savings. Additionally, it was expected that the corporate real estate managers found a lack of knowledge about 

WELL obstructive. However, all three managers indicated that they had an average or advanced knowledge of WELL. 

Though, the question arises whether this is representative for corporate real estate managers in general. 

 

The answers of the developers are comparable with the answers of the whole target group. However, it is remark-

able that they find the responsibility being shared with different parties a large obstacle. This could be explained by 

the fact that developers already have much contact with different parties when developing a building, and an in-

crease of stakeholders could therefore be considered to be difficult. Furthermore, this group finds also the require-

ments set by WELL difficult to reach, as well in a financial way as to be managed.  

  

The institutional investors also consider the high costs for registration and certification the most obstructive. The 

lack of demand from occupiers is also considered to be very obstructive. This seems logical: institutional investors 

are characterized by their risk-avoidance, and because office vacancy is one of the largest risks for investors. An-

other obstacle that is considered to be relatively obstructive is that WELL is no proven concept (yet). This complies 

with the idea that institutional investors are risk avoiding and therefore value proven concepts. Furthermore, it is 

remarkable that the difficulty to implement the features in existing buildings is only ranked eighth by the institu-

tional investors. Because institutional investors often have portfolios with large, existing buildings, it was expected 

that this obstacle would be a larger obstacle.  

 

The answers of the consultants are similar to the answers of the target group as a whole. This can be partly ex-

plained by the fact that the consultants work for other stakeholders and therefore take their obstacles into account. 

Furthermore, the consultants form the largest sub-group, and therefore their answers have the largest influence 

on the outcome of the whole target group. However, one obstacle stands out: obstacle 5.1, lack of governmental 

incentives is considered to be relatively obstructive by consultants. This could be explained by the fact that the 

interviewed consultants all had much experience with sustainability. Because there are governmental incentives for 

sustainable measures, the consultants are perhaps more used to it than the other respondents, and therefore find 

this more obstructive. 

 

In contrary to the whole target group, the asset managers find the high costs for implementation more important 

than the high costs for registration and certification. This could be explained by the fact that asset managers’ port-

folios often consist of large, existing buildings, making the costs for implementation relatively high. This is also 

reflected by the fact that obstacle 2.1, implementing WELL in existing buildings, is considered relatively obstructive. 

Furthermore, it is noticeable that, although asset managers mainly invest on behalf of institutional investors, their 

ranking of obstacle differs much with the ranking of the institutional investors. This could be caused by the limited 

amount of participating asset (only three respondents), which is probably not representative for all asset managers. 

 

This division in stakeholder groups shows that each type of stakeholders perceives other obstacles, and also ranks 

them differently. This shows that it is important to consider the different stakeholders when implementing WELL, 

and not treat them like one consistent group. With these findings, it becomes easier to persuade different stake-

holders to implement a healthy office and thereby, societal health could be increased.  
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7. Conclusion and recommendations 

7.1. Conclusion 

WELL is the first building certificate that focusses explicitly on the well-being of the users. Many benefits can be 

gained by increasing the health and well-being of employees: studies have shown that a proper work environment 

can contribute to the health, productivity and satisfaction of employees. However, it is difficult to create a healthy 

work environment because of the many different aspects that influence health and well-being, and because it is 

difficult to quantify the effects of measures taken. To provide a solution to this difficulties, WELL has been intro-

duced in 2014.  

 

It is expected that in the future, the demand for healthy office concepts will increase, because of five trends regard-

ing health and well-being in the workplace. The first trend is the increased interest in the health and well-being 

industry. The second trend is the increased awareness that our workplaces could be designed healthier and the 

corresponding growing demand for healthy workplaces. The third trend is the war on talent, and the awareness of 

companies that healthy offices can support the attraction of skilled employees. The fourth trend is the increasing 

amount of data in offices that could be used to let buildings better react on environmental changes and thereby 

create a more constant, healthy environment. The last trend that contributes to an increased interest in health, is 

the growing market of healthy wearables: watches and braces that measure different healthy aspects of the human 

body and notify the user how they could increase their health.  

 

In 2018, the first buildings in the Netherlands will become WELL-certified. Because of the abovementioned trends, 

it is expected that the interest in WELL will increase over the years. However, this implementation process could be 

accelerated by lowering the threshold for WELL. This could be done by reducing obstacles related to WELL. Twenty-

five obstacles were distinguished that the respondents perceived when they (considered to) implement WELL. By 

using a pairwise comparison method, it was demonstrated that the largest obstacles for WELL comprise the high 

costs for registration and certification. Furthermore, the second to fourth obstacles are the high costs for imple-

mentation, the difficultness to implement the features in existing buildings and the fact that WELL is not focused 

on Dutch standards. These last three obstacles could be considered as one problem: that the requirements set by 

WELL are difficult to reach, as well in a financial way as to be managed.  

 

When considering the different target groups, it shows that the obstacles concerning costs and the difficulties of 

reaching the requirements of WELL, are considered to be the most obstructive by corporate real estate managers, 

developers and consultants. Institutional investors and asset managers consider these obstacles obstructive as 

well, but appoint also much weight to the obstacles from the categories lack of confidence, lack of incentives and 

unfamiliarity. This shows the risk-avoiding character of these stakeholders.  

 

Because the largest obstacles are related to the costs and the difficulty of implementing WELL in office buildings, it 

is expected that if WELL will reduce its fees and makes its requirements better suitable for existing buildings and 

more focused on the Dutch market, it will become more attractive for possible customers. A second version of WELL 

will be introduced in 2018, with the promise of program refinements that will address elements like costs, and 

localized metrics, based on building type and region. Thereby, it seems that Delos is aware of the biggest obstacles 

of WELL and is aiming to reduce them. However, it is uncertain in which way, and therefore, it is not known if WELL 

v2 will diminish these obstacles to an acceptable level.  

 

The most obstructive obstacles, from the categories costs and substantive limitations, are typically focused on WELL 

and therefore mainly prevent WELL from being implemented, but will probably not obstruct the implementation of 

healthy office concepts in general. Therefore, it is expected that if Delos cannot effectively diminish the obstacles 

related to WELL to an acceptable level, the interest of corporate real estate managers, developers and consultants 

could stay limited, and it will be likely that they will choose for another healthy office concept. Consequently, the 

institutional investors and asset managers, being risk-avoiding, will not implement WELL on a large scale, but will 

shift their attention to other healthy office concepts too.  
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Because healthy workplaces can diminish many chronical diseases and thereby make a large contribution to socie-

tal health, an important role could be played by the government. This research has demonstrated that this can best 

be done by providing subsidies, because the largest obstacles are related to the high costs. It is expected that when 

these costs are reduced, corporate real estate managers, developers and consultants are becoming more inter-

ested in healthy office concepts, and, as a reaction to that, institutional investors and asset managers could more 

easily be persuaded. Whether it is WELL or another healthy office concept that will be implemented, it is expected 

that with a reduction of costs, the amount of healthy offices will increase. Thereby, a large contribution could be 

made to employee health, well-being, productivity and satisfaction, and thereby to societal health.  

 

7.2. Implications  

 

Scientific implications  

The results of this study contribute to the current academic research about WELL in several ways. First, the currently 

available research focuses on building occupiers, and lack a broader scope involving other stakeholders such as the 

investors, asset managers and developers (Delic, 2016; Muldavin et al., 2017; Nelson, 2017). Therefore, this research 

could be used as a base for further academic research about the different stakeholders regarding WELL.  

 

Furthermore, the above mentioned studies focus mainly on the incentives to implement WELL, while this research 

studies the obstacles. The list of obstacles that is proposed in this research can be used as a foundation for further 

research about the obstacles and how to diminish them. Examples are studies focusing on the business model of 

WELL, the costs for implementation and the willingness to pay of occupiers.  

 

Additionally, this research has provided a solution for applying the pairwise comparisons, when values are missing. 

This method enables the application of the pairwise comparison method in cases where this was initially not possi-

ble because of the missing values. Thereby, this research contributes to the applicability of the pairwise comparison 

method, which forms the base of the often-used AHP-method.  

 

Practical implications 

The results of this study have several practical implications as well. First of all, by inventorying the obstacles of WELL, 

it has become clear why different stakeholders hesitate to implement WELL. This research has shown, that by taking 

a good example from BREEAM-NL, the most obstructive obstacles of WELL could be diminished. This example con-

sists of lowering the price for registration and certification, and providing a specific certificate for existing buildings, 

focused on the Dutch standards. 

 

Furthermore, the division between stakeholders created more insight into the obstacles per stakeholder. For ex-

ample, this research shows that corporate real estate managers mostly find it difficult and expensive to implement 

WELL, while consultants, developers and institutional investors find the high costs for registration and certification 

the most obstructive. Another example that the results show, is that if one wants to convince institutional investors 

to implement WELL, it is not effective to make the features of WELL less strict, because this obstacle is not perceived 

by them. To convince the institutional investors to invest in WELL, it is much more effective to reduce the high costs 

for registration and certification.  

 

Therefore, this research could make it possible to more effectively diminish obstacles for different stakeholders, 

and thereby increase the attractiveness of WELL and healthy offices in general. This can then lead to healthier work 

environments, which could increase employee health, well-being, productivity and satisfaction: aspects that cur-

rently greatly concern our society.  
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7.3. Recommendations for future research 

Although this research is composed with the utmost care, some suggestions can be made for further research. 

These recommendations are divided into three categories: the target group, the scope, and the research method. 

 

Recommendations for the sample 

Twenty-six respondents participated in this study. Because this study involves an exploratory research, a good foun-

dation for further research is laid with this limited amount of respondents. However, some improvements could be 

made in the sample in further research.  

 

First, by surveying more respondents, the answers of this research could be more representative for the potential 

customers of WELL in general. Additionally, if the amount of respondents per stakeholder group is increased, the 

responses of the different stakeholders will have a stronger foundation as well.  

 

Additionally, not all the stakeholders regarding WELL have been surveyed or interviewed. For example, real estate 

funds or property managers have not responded to this research. Therefore, in further research, different stake-

holders could also be taken into account.  

 

Next, a large part of the respondents is already implementing WELL into office buildings. To better understand why 

potential customers hesitate to implement WELL, it could be interesting to more specifically focus on the persons 

that have considered WELL, but chose not to implement it.  

 

Last, the group of respondents was divided into five sub-groups, based on the type of company where the respond-

ent was employed. However, by calculating the consensus, it could be possible to look for similarities in the sample 

based on the outcome of the pairwise comparisons. For example, the consensus could show that persons that 

perceive high costs for implementation as the most important obstacle, are all having the same knowledge level of 

WELL. By using this method, further insight could be created in the results of this research.  

 

Recommendations for the scope of research 

The scope of this research is limited to offices. However, healthy buildings concern many different disciplines. 

Therefore, this research could be broadened to other types of real estate such as dwellings and schools. By broad-

ening this research, other obstacles and stakeholders could appear as well.   

 

Furthermore, this research focusses on obstacles of WELL. However, although an obstacle appears to be large, this 

does not automatically mean that it prevents the stakeholders from implementing WELL. Therefore, more research 

should be conducted to whether an obstacle is actually insurmountable. 

 

Additionally, obstacles comprise only one side of the coin: if the incentives to implement WELL are large enough, 

obstacles will play a smaller role. Therefore, it is recommended to further investigate the incentives and weigh them 

against the obstacles and thereby research the complete business case.   

 

Furthermore, this research has specifically focused on obstacles of implementing WELL. It could be interesting to 

broaden this scope and focus on the implementation of healthy office concepts in general.  

 

Recommendations for the research method  

The results of this study are expected to be largely robust. Some improvements could be made to the research 

method in further research, however, it is expected that these would not change the outcome significantly, but only 

improve it slightly.  

 

The first point of improvement for the research method is the application of the pairwise method. First, the re-

spondents were given the options to choose on the fundamental scale between 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9. However, when the 

intermediate values were also given, more compromise could be stated by the respondents.  
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Next, the division into categories has been done relatively arbitrarily. However, these categories have a large influ-

ence on the weights of the obstacles. Therefore, it could be recommended to repeat this research, but with another 

division among the categories, and then compare the answers with this research to create a better insight in which 

obstacles are considered to be the most important.  

 

Additionally, the two proposed methods for dealing with the missing values both have their own advantages and 

disadvantages. Method 1 (where a non-perceived obstacle gets a value of 1/9) corresponds less with reality and 

influences the inconsistency ratio positively. On the other hand, method 2 (where a non-perceived obstacle gets a 

value of 0) is considered closer to reality, but the average mean is used instead of the geometric mean, the consen-

sus is not calculable and the inconsistency ratio is influenced negatively. For this research, it is chosen to apply 

method 2, with the addition of the consensus calculated by method 1. However, more research could be conducted 

to the calculations behind both methods.  

 

The last recommendation for the research method consists of the chance for the respondents to mention obstacles 

themselves: this was not possible in the survey and therefore, other obstacles than the obstacles on the list were 

not taken into account. By adding this function into the online survey, more obstacles could possibly be inventoried 

and prioritized.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Interview questions for the department of Valuation Advisory.  

 

These questions were asked in Dutch, but translated to English for this report.  

 

1. Introduction 

What is your name, and function, and how long are you active at CBRE/ in your work field?  

 

2. Sustainability: 

- In 2009, RICS developed “Duurzaamheid en taxatie van commercieel vastgoed”, indicating that sustainability plays an 

increasingly important part in valuations. Do you see other developments that are going to play an important role? 

- Do you think the interest in health and well-being will increase in the same way as sustainability? 

 

3. Valuation sustainability  

- In the RICS valuation guide, a list is offered of aspects that are important to focus on when valuating sustainability 

aspects. How much do you think the effect of these sustainability factors is on the total valuation? 

- Do you think the valuation increases further when a building is BREEAM-certified? 

 

4. Valuation health 

- Many sustainable aspects are mentioned in the RICS guide that also influence the health and well-being, such as 

green spaces, emissions in the surrounding, health effects of building materials and user comfort. Do you think 

these healthy aspects therefore could have a positive effect on the value of a building?  

- Other healthy aspects mentioned by WELL are a smoking ban, the control of users (on windows, light, temperature 

etc.), the providing of food and the access to a gym. What do you think the effect of these aspects will be on the 

building value?  

- Do you think that a WELL-certificate will further increase the building value?  

  

5. Obstacles 

- Which obstacles could be experienced by real estate parties when they (consider to) WELL-certify office buildings? 
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Appendix 2: Interview questions for the department of Advisory & Transaction 

services 

 

These questions were asked in Dutch, but translated to English for this report.  

 

1. Introduction 

What is your name, and function, and how long are you active at CBRE/ in your work field?  

 

2. Sustainability: 

- The interest in sustainable buildings have increased significantly. Do you see other developments that are going 

to play an important role? 

- Do you think the interest in health and well-being will increase in the same way as sustainability? 

 

3. Demand for sustainability  

- Why does sustainability increase the demand for a building?  

- For what type of real estate is sustainability the most important?  

- How large is the influence of sustainability factors on the total lettability/ purchasabiity? 

- Do you think the lettability and purchasability further increase further when a building is BREEAM-certified? 

 

4. Demand for health 

- CBRE’s occupier survey shows that 72% of the interviewed companies prefer a healthy office. Do you recognize 

this demand? 

- To which healthy aspects is the highest demand? 

-  What do you think the effect of different healthy aspects will be on the lettability/ purchasability?  

- Do you think that a WELL-certificate will further increase the lettability/ purchasability? 

 

5. Obstacles 

- Which obstacles could be experienced by real estate parties when they (consider to) WELL-certify office buildings? 

  



107 

 

Appendix 3: Interview questions for the department of Capital markets 

 

These questions were asked in Dutch, but translated to English for this report.  

 

1. Introduction 

What is your name, and function, and how long are you active at CBRE/ in your work field?  

 

2. Sustainability: 

- For many investors, sustainability plays an important part in the portfolio strategy. Do you see other developments 

that are going to play an important role? 

- Do you think the interest in health and well-being will increase in the same way as sustainability? 

 

3. Demand for sustainability  

- Which type of investors find sustainability the most important?  

- For what reason do these investors find sustainability important? 

- Do you think the interest of investors further increases when a building is BREEAM-certified? 

 

4. Demand for health 

- CBRE’s occupier survey shows that 72% of the interviewed companies prefer a healthy office. To what extent do 

investors recognize this demand? 

- Which arguments to invest in sustainability are also relevant for healthy buildings? 

- Do you think that the WELL-certificate could contribute to the portfolio strategy in comparison with separate 

healthy implementations? 

- Which type of investors find WELL the most interesting?  

 

5. Obstacles 

- Which obstacles could be experienced by real estate parties when they (consider to) WELL-certify office buildings? 
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Appendix 4: Interview and survey questions in Dutch  

 

The interview and survey questions were asked in Dutch, but translated to English for this report. The translated questions 

can be found in paragraph 5.3. The original questions, which were provided to the respondents, are shown below.  

 

1. Introductie 

1.1 Wat is uw naam? 

Tekstveld  

1.2 Wat is uw geslacht? 

Man / Vrouw 

1.3 Bij welk bedrijf bent u werkzaam? 

Tekstveld  

1.4 Wat is uw functie binnen dit bedrijf? 

Tekstveld  

1.5 Heeft u wel eens gehoord over de WELL Building Standard? 

Ja / Nee [“Nee” beëindigt de enquête]  

1.6 Heeft u wel eens overwogen WELL te implementeren in een kantoorgebouw?  

Ja / Nee [“Nee” beëindigt de enquête] 

2. Organisatie 

2.1 Hoe zou u uw bedrijf typeren? 

Ontwikkelaar / Institutionele belegger / Private belegger / Asset manager / Vastgoedfonds / Beheerder / 

Consultant / Corporate (in welke u de rol van corporate real estate manager vervult) / Anders, namelijk: 

tekstveld  

2.2 Heeft uw organisatie vastgoed in bezit?  

Ja / Nee [“Nee” slaat vraag 2.3 en 2.4 over]  

2.3 Kunt u een indicatie geven van de grootte van de totale vastgoedportefeuille?  

Tekstveld  

2.4 Kunt u een indicatie geven van de grootte van de kantorenportefeuille? 

Tekstveld  

2.5 Beschikt uw organisatie over een duurzaamheidsbeleid? 

Ja / Nee [“Nee” slaat vraag 2.6 over] 

2.6 Wat houdt dit duurzaamheidsbeleid in? 

Tekstveld 

2.7 Beschikt uw organisatie over een gezondheidsbeleid? 

Ja / Nee [“Nee” slaat vraag 2.8 over] 

2.6 Wat houdt dit gezondheidsbeleid in?  

Tekstveld  

3. Gezondheid 

3.1 Wat is uw interpretatie van een gezond kantoor? 

Tekstveld  

3.2 Ondervindt u vanuit uw huurder(s) vraag naar gezonde kantoorgebouwen? 

Ja / Nee / Niet van toepassing [“Nee” en “Niet van toepassing” slaat vraag 3.3 over] 

3.3 Hoever reikt deze vraag? 

Globale interesse /              [Er wordt wel eens gevraagd naar gezondheid, maar weegt niet                

                                                zwaar mee in de beslissing] 

Gevorderde interesse  /      [Er wordt vaker gevraagd naar gezondheid, en het weegt                

                                                zwaarder mee in de beslissing]  

Globale eisen /                     [Globale eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het                                

                                                gebouw moet op een positieve manier bijdragen aan de    

                                                gezondheid] 
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Gevorderde eisen                [Specifieke eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het   

                                                gebouw moet een WELL-certificaat hebben]  

3.4 Ondervindt u vanuit uw belegger(s) vraag naar gezonde kantoorgebouwen? 

Ja / Nee / Niet van toepassing [“Nee” en “Niet van toepassing” slaat vraag 3.5 over] 

3.5 Hoever reikt deze vraag? 

Globale interesse /              [Er wordt wel eens gevraagd naar gezondheid, maar weegt niet                

                                                zwaar mee in de beslissing] 

Gevorderde interesse  /      [Er wordt vaker gevraagd naar gezondheid, en het weegt                

                                                zwaarder mee in de beslissing]  

Globale eisen /                     [Globale eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het                                

                                                gebouw moet op een positieve manier bijdragen aan de    

                                                gezondheid] 

Gevorderde eisen                [Specifieke eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het   

                                                gebouw moet een WELL-certificaat hebben]  

3.6 Ondervindt u vanuit uw aandeelhouders vraag naar gezonde kantoorgebouwen? 

Ja / Nee / Niet van toepassing [“Nee” en “Niet van toepassing” slaat vraag 3.7 over] 

3.3 Hoever reikt deze vraag? 

Globale interesse /              [Er wordt wel eens gevraagd naar gezondheid, maar weegt niet                

                                                zwaar mee in de beslissing] 

Gevorderde interesse  /      [Er wordt vaker gevraagd naar gezondheid, en het weegt                

                                                zwaarder mee in de beslissing]  

Globale eisen /                     [Globale eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het                                

                                                gebouw moet op een positieve manier bijdragen aan de    

                                                gezondheid] 

Gevorderde eisen                [Specifieke eisen worden gesteld omtrent gezondheid, zoals: het   

                                                gebouw moet een WELL-certificaat hebben]  

3.8 Implementeert u reeds gezondheidsmaatregelen in uw kantoorgebouw(en)? 

Ja / Nee [“Nee” slaat vraag 3.9 over] 

3.9 Kunt u een voorbeeld geven?  

Tekstveld  

4. WELL 

4.1 Kunt u aangeven tot op welk niveau u heeft overwogen om WELL te implementeren in een      

       kantoorgebouw?  

Globale informatieverzameling / Specifieke informatieverzameling, icl. Raadpleging van expert(s) / In-

ventarisatie van technische – en financiële mogelijkheden / Een volledige case study / Besluit tot imple-

mentatie van het certificaat  

4.2 Om welke reden(en) heeft u overwogen om WELL te implementeren in een kantoorgebouw? 

Tekstveld   

4.3 Hoe zou u uw kennis over de WELL Building Standard omschrijven?   

Basale kennis /                 [U beschikt over tekstboekkennis zonder relatie tot de praktijk] 

Beginnende kennis /       [Naast de tekstboekkennis, beschikt u ook over enige  

                                            praktijkervaring]  

Gemiddelde kennis /       [U beschikt over achtergrond kennis en begrip van de praktische  

                                            toepasbaarheid ]  

Gevorderde kennis /       [U beschikt over een vergevorderde kennis van WELL en de  

                                            praktische toepasbaarheid, en heeft hier ook ervaring mee] 

Expert                                [U beschikt over vooraanstaande kennis van WELL, de praktische  

                                            toepasbaarheid, en heeft hier ook ervaring mee] 

5. Obstakels 

5.1 Kunt u obstakels benoemen die u heeft ondervonden/ ondervindt bij het overwegen van de    

       implementatie van WELL in een kantoorgebouw? 
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Open vraag [alleen gesteld in de interviews]  

5.2 Kunt u voor elk obstakel in deze lijst aangeven of u deze heeft ervaren als een obstakel bij    

      het overwegen van de implementatie van WELL in een kantoorgebouw?  

 [De lijst met obstakels, zoals gegeven in paragraaf 4.2, is aan de respondent getoond]  

5.3 Geef bij elk paar obstakels aan welke van de twee obstakels meer belemmerend is voor u. 

[De pairwise comparison wordt gestart]  
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Appendix 5: Definition obstacles (in English and Dutch)  

 

The definitions of the obstacles, as presented in the online survey, were given in Dutch, but translated to English for this 

report. The definitions can be found in both languages below.  

 

Definition obstacles in English 

1. Costs  

[In this category, the costs for registration, certification and implementation are taken into account] 

1.1  High costs for registration and certification  

 [Here, the costs are meant that have to be paid to Delos, the publisher of WELL, for the registration and 

certification. The costs for adjustments to the building are here not taken into account] 

1.2 High costs for implementation  

[Here, the costs are taken into account  for modifications to the building in order to qualify for the WELL 

certificate] 

2. Substantive limitations 

[In this category, the limitations to the content of WELL are taken into account, such as too strict requirements 

or a limited focus on the Dutch situation] 

2.1 Difficult to implement the features in existing buildings  

[This means that it is (technically or financially) difficult to implement the required measures in existing 

buildings] 

2.2 WELL is not focused on Dutch standards  

This means that WELL is an American product and therefore it could be difficult to properly implement it 

in the Netherlands] 

2.3 The requirements, set by WELL, are too strict  

[This means that the requirements of WELL are strict, for example by setting multiple requirements for 

obtaining 1 point, and the number of mandatory features] 

3. Difficult to manage  

[This means that WELL is difficult to manage because, for example, the responsibility lies with different par-

ties] 

3.1 Challenge to estimate the return on investment 

[Since it can be difficult to isolate the influence of the building on health, it can be complicated to calculate 

the exact added value] 

3.2 The certification process is long and difficult  

[This means that the search for the best possibilities, together with the requested evidence, could be long 

and expensive] 

3.3  The responsibility for WELL is shared with different parties  

[This means that the responsibility (and budget) for WELL lies with different parties, for example with HR 

and facility management, or with the occupier and the owner] 

4. Lack of confidence 

[This means, for example, that you are not yet convinced that WELL improves health] 

4.1 Difficult to recoup the costs for WELL on the occupier  

[This means that you may not be convinced of the willingness to pay of the occupier] 

4.2 WELL is no proven concept (yet) 

[Because WELL is still limited implemented, you can doubt its effectiveness] 

4.3 Preference for sustainable certification instead of WELL-certification  

You may have a preference for other certificates such as BREEAM or GRESB] 

5. Lack of incentives  

[This means that you are not yet sufficiently stimulated by, for example, a lack of demand or government 

incentives] 
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5.1 Lack of governmental incentives  

[Here you can think of the lack of subsidies or regulations regarding healthy offices] 

5.2 Users implement wellness programs themselves  

[At the tenant level, much can be contributed to the health of the users. Therefore, you possibly do not 

see the added value of implementing it at building level] 

5.3 Lack of demand from occupiers  

[You may experience too little or no demand from the occupier] 

5.4 Lack of demand from investors  

[You may experience too little or too little demand from the investor] 

5.5 Lack of demand from shareholders  

[You may experience too little or no demand from the shareholders] 

6. Unfamiliarity  

[This means that you are not yet familiar with WELL or the possibilities] 

6.1 The knowledge of WELL is limited  

[You may have too little knowledge of WELL to properly assess whether it is an interesting product] 

6.2 The knowledge about the content of WELL is limited  

[You may have too little knowledge of the content of WELL to know what measures you can best take for 

the certificate] 

6.3 The knowledge about the technical possibilities is limited  

[You may have too little knowledge to estimate whether WELL is technically possible] 

7. Negative consequences  

[This means that WELL can have negative consequences such as a limitation of the target group or the num-

ber of workplaces] 

7.1 WELL limits the target group for an object  

[By implementing WELL you state requirements for the occupiers or limit yourself to users who are willing 

to pay for the product] 

7.2 WELL has a negative effect on the lettable area 

[Certain WELL requirements limit the number of workplaces due to maximum distance requirements for 

windows and other functionalities such as fitness rooms and canteens] 

7.3 Complicated to manage WELL after certification  

[This means that it can be complicated to keep everything properly maintained after certification so that 

recertification is possible] 
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Definition obstacles in Dutch 

1. Kosten 

[Hier worden zowel de kosten voor registratie, certificatie als implementatie onder verstaan] 

1.1  Hoge kosten voor registratie en certificatie 

 [Hieronder worden de kosten verstaan die betaald dienen te worden aan Delos, de uitgever van WELL, 

voor de registratie en certificatie. Het gaat dus niet om eventuele aanpassingen aan het gebouw] 

1.2 Hoge kosten voor implementatie 

[Hieronder worden de kosten verstaan die gemaakt worden voor aanpassingen aan het gebouw om in 

aanmerking te komen voor het WELL-certificaat] 

2. Inhoudelijke beperkingen 

[Hiermee worden de inhoudelijke beperkingen van WELL bedoeld, zoals te strenge eisen of beperkte focus 

op de Nederlandse situatie] 

2.1 Ingewikkeld om de vereiste maatregelen te implementeren in bestaande gebouwen  

[Hieronder wordt bedoeld dat het (technisch of financieel) lastig is de vereiste maatregelen te implemen-

teren in bestaande panden] 

2.2 WELL is niet gefocust op Nederlandse wetgeving 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat WELL een Amerikaans product is en daardoor niet goed in Nederland te 

implementeren is] 

2.3 De eisen gesteld door WELL zijn te streng 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat de eisen van WELL streng zijn, door bijvoorbeeld meerdere eisen te stellen 

voor het verkrijgen van 1 punt, en het aantal verplichte features] 

3. Ingewikkeld te managen  

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat het lastig is te managen omdat bijvoorbeeld de verantwoordelijkheid bij ver-

schillende partijen ligt ] 

3.1 Ingewikkeld om de Return on Investment te bepalen 

[Aangezien het lastig kan zijn om de invloed van het gebouw op de gezondheid te isoleren, kan het inge-

wikkeld zijn de precieze toegevoegde waarde te berekenen]  

3.2 Certificatie is een langdurig en ingewikkeld proces 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat het onderzoek naar de mogelijkheden, samen met de gevraagde bewijsvoe-

ring, lang en duur is] 

3.3  De verantwoordelijkheid ligt bij verschillende partijen 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat de verantwoordelijkheid (en budget) voor WELL bij verschillende partijen 

ligt, bijvoorbeeld bij HR en facility management, of bij de huurder en de eigenaar] 

4. Gebrek aan vertrouwen 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat u bijvoorbeeld nog niet overtuigd bent dat WELL De gezondheid verbetert] 

4.1 Niet/ beperkt mogelijk om de kosten te verhalen op de gebruiker 

[Hier gaat het erom dat u mogelijk niet overtuigd bent van the willingness to pay van de gebruiker] 

4.2 WELL is (nog) geen bewezen concept  

[Omdat WELL nog beperkt is ingevoerd, kunt u twijfelen aan de werkzaamheid ervan] 

4.3 Voorkeur voor andere duurzaamheidscertificaten  

[Het kan zijn dat u een voorkeur heeft voor andere certificaten zoals BREEAM of GRESB] 

5. Gebrek aan stimulans 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat u nog niet genoeg gestimuleerd wordt door bijvoorbeeld een gebrek aan vraag 

of overheidsstimulansen] 

5.1 Geen overheidsstimulansen 

[Hierbij kunt u denken aan het gebrek aan subsidies of regelgeving omtrent gezonde kantoren]  

5.2 Gebruikers implementeren gezondheidsprogramma’s zelf  

[Op huurderniveau kan er veel aan de gezondheid van de gebruikers worden bijgedragen. Het kan zijn 

dat u daardoor niet de meerwaarde ziet van het implementeren op gebouwniveau]  
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5.3 Er is geen/ te Kleine vraag vanuit de huurder 

[Het kan zijn dat u te geen of te weinig vraag ervaart vanuit de huurder]  

5.4 Er is geen/ te Kleine vraag vanuit de belegger 

[Het kan zijn dat u te geen of te weinig vraag ervaart vanuit de belegger] 

5.5 Er is geen/ te Kleine vraag vanuit de aandeelhouders 

[Het kan zijn dat u te geen of te weinig vraag ervaart vanuit de aandeelhouders] 

6. Onbekendheid 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat u nog niet bekend genoeg bent met WELL of de mogelijkheden] 

6.1 Niet genoeg kennis van WELL 

[Het kan zijn dat u te weinig kennis van WELL heeft om goed in te schatten of het een interessant product 

is]  

6.2 Niet genoeg kennis van de inhoud van WELL 

[Het kan zijn dat u te weinig kennis van WELL heeft om te weten welke maatregelen u het beste kunt 

nemen voor het certificaat]  

6.3 Niet genoeg kennis van de technische mogelijkheden 

[Het kan zijn dat u te weinig kennis heeft om in te schatten of WELL technisch mogelijk is]  

7. Negatieve consequenties 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat WELL negatieve consequenties kan hebben zoals het beperken van de doelgroep 

of het aantal werkplekken] 

7.1 WELL beperkt mijn doelgroep 

[Door het invoeren van WELL stelt u gebruikerseisen aan uw huurders of beperkt u zich tot gebruikers 

die bereid zijn te betalen voor het product]  

7.2 WELL heeft een negatieve invloed op het aantal verhuurbare vierkante meters 

[Een aantal maatregelen van WELL beperkt het aantal werkplekken door eisen omtrent maximale afstand 

tot ramen en ander functiegebruik als fitnesszalen en kantines]  

7.3 Ingewikkeld om te managen na certificatie 

[Hiermee wordt bedoeld dat het ingewikkeld kan zijn om na certificering alles op orde te houden, zodat 

hercertificering mogelijk is]  
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Appendix 6: Overview of respondents’ answers (method 1) 

 

  Perceived obstacle  
  Non-perceived obstacle  
  Consistency ratio is exceeded  

 

Category 1 
 

Category 2 

Respondent  1.1 1.2 CR 
 

Respondent  2.1 2.2 2.3 CR 

CRES 1 83% 17% 0%  CRES 1 14% 14% 71% 0% 

DEV 1 50% 50% 0%  DEV 1 82% 9% 9% 0% 

DEV 2 90% 10% 0%  DEV 2 9% 82% 9% 0% 

INST. INV 1 10% 90% 0%  INST. INV 1 82% 9% 9% 0% 

CONS. 1 90% 10% 0%  CONS. 1 9% 82% 9% 0% 

CONS. 2 50% 50% 0%  CONS. 2 9% 82% 9% 0% 

INST. INV 2 83% 17% 0%  INST. INV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 3 90% 10% 0%  CONS. 3 82% 9% 9% 0% 

CONS. 4 90% 10% 0%  CONS. 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 5 75% 25% 0%  CONS. 5 82% 9% 9% 0% 

CONS. 6 50% 50% 0%  CONS. 6 24% 73% 3% 0% 

CONS. 7 90% 10% 0%  CONS. 7 24% 73% 3% 0% 

CONS. 8 13% 88% 0%  CONS. 8 47% 5% 47% 0% 

CRES 2 50% 50% 0%  CRES 2 69% 23% 8% 31% 

DEV 3 90% 10% 0%  DEV 3 89% 1% 10% 0% 

DEV 4 90% 10% 0%  DEV 4 82% 16% 2% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 10% 90% 0%  ASSET MAN 1 82% 9% 9% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 50% 50% 0%  ASSET MAN 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 75% 25% 0%  ASSET MAN 3 47% 47% 5% 0% 

INST. INV 3 88% 13% 0%  INST. INV 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 4 90% 10% 0%  INST. INV 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 5 50% 50% 0%  INST. INV 5 89% 10% 1% 0% 

DEV 5 13% 88% 0%  DEV 5 9% 62% 30% 14% 

CRES 3 10% 90% 0%  CRES 3 5% 23% 72% 22% 

INST. INV 6 50% 50% 0%  INST. INV 6 73% 24% 3% 0% 

DEV 6 90% 10% 0% 
 

DEV 6 9% 82% 9% 0% 

Avg all 66,0% 35,0%  
 Avg all 49% 34% 17%  

Avg con. 66,0% 35,0%  
 

Avg con. 53% 32% 15%  

# variables 

con. 
26   

 

# variables 

con. 
23    

consensus  40%   
 

consensus  all 32%    

 
    

consensus con. 35%    
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Category 3 
 

Category 4 

Respondent 3.1 3.2 3.3 CR 
 

Respondent 4.1 4.2 4.3 CR 

CRES 1 8% 23% 69% 31% 
 

CRES 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 

DEV 1 9% 9% 82% 0% 
 

DEV 1 9% 82% 9% 0% 

DEV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

DEV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 1 9% 82% 9% 0% 
 

INST. INV 1 9% 82% 9% 0% 

CONS. 1 16% 2% 82% 0% 
 

CONS. 1 33% 33% 33% 139% 

CONS. 2 82% 9% 9% 0% 
 

CONS. 2 9% 9% 82% 0% 

INST. INV 2 9% 9% 82% 0% 
 

INST. INV 2 1% 12% 86% 0% 

CONS. 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 6 82% 9% 9% 0% 
 

CONS. 6 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 7 16% 82% 2% 0% 
 

CONS. 7 9% 82% 9% 0% 

CONS. 8 82% 9% 9% 0% 
 

CONS. 8 9% 82% 9% 0% 

CRES 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CRES 2 2% 16% 82% 0% 

DEV 3 10% 1% 89% 0% 
 

DEV 3 9% 9% 82% 0% 

DEV 4 47% 7% 47% 0% 
 

DEV 4 9% 9% 82% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 9% 9% 82% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 1 1% 12% 86% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 16% 2% 82% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 16% 82% 2% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 3 9% 9% 82% 0% 

INST. INV 3 9% 9% 82% 0% 
 

INST. INV 3 12% 86% 1% 0% 

INST. INV 4 82% 16% 2% 0% 
 

INST. INV 4 9% 82% 9% 0% 

INST. INV 5 86% 12% 1% 0% 
 

INST. INV 5 1% 86% 12% 0% 

DEV 5 5% 24% 71% 31% 
 

DEV 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CRES 3 9% 82% 9% 0% 
 

CRES 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 6 3% 24% 73% 0% 
 

INST. INV 6 9% 9% 82% 0% 

DEV 6 82% 2% 16% 0% 
 

DEV 6 10% 39% 51% 8,4% 

Avg all 36% 25% 39%  
 Avg all 16% 42% 42%  

Avg con. 40% 24% 36%  
 

Avg con. 16% 43% 41%  

# variables 

con. 
24    

 

# variables 

con. 
24    

consensus  all 18%    
 

consensus  all 42%    

consensus con. 16%    
 

consensus con. 39%    
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Category 5 

Respondent 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.5 CR 

CRES 1 69% 8% 8% 8% 8% 0% 

DEV 1 8% 69% 8% 8% 8% 0% 

DEV 2 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

INST. INV 1 1% 87% 10% 1% 1% 0% 

CONS. 1 31% 31% 31% 3% 3% 139% 

CONS. 2 79% 16% 2% 2% 2% 0% 

INST. INV 2 2% 2% 57% 19% 19% 0% 

CONS. 3 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

CONS. 4 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

CONS. 5 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

CONS. 6 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

CONS. 7 69% 8% 8% 8% 8% 0% 

CONS. 8 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

CRES 2 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

DEV 3 6% 1% 29% 63% 1% 45% 

DEV 4 8% 69% 8% 8% 8% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 4% 26% 9% 60% 0% 31% 

ASSET MAN 2 2% 14% 69% 14% 2% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 1% 60% 31% 7% 1% 7% 

INST. INV 3 8% 8% 69% 8% 8% 0% 

INST. INV 4 1% 1% 84% 1% 12% 0% 

INST. INV 5 9% 1% 64% 25% 1% 1% 

DEV 5 8% 8% 8% 69% 8% 0% 

CRES 3 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 0% 

INST. INV 6 9% 1% 31% 59% 1% 31% 

DEV 6 8% 8% 8% 69% 8% 0% 

Avg all 17% 20% 31% 23% 9%  

Avg con. 18% 21% 28% 20% 14%  

# variables 

con. 
21      

consensus  all 23%      

consensus con. 25%      
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Category 6  Category 7 

Respondent 6.1 6.2 6.3 CR 
 

Respondent 7.1 7.2 7.3 CR 

CRES 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CRES 1 9% 9% 82% 0% 

DEV 1 24% 3% 73% 0% 
 

DEV 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 

DEV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

DEV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

INST. INV 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 2 9% 82% 9% 0% 
 

CONS. 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

INST. INV 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CONS. 6 24% 73% 3% 0% 
 

CONS. 6 9% 9% 82% 0% 

CONS. 7 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 7 9% 9% 82% 0% 

CONS. 8 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CONS. 8 33% 33% 33% 0% 

CRES 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CRES 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

DEV 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

DEV 3 82% 9% 9% 0% 

DEV 4 24% 73% 3% 0% 
 

DEV 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 12% 86% 1% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 1 2% 16% 82% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 82% 9% 9% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 2 33% 33% 33% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 10% 89% 1% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

INST. INV 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 4 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

INST. INV 4 3% 73% 24% 0% 

INST. INV 5 1% 86% 12% 0% 
 

INST. INV 5 86% 12% 1% 0% 

DEV 5 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

DEV 5 9% 9% 82% 0% 

CRES 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

CRES 3 33% 33% 33% 0% 

INST. INV 6 9% 82% 9% 0% 
 

INST. INV 6 33% 33% 33% 0% 

DEV 6 33% 33% 33% 0% 
 

DEV 6 9% 82% 9% 0% 

Avg all 31% 46% 23%  
 Avg all 28% 32% 39%  

Avg con. 31% 46% 23%  
 

Avg con. 28% 32% 39%  

# variables 

con. 
26    

 

# variables 

con. 
26    

consensus  all 63%    
 

consensus  all 60%    

consensus con. 63%    
 

consensus con. 60%    
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Comparison of categories 

Respondent  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 CR 

CRES 1 34% 20% 29% 1% 9% 1% 5% 6,02% 

DEV 1 2% 15% 6% 8% 28% 39% 2% 11,09% 

DEV 2 85% 9% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0,00% 

INST. INV 1 50% 5% 29% 6% 10% 1% 1% 11,61% 

CONS. 1 57% 10% 9% 1% 20% 1% 1% 4,77% 

CONS. 2 1% 65% 16% 6% 6% 6% 1% 11,48% 

INST. INV 2 39% 1% 5% 18% 36% 1% 1% 10,48% 

CONS. 3 76% 15% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0,00% 

CONS. 4 87% 1% 1% 1% 1% 7% 1% 0,00% 

CONS. 5 15% 76% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0,00% 

CONS. 6 1% 42% 31% 1% 1% 12% 12% 7,23% 

CONS. 7 15% 6% 21% 17% 6% 1% 34% 27,04% 

CONS. 8 56% 25% 12% 5% 1% 1% 1% 21,22% 

CRES 2 68% 6% 1% 24% 1% 1% 1% 30,76% 

DEV 3 52% 2% 5% 7% 12% 0% 22% 31,39% 

DEV 4 7% 11% 41% 14% 4% 22% 0% 12,53% 

ASSET MAN 1 54% 2% 10% 3% 18% 7% 5% 32,23% 

ASSET MAN 2 1% 1% 8% 10% 26% 52% 1% 9,59% 

ASSET MAN 3 48% 25% 12% 2% 2% 10% 0% 25,00% 

INST. INV 3 42% 1% 16% 8% 7% 26% 1% 9,27% 

INST. INV 4 26% 0% 12% 2% 8% 0% 51% 32,35% 

INST. INV 5 13% 11% 3% 11% 43% 17% 3% 30,44% 

DEV 5 7% 41% 33% 0% 15% 0% 3% 18,68% 

CRES 3 44% 44% 9% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0,00% 

INST. INV 6 26% 19% 7% 13% 15% 14% 6% 29,73% 

DEV 6 33% 29% 15% 11% 5% 1% 5% 9,10% 

Avg all 40% 16% 16% 8% 11% 5% 4%  

Avg con. 59% 20% 10% 2% 4% 3% 3%  

# variables 

con. 
10        

consensus  all 11%        

consensus con. 31%        
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Appendix 7: Overview of respondents’ answers (method 2) 

 

  Perceived obstacle  
  Non-perceived obstacle  
  Consistency ratio is exceeded  

 

Category 1 
 

Category 2 

 Respondent 1.1 1.2 CR 
 

 Respondent 2.1 2.2 2.3 CR 

CRES 1 83% 17% 0% 
 

CRES 1 14% 14% 71% 0% 

DEV 1 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 2 100% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 1 10% 90% 0% 
 

INST. INV 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 1 100% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 

CONS. 2 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 2 83% 17% 0% 
 

INST. INV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 3 100% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 4 100% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 5 75% 25% 0% 
 

CONS. 5 100% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 6 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 6 25% 75% 0% 0% 

CONS. 7 100% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 7 25% 75% 0% 0% 

CONS. 8 13% 88% 0% 
 

CONS. 8 50% 0% 50% 0% 

CRES 2 50% 50% 0% 
 

CRES 2 69% 23% 8% 31% 

DEV 3 100% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 3 90% 0% 10% 0% 

DEV 4 100% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 4 83% 17% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 0% 100% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 0% 0% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 75% 25% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 3 50% 50% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 3 88% 13% 0% 
 

INST. INV 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 4 100% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 5 50% 50% 0% 
 

INST. INV 5 90% 10% 0% 0% 

DEV 5 13% 88% 0% 
 

DEV 5 5% 23% 72% 14% 

CRES 3 0% 100% 0% 
 

CRES 3 9% 62% 30% 22% 

INST. INV 6 0% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 6 75% 25% 0% 0% 

DEV 6 100% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 6 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Avg all 69,0% 31,0%  
 Avg all 52% 37% 11%  

Avg con. 69,0% 31,0%  
 

Avg con. 56% 37% 7%  

# variables 

con. 
26   

 

# variables 

con. 
23    
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Category 3 
 

Category 4 

 Respondent 3.1 3.2 3.3 CR 
 

 Respondent  4.1 4.2 4.3 CR 

CRES 1 8% 23% 69% 31% 
 

CRES 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 

DEV 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 

DEV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 

CONS. 1 17% 0% 83% 0% 
 

CONS. 1 33% 33% 33% 139% 

CONS. 2 100% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 2 0% 0% 100% 0% 

INST. INV 2 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 

INST. INV 2 0% 13% 88% 0% 

CONS. 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 6 100% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 6 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 7 17% 83% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 7 0% 100% 0% 0% 

CONS. 8 100% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 8 0% 100% 0% 0% 

CRES 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CRES 2 0% 17% 83% 0% 

DEV 3 10% 0% 90% 0% 
 

DEV 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 

DEV 4 47% 7% 47% 0% 
 

DEV 4 0% 0% 100% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 1 0% 13% 88% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 17% 0% 83% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 2 50% 0% 50% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 17% 83% 0% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 

INST. INV 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 
 

INST. INV 3 13% 88% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 4 83% 17% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 4 0% 100% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 5 83% 17% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 5 0% 88% 13% 0% 

DEV 5 5% 24% 71% 31% 
 

DEV 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CRES 3 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 

CRES 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 6 0% 25% 75% 0% 
 

INST. INV 6 0% 0% 100% 0% 

DEV 6 83% 0% 17% 0% 
 

DEV 6 10% 39% 51% 8,4% 

Avg all 33% 23% 45%  
 Avg all 6% 44% 50%  

Avg con. 35% 23% 42%  
 

Avg con. 6% 44% 50%  

# variables 

con. 
24    

 

# variables 

con. 
24    
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Category 5 

Respondent  5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.5 CR 

CRES 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 1 0% 90% 10% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 1 33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 139% 

CONS. 2 83% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 2 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 0% 

CONS. 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 7 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 8 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CRES 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 3 6% 0% 20% 74% 0% 45% 

DEV 4 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 4% 24% 8% 63% 0% 31% 

ASSET MAN 2 0% 14% 71% 14% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 0% 65% 28% 7% 0% 7% 

INST. INV 3 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 4 0% 0% 88% 0% 13% 0% 

INST. INV 5 9% 0% 67% 24% 0% 1% 

DEV 5 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

CRES 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 6 8% 0% 23% 69% 0% 31% 

DEV 6 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Avg all 19% 25% 28% 26% 2%  

Avg con. 22% 25% 30% 20% 3%  

# variables 

con. 
21      
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Category 6 
 

Category 7 

Respondent 6.1 6.2 6.3 CR 
 

Respondent  7.1 7.2 7.3 CR 

CRES 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CRES 1 0% 0% 100% 0% 

DEV 1 25% 0% 75% 0% 
 

DEV 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 2 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 4 50% 0% 50% 0% 
 

CONS. 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CONS. 6 25% 75% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 6 0% 0% 100% 0% 

CONS. 7 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 7 0% 0% 100% 0% 

CONS. 8 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CONS. 8 0% 0% 0% 0% 

CRES 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CRES 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 

DEV 4 25% 75% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 1 13% 88% 1% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 1 0% 17% 83% 0% 

ASSET MAN 2 100% 0% 0% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 2 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ASSET MAN 3 10% 90% 0% 0% 
 

ASSET MAN 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 3 0% 50% 50% 0% 
 

INST. INV 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 4 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 4 0% 75% 25% 0% 

INST. INV 5 0% 88% 13% 0% 
 

INST. INV 5 88% 13% 0% 0% 

DEV 5 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 5 0% 0% 100% 0% 

CRES 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

CRES 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 

INST. INV 6 0% 100% 0% 0% 
 

INST. INV 6 50% 50% 0% 0% 

DEV 6 0% 0% 0% 0% 
 

DEV 6 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Avg all 22% 60% 17%  
 Avg all 24% 25% 51%  

Avg con. 22% 60% 17%  
 

Avg con. 24% 25% 51%  

# variables 

con. 
26    

 

# variables 

con. 
26    
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Comparison of categories 

Respondent  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 CR 

CRES 1 37% 21% 29% 0% 7% 0% 5% 6,02% 

DEV 1 0% 17% 7% 11% 26% 40% 0% 11,09% 

DEV 2 90% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0,00% 

INST. INV 1 55% 5% 26% 6% 8% 0% 0% 11,61% 

CONS. 1 64% 11% 9% 0% 16% 0% 0% 4,77% 

CONS. 2 0% 67% 14% 6% 6% 6% 0% 11,48% 

INST. INV 2 39% 0% 5% 13% 44% 0% 0% 10,48% 

CONS. 3 83% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0,00% 

CONS. 4 90% 0% 0% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0,00% 

CONS. 5 17% 83% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0,00% 

CONS. 6 0% 48% 28% 0% 0% 12% 12% 7,23% 

CONS. 7 12% 6% 20% 17% 7% 0% 38% 27,04% 

CONS. 8 66% 21% 8% 5% 0% 0% 0% 21,22% 

CRES 2 80% 5% 0% 15% 0% 0% 0% 30,76% 

DEV 3 56% 2% 4% 6% 11% 0% 22% 31,39% 

DEV 4 6% 10% 46% 13% 4% 21% 0% 12,53% 

ASSET MAN 1 54% 2% 10% 3% 18% 7% 5% 32,23% 

ASSET MAN 2 0% 0% 8% 12% 18% 61% 0% 9,59% 

ASSET MAN 3 52% 25% 10% 2% 2% 9% 0% 25,00% 

INST. INV 3 46% 0% 14% 9% 7% 24% 0% 9,27% 

INST. INV 4 23% 0% 9% 2% 5% 0% 61% 32,35% 

INST. INV 5 13% 11% 3% 11% 43% 17% 3% 30,44% 

DEV 5 6% 48% 33% 0% 11% 0% 3% 18,68% 

CRES 3 45% 45% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0,00% 

INST. INV 6 26% 19% 7% 13% 15% 14% 6% 29,73% 

DEV 6 35% 29% 14% 10% 6% 0% 5% 9,10% 

Avg all 38% 19% 12% 6% 10% 8% 6%  

Avg con. 51% 26% 10% 2% 4% 5% 2%  

# variables 

con. 
10        

 


