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Preface 
 

“A man’s intellect is stored powder; it cannot touch itself off; 

 the fire must come from the outside.”  

Mark Twain, 1898 

 

The thesis that lies before you is the end product of my master on European Spatial Planning and 

Regional Development at Blekinge Institute of Technology in Karlskrona. Its subject is one that in my 

opinion deserves more attention in the field. Through the many different forms of legislation the EU 

is influencing not only those sectors in which it has competence, but also cross sectoral topics like 

spatial planning. In a time of perhaps growing euroscepticism I think understanding of the processes 

of EU integration is vital to withstand the oversimplified view of the European Superstate.  

 Parts of this thesis are based on interviews with different respondents. In these cases there is 

a (limited) interpretation of the information by the author. Any mistakes in this interpretation or 

misrepresentation of the views of interviewees are in all cases the full responsibility of the author of 

this thesis.  

 This thesis would not have been possible without the help of a number of different people. 

First of all, I would like to thank all the teachers in the ESP program. Special thanks go to my thesis 

supervisor, who has helped me in many ways. His comments on form, procedure and contents as 

well as help with contacting the many different experts included in this thesis are greatly 

appreciated.  

 Of course I would like to thank the respondents for their cooperation in this study. Without 

them it would not have been possible to shape this thesis. I am grateful that they have found the 

time to talk to me and have agreed to do this in a language that is not their native tongue.  

Additionally I would like to thank my Swedish language teachers, who have helped me master this 

language to such a degree that analysis of Swedish texts was made possible.  

 My fellow students in the ESP program also deserve thanks. Their advice, support and 

discussions have helped me improve my thesis and they have also helped create a very pleasant 

social setting making the work so much lighter. Finally I would like to thank my family and friends for 

their support and especially my brother for help in greatly improving the text of this thesis. 
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Summary 
 

Research in the field of European spatial planning is usually focused on the influence of non-binding 

documents – such as the ESDP and the Territorial Agenda – or policies – for instance those on 

cohesion or agriculture. However, the influence of binding sectoral legislation, which has the power 

to influence spatial planning more directly, is often neglected in scientific research. This thesis 

attempts to fill this niche, by focusing on how a set of environmental EU directives influences spatial 

planning in Sweden.  

 With decisions and regulations, directives are one of the three types of binding legislation in 

the European Union. Directives lay down end results for the member states to achieve. Member 

states are then required to adopt measures in order to achieve these goals. This implementation is at 

their own discretion, but the member states are accountable for the results. In the integration of EU 

directives into national legislation the term transposition is used for the legal integration. The term 

implementation is used for actually using this legislation to achieve the objectives of the directives, 

although this can be to a minimal extent.  

Study and background 

Through a literature review and interviews with experts on spatial planning in Sweden, a limited set 

of EU directives has been identified that have the potential to influence spatial planning in Sweden. 

The thesis focuses on environmental directives because these often have the most direct spatial 

components, and thus have most potential for influencing spatial planning. The directives chosen are 

the EIA and SEA directives, the Natura 2000 directives (Habitat and Bird), the Water Framework 

Directive, the Air Quality and Environmental Noise Directives and the Seveso Directive. 

 Spatial planning in Sweden is characterised by the municipal planning monopoly. This means 

that the municipal level holds the responsibility for the planning of land and water. The planning 

system is based on the Planning and Building Act, and requires municipalities to develop two 

different types of plans. First of all, municipalities are required to develop a comprehensive plan 

(översiktsplan) covering the entire municipality, in which they describe how land and water in the 

municipality are to be used. Additionally, municipalities draw up a detailed development plan 

(detaljplan) in many cases in which a development can influence its surroundings. This plan is, unlike 

the comprehensive plan, a legally binding instrument, which can also give municipalities the right to 

expropriate land in order to use it for the public good. 

 Although the municipal level is by far most important in spatial planning in Sweden, other 

levels of government also play a role. The legal framework of the Planning and Building Act and the 

Environmental Code are of course decided on at the national level. Also, the national agencies, such 

as the Board of Housing, Building and Planning (Boverket) can give the municipalities advice on how 

to deal with the law and with the national interests. The county administrative boards, the regional 

representation of the national level, are responsible for monitoring how the national interests are 

being met in municipal planning. They can also revoke decisions if appeals against them are filed. 

Finally, since the implementation of the Water Framework Directive, the river basin districts also play 

a role in spatial planning (for water). However, there is a lack of consensus on the position of the 

districts and the power they have in spatial planning. 
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 The role of different levels of government is central to perhaps the most popular theory on 

the development of the EU and its influence on the member states, multi-level governance. Theories 

of multi-level governance stress that with the development of the EU, the traditional hierarchical and 

top-down structures of government have been altered. The supranational level can directly influence 

the sub-national level in certain issues, and the sub-national level, traditionally in the form of the 

regional level, is expected to play an independent role at the supranational level. However, because 

of the weakness of the regional level within the Swedish planning system, it is unlikely that they will 

be able to act on the supranational arena. This may suggest that the theory of multi-level governance 

does not apply to the Swedish situation, but two ways in which it can nonetheless be visible within 

Swedish spatial planning are discussed in this thesis. First, it is possible that actors on the municipal 

level take over the role of sub-national actor at the supranational level in the absence of strong 

regions.  Secondly, the new river basin districts might be a new example of a regional level within the 

Swedish system that has the power to act independently within the EU. 

Results  

In this study, the influence of a set of environmental directives on spatial planning in Sweden has 

been investigated. By analysing a number of comprehensive plans and supporting this analysis with 

interviews with experts both at the municipal and other levels of government, the main research 

question – How is the influence of EU directives seen and understood within spatial planning in 

Sweden? – can be answered. The extent to which each of the chosen directives is dealt with is 

assessed by looking for signal words in the comprehensive plans.  

 The Water Framework Directive and the Habitat and Bird directives are dealt with most 

extensively in the comprehensive plans. These are the only directives for which a majority of 

comprehensive plans mentions the European legal context. The issues of SEA, air quality and 

environmental noise are dealt with in most comprehensive plans, but most often only within the 

Swedish implementation of the EU directives. The EIA directive and the Seveso directive are dealt 

with the least within comprehensive planning.  

 These results are generally supported by the interviews with experts at the municipal 

planning. The directives that are most often mentioned as influencing spatial planning are the Water 

Framework Directive and the Habitat and Bird Directives. Knowledge about the Seveso Directive 

seems to be very limited on the municipal level. The directives on SEA and EIA are seen to have an 

influence on spatial planning, although the strength of this influence differs strongly between 

municipalities and between projects. The directives, especially those on air quality and 

environmental noise, are by some seen as to rigid, leaving to little room for weighing different 

interests within spatial planning. 

 These results are also supported by interviews with experts outside the municipalities. A 

number of additional issues can however be identified. Concerning the EIA and SEA directives, a lack 

of distinction in terminology between these two directives can be observed, which may lead to 

particularly the SEA procedure to seem integrated within (strategic) planning processes. A number of 

experts state that the Seveso directive should have an influence on spatial planning, and should be 

dealt with in comprehensive plans, but at the moment this is most often not the case, primarily 

because of a lack of knowledge of the Seveso legislation.  
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 Among the different experts who have been interviewed for this study there are different 

views on how the Water Framework Directive will influence spatial planning. Although some experts 

see this directive as having the potential to change the municipal planning monopoly and perhaps 

lead to some form of regional planning in Sweden, others think that the municipalities are too 

powerful for this to happen and the Water Framework Directive will have a more marginal influence. 

One finding is however that many questions surrounding the Water Framework Directive are at the 

moment not being answered, or perhaps not even posed.  

Conclusion 

From these results the conclusion can be drawn that the different EU directives discussed do 

influence spatial planning. Roughly three types of influence can be seen: first, a restrictive influence, 

in which the directives set boundaries to the possibilities for development. Second, an influence on 

the planning process, by adding certain procedures (as with EIA and SEA) or stressing specific 

interests. The third type of influence that can be observed is changing the way in which different 

levels of government interact. This is most clearly the case with the Water Framework Directive, 

although further research could give more insight into this process. 

 On a more theoretical level a number of final issues are worth mentioning based on the 

results presented here. There seems to be no real evidence that the municipalities take over the role 

of independent regional actor at the supranational level, key in the theory of multi-level governance. 

Knowledge of and reference to the European influence on spatial planning is limited and the 

directives are mostly applied (only) through the Swedish implementation. However, the river basin 

districts do seem to constitute a form of regional government and operate quite independently from 

the national level. Additionally, the environmental EU directives discussed here can be said to 

strengthen the environmental administration and their thought styles at the expense of municipal 

planning. Combined with the potential for creating some form of regional planning through the 

Water Framework Directive, this could be said to constitute the emergence of an invisible European 

planning system. Although the EU has no formal competence in spatial planning, the sectoral 

legislation on many issues does seem to favour certain types of planning, therefore moulding the 

planning systems in the different member states to a perhaps more congruent whole. 
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Abstract 
 

Research in the field of European spatial planning often focuses on non-binding policies from the EU, 

whether it be documents such as the Territorial Agenda or policies on agriculture and (territorial) 

cohesion. This thesis looks at how binding legislation from the EU can influence spatial planning, even 

though there is no formal competence in this field. Swedish comprehensive plans are studied to 

analyse how a number of environmental directives are dealt with. These directives are seen to set 

restrictions, change the planning process and – in the case of the Water Framework Directive – 

change the structures of government.  In Sweden this last type of influence may lead to an 

unexpected type of multi-level governance in a country without regional spatial planning. Perhaps 

the sectoral directives can be said to create an invisible European planning system.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

European spatial planning as a research field has been around for a number of years now. Although 

the European Union has no formal competence in spatial planning, planning practitioners are 

increasingly confronted with the European scale. Research on this European influence on spatial 

planning often focuses on non-binding policies and discourses. Documents like the European Spatial 

Development Agenda (ESDP) and the Territorial Agenda have attracted much attention from 

researchers in spatial planning (eg. Faludi, 2002; Waterhout, 2008). The impacts of different 

European policies on for instance cohesion or agriculture have been studied by different authors  (eg. 

Dühr, 2010; Faludi, 2010; Nadin & Shaw, 1998).  

 In this field of European spatial planning, less attention has been given to the influence of 

various binding sectoral acts put forward by the European Union. The European Union can make 

binding acts on many topics, as diverse as environmental legislation and (market) competition. 

Although these binding acts are not written to regulate spatial planning, they can often have a great 

influence. The focus of this research is on the influence of these binding acts on spatial planning in 

Sweden, with emphasis on directives. This chapter will further introduce the topic. The research 

background will be presented, leading to a formulation of the research question. A number of key 

concepts will be introduced and the relevance of the research will be discussed.  

EU legislation 

The European Union has three different types of binding legislation. The most direct form of EU law 

are regulations. They are directly applicable to all member states, meaning that – once passed into 

force – they are on par with national laws. There is no requirement for member states to adopt 

measures for their implementation, other than removing possible obstacles in their national 

legislation. Because of this, their impact will be very similar in different member states. Regulations 

can be found in many different policy fields, for instance the spending of European structural funds 

or regulations on leg-hold traps (Zonneveld et al., 2008).  

Directives are a less direct form of EU legislation laying down end results for member states 

to achieve. Member states are required to transpose the directives into their own law, meaning that 

they have to adopt measures in their own legislation to achieve the goals in the directive. The way in 

which they do this is at their own discretion, of course within the limits set by the directive. In 

implementing these directives, member states are accountable for the results. Here it is important to 

note the terminology used. Transposition is the term used for the legal integration into national law. 

Implementation is used for actually using this legislation to achieve the objectives of the directives. 

This implementation can however be minimalist and the term implementation does in this study not 

necessarily imply that the objectives of the directive are indeed being met. A time frame is 

established within which a directive has to be implemented. If this time frame is not met by a 

member state, the directive can have a direct impact, in which the judicial system is required to 

favour the EU directive over potentially contradictory national legislation. This is also the case if an 

EU directive is transposed in an incorrect manner, i.e. the end results of the directive are not met in 

an adequate manner.  
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The third form of European Union legislation are decisions. Decisions can be directed at 

individuals or authorities in specific cases. They can require a specific party to do or not do 

something. An example of a decision is when an EU member state receives permission to grant a 

certain form of state aid that is considered to be of national importance.  

Directives 

The research presented here will focus on directives. Whereas the consequences of regulations and 

decisions for spatial planning are generally relatively small and easy to identify, directives have the 

greatest potential of influencing spatial planning without this being directly obvious. Because of the 

transposition and implementation that is required in this type of legislation, it is very well possible 

that they are perceived differently by different levels of government. More specifically this research 

will focus on directives concerning issues relating to the environment. These environmental 

directives can influence spatial planning both by setting boundaries or by creating requirements for 

new forms of planning within the existing system.  

 Although the goal of this study is to get a complete overview of directives that influence 

spatial planning in Sweden, the emphasis will be on a limited set of directives. These directives, 

which have been identified as having the most potential for influencing spatial planning, will shortly 

be described here. The choice for these directives is based on a literature review, as well as 

interviews with a number of experts. Chapter 2 will describe the directives and the selection process 

in more detail.  

 One directive that has the potential of influencing spatial planning in Sweden is the SEA 

directive (2001/42/EC). This directive determines that plans and programs concerning issues with a 

potential environmental influence have to be accompanied by a strategic environmental assessment 

(SEA). This SEA covers “the environmental baseline and problems, links to other plans, programmes 

and environmental objectives, the likely effects of the plan/programme and relevant alternatives, 

and proposals for mitigation and monitoring.” In preparing this assessment, planning authorities 

have to consult environmental authorities and take environmental reports into account (Therivel & 

Walsh, 2006, p.664/665). This directive therefore introduces a procedure that has to be followed 

when preparing spatial plans. The obligation to cover relevant alternatives also has the potential to 

influence spatial planning. 

 Besides the SEA directive which influences plans and programmes, the EIA directive 

(97/11/EC) deals with the environmental impact assessment (EIA) of public and private projects. This 

EIA should “describe the direct and indirect impacts of the project on population, fauna, flora, soil, 

water, air, climate, landscape, buildings, ancient monuments and other parts of the cultural heritage” 

(Corvellec & Boholm, 2008). Measures must be taken to try and minimize the negative effects a 

project may have. The influence of this directive on spatial planning can restrictive, but can also be 

more indirect.  

 Another EU directive that seems to have influenced spatial planning in Sweden on a 

procedural level is the water framework directive (2000/60/EC). This directive seeks to improve 

water quality throughout the EU. In order to do this, so called River Basin Districts have been set up 

that are required to develop a river basin management plan for six-year cycles. Formally, these river 

basin districts are new governmental authorities, although they are strongly linked to the county 
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administrative boards. The role the river basin districts play in spatial planning is not entirely clear, 

and will be discussed further, both in chapter 2 and in chapter 5. 

 A number of directives that can create restrictions for spatial planning can be found in the 

Natura 2000 network. This is formed by the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and the Birds Directive 

(2009/147/EC). Through these directives, an EU wide network of nature protection areas is 

established. This does not mean that in these areas all human activity is excluded, but emphasis is on 

ensuring sustainability in both the ecological and the economical sense (European Commission, 

2012). This clearly influences spatial planning within these designated areas, but not only here. 

Developments outside the Natura 2000 areas can also influence their sustainability. Because of this, 

the Natura 2000 areas can also limit the possible spatial developments in surrounding areas.  

 Two directives that can also cause restrictions in spatial planning are the air quality directive 

(2008/50/EC) and the environmental noise directive (2002/49/EC). Both directives are aimed at 

protecting human health and the environment and set limit values that are not to be exceeded. This 

can result in projects having to be adjusted because they do not meet these requirements. The goals 

of both directives lie beyond these limit values. Therefore it is possible that even where the limits are 

not exceeded, the directives still have an influence on spatial planning, in the sense that plans are 

more focused on avoiding air and noise pollution.   

 Finally, the Seveso directive will also be looked at in this thesis. This directive regulates the 

way in which chemical goods are stored and processed, and how the risk for and consequences of 

accidents should be diminished. For spatial planning, this means that for example distances between 

areas of spatial development and industrial areas where dangerous substances are dealt with are 

regulated. However, whether or not this is something that municipalities deal with in comprehensive 

planning is not yet entirely clear.  

Swedish Spatial Planning 

The Swedish planning system is based on the Planning and Building Act of 1987, together with the 

environmental code. Within this framework, the Planning and Building Act regulates the planning 

process. The act requires municipalities to use two different tools for the assessment of spatial 

development. First of all, municipalities are required to create a comprehensive plan (översiktsplan) 

covering the entire municipality. This plan must describe the way in which both land and water in the 

municipality are to be used. The plan should deal with how the municipality intends to fulfil national 

interests and how the built up environment should be developed and preserved. Comprehensive 

plans can often serve as strategic plans, indicating the way in which the municipality plans to deal 

with issues like housing supply, business and industry, and environmental considerations. The main 

goal of these comprehensive plans is to act as a framework for balancing conflicting interests in 

spatial development (COMMIN, 2006; Boverket, 2012).  

 Besides the comprehensive plans, municipalities are also required to draw up detailed 

development plans in many cases in which a development can influence its surroundings. The 

detailed development plan (detaljplan) is a legally binding instrument and shows which areas are 

meant to be used for development. The plan can also give municipalities the right to expropriate land 

in order to use it for the public good.  
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 As demonstrated by these two plans, the municipalities play the most important role in the 

Swedish planning system. They are responsible for the physical planning of the country. This is often 

described as a planning monopoly (planmonopolet). On other levels of government the competence 

over planning is very limited. The national level of course decides on the legal framework, 

establishing the Planning and Building Act and the Environmental Code. The national interests that 

municipalities have to guard in their plans are decided at the national level. These can be made more 

precise and be accompanied by advice for municipal planning by central government agencies, such 

as Boverket (COMMIN, 2006; Boverket, 2012).  

 At the regional level, the county administrative board has the task of monitoring how the 

national interests are being met in municipal planning. Appeals against detailed development plans 

can also be filed with the county administrative board, which can then revoke the decision. A 

statement by the county administrative board on the way in which national interests are met is part 

of the municipal plan documents. Besides the county administrative boards, there is since a few 

years a new level of government that has some influence over spatial planning. These are the River 

Basin Districts, as discussed earlier. These have been established as a result of the Water Framework 

Directive (2000/60/EC) and now hold responsibility for the planning for water. The exact extent of 

this responsibility is not entirely clear, as will be further discussed in chapters 2 and 5. The 

establishment of the river basin districts is one of the examples in which a European Union directive 

can influence spatial planning in Sweden (see for instance Emmelin & Lerman, 2004; Hedelin, 2005; 

Hammer et al., 2011), although the way in which this is perceived by different levels of government is 

not yet clear.  

Multi-level Governance 

As is discussed above, spatial planning in Sweden can be characterized as an area of municipal 

monopoly. However, EU directives do have influence on this monopoly. Not only do the directives set 

out legislation to which municipalities have to adhere, but they also change the relationships 

between different levels of government. This is best shown by the water framework directive, for 

which a new level of government, the river basin districts, has been created. But also in other ways 

the European Union has through these directives influenced the way in which actors at different 

levels interact. This is perhaps best described with the concept of multi-level governance. 

 Multi-level governance is described by Hooghe & Marks (2001) as a system in which decision 

making power is shared  between actors at different levels and is not dominated by national 

governments. As Lundqvist (2004) shows, this multi-level governance approach to policy making has 

been applied to the Water Framework Directive, but it can also be found in other directives. Because 

of this multi-level approach to implementing the European policies, the way in which EU directives 

influence spatial planning can be perceived differently on different levels of government. To get a 

good overview of how directives actually influence spatial planning, it is therefore necessary consider 

different levels of government. 

Research Objective 

The objective of this study is to create more understanding of how EU directives influence spatial 

planning in Sweden. By doing this, pressure points between the EU level and the municipal planning 

practice can be identified. The focus is on municipal comprehensive planning, as this gives a good 
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overview of the issues that are dealt with in spatial planning. By comparing how this comprehensive 

planning is influenced by EU directives with the perspectives of different levels of government it is 

possible to describe potential shortcomings in the cooperation between the levels of government. 

On a more general level, this research can give more insight into the way in which the European 

Union can influence spatial planning in the member states, without having a formal competence in 

this area.  

Research Question 

The focus of this research is the influence of EU-directives on spatial planning in Sweden. To further 

define this focus, it is important to formulate a research question, supported by sub-questions, as a 

basis for analysing this influence. Because spatial planning is monopolised by the municipal level in 

Sweden, the focus will be on this level of government. However, this will be combined with 

perspectives on other levels of government to situate it within a broader context. As theories on 

multi-level governance show, the interaction between levels of government goes further than the 

purely legal framework. This leads to the following research question:  

How is the influence of EU directives seen and understood within spatial planning in Sweden? 

Defining this research question requires a clear explanation of the concepts used in the question. 

Spatial planning in Sweden is dominated by the municipal planning monopoly, so this will be the 

main focus. However, when analysing the influence of EU-directives, it is necessary to see to what 

extent these directives can influence this monopoly by creating instruments for spatial planning at 

other levels of government, as can perhaps be observed in the water framework directive. Therefore, 

the results from the municipal level, will be placed in a broader context by also looking at other levels 

of government. However, since the focus is on spatial planning, only those levels of government with 

a role in spatial planning will be looked at. Besides the municipalities, these are the river basin 

districts, the county administrative board and – at the national level – in the National Board of 

Housing, Building and Planning (Boverket) . The focus will be mainly on environmental EU directives, 

although through open questions, directives in other sectors will not be ignored. 

Sub-questions 

To work towards an answer that covers different aspects of the research question the main question 

has to be supplemented by a number of sub-questions. First of all, as spatial planning in Sweden is 

dominated by the municipal planning monopoly, this is the most important level to look for the 

influence of EU directives. To get an overview of the extent to which spatial planners in 

municipalities use EU directives, looking into comprehensive plans can give an overview of different 

ways in which municipalities deal with the influence of the European Union. This means answering 

the following sub-question: 

To what extent are EU directives mentioned in comprehensive plans by Swedish municipalities? 

Like other sub-questions, this question will be further operationalized in chapter 3. Analysing the 

comprehensive plan will give an appraisal of how EU directives can influence Swedish spatial 

planning on the municipal level. The choice for comprehensive plans is made, because these plans 

give a broad perspective on the issues that municipal planners are faced with. Therefore, all different 

issues on which European directives might influence planning are discussed in these plans. To place 
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the results of this analysis of comprehensive plans in a broader context, interviews with municipal 

planners will be held, to see how they see the role of EU directives in spatial planning. This means 

answering the following research question: 

How do spatial planners on the Swedish municipal level see and understand the influence of EU 

directives on spatial planning? 

As discussed above, the goal of this research is not only to identify the influence of EU directives on 

the municipal level, but also to place it in a broader context. For this, interviews will be held with 

professionals in the field of spatial planning that deal with the issue of EU directives. This includes 

both the other levels of government mentioned above, as well as non-governmental planning 

professionals who have expertise concerning the influence of EU directives on spatial planning. In 

this way, the following sub-question will be answered: 

How do professionals in Swedish spatial planning outside the municipal level see and understand the 

influence of EU directives on spatial planning in Sweden? 

It is important to note that this sub-question, as well as the previous one, are not the central focus of 

the research. They aim at placing the results of the first sub-question in a broader context. This 

means that the interviews that will be held to answer the second and third sub-questions, are not 

meant to create a representative picture of the influence on spatial planning, but are aimed at 

providing context for the results of the analysis of comprehensive plans.  

 

The Report 

In the following chapters, the research will be further set out. First of all, chapter 2 will describe the 

background and theoretical framework for this research. This involves a further description of the EU 

directives that will be analyzed, as well as a positioning of the research within the existing literature. 

Chapter 3 will present the methodology used in this research. Based on the conceptual model, which 

is also presented in this chapter, sub-questions will be operationalized and the selection of cases 

justified. Chapter 4 comprises the results of the analysis of comprehensive plans, answering the first 

sub-question. Chapter 5 will further describe the results of the interviews with planners and experts, 

thus placing the analysis from chapter 4 in a broader context. In chapter 6, a conclusion will be given 

on the basis of answers to the research question and the sub-questions. The results will be further 

discussed in a more general context, describing possible shortcomings of the study and making 

suggestions for further research.  
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Chapter 2: Background and theoretical framework 
 

This chapter describes the background of the thesis. First of all the focus on a limited set of directives 

is presented.  These directives are then discussed in both their European and Swedish legal context. 

Secondly, to link the directives to spatial planning, the Swedish planning system is further portrayed. 

Additionally the theoretical framework will be worked out, embedding the thesis in existing literature 

and providing the background for analysis. For this, the concept of multi-level governance is central.  

EU Directives 

The focus of this study is the influence of EU directives on spatial planning in Sweden. Directives are 

one of the three types of binding acts in the EU, the others being regulations and decisions. Unlike 

regulations and decisions, directives leave a large part of the implementation to the discretion of the 

member states. The EU has directives on many different topics, for example product safety 

standards, discrimination and intellectual property. Most of these will have no real influence on 

spatial planning. However, a number of directives that have to do with the environment can 

influence spatial planning. The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning (Boverket) 

has written a report concerning the environmental EU policies and legislation that may affect spatial 

planning in Sweden (Boverket, 2011). Based on this report, as well as interviews with experts on the 

topic (e.g. Peggy Lerman, Lars Svensson, Mårten Dunér, see appendix A), a limited set of directives 

has been selected that have the greatest potential for influencing spatial planning in Sweden. These 

directives will be presented here with a short description of the goals of the directive, their 

implementation in Swedish legislationand their relation to spatial planning. 

Environmental Impact Assessment  

Boverket (2011) mentions the EIA directive (85/337/EEC, amended in directives 97/11/EC, 

2003/35/EC and 2009/31/EC) as EU legislation that poses demands for (spatial) projects. The EIA, or 

environmental impact assessment is, according to the European Commission (2012), “a procedure 

that ensures that the environmental implications of decisions are taken into account before the 

decisions are made.” The EIA directive focuses specifically on the assessment of individual projects. 

The aim of the directive is to integrate environmental concerns into the preparation of these projects 

in order to reduce their environmental impact. Public participation plays an important role in this 

process.  

 In Sweden, the EIA directive has been transposed through chapter 6 of the Environmental 

Code, which entered in to force on 1 January 1999, combined with a supporting Ordinance on EIA 

from 1998. The environmental code combines a number of rules that were previously spread out 

over separate acts. EIA– required in other legislation, such as the Roads Act, the Construction of 

Railways Act and the Minerals Act – is largely compatible with the EIA provisions in the 

Environmental code. Discordance between requirements in the Environmental Code and the 

Planning and Building Act has been amended by changes in the latter (Sheate et al., 2005).  

 The link between spatial planning and the EIA directive is quite direct. Most spatial projects 

require an environmental impact assessment. This means that the environmental aspects of the 

project have to be considered. However, it is not entirely clear to what extent this really influences 
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projects. In some cases the assessment is made in a very late stage, when the project is unlikely to be 

affected by the EIA. Problems with the methods of scoping and screening in the EIA process can also 

affect the way in which EIA’s can influence spatial planning (Emmelin, 2011). The fact that an EIA 

might be necessary in a later stage may also influence spatial planning on a higher level. For instance 

in comprehensive planning measures could be taken to facilitate an EIA in a later stage of the 

planning process. This study will further analyse to what extent municipal planners really see an 

influence of the EIA on projects in their municipality.  

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

In addition to the EIA directive, aimed at environmental assessment on project level, the EU has 

enforced the SEA directive since 2001 (2001/42/EC). The SEA Directive, on Strategic Environmental 

Assessment, applies to a wide range of public plans and programmes, for instance concerning land 

use, transport, energy, waste and agriculture. Transposition of the directive should be in place since 

July 2004. The directive requires a strategic environmental assessment of all plans and programmes 

on topics with significant environmental effects, setting the framework for future development 

consent of projects subject to the EIA directive discussed above (European Commission, 2012).  

 The SEA procedure is very similar to the EIA, but is characterized by a number of differences. 

First of all, environmental authorities must be consulted when deciding whether an SEA is required – 

the screening stage. In the next stage, SEA scoping, it is obligatory to determine the content and 

extent of the matters to be covered in the assessment. Perhaps the most important difference is the 

fact that an SEA must include an assessment of reasonable alternatives to the proposed plans. In an 

EIA the developer can choose which alternatives to consider. Besides assessment of plans and 

programmes ex ante, member states are also required to monitor the significant environmental 

effects and take remedial action in cases where unforeseen adverse effects are observed (European 

Commission, 2012).  

 The Swedish implementation of the SEA directive is regulated through a Government Bill 

containing the required legal amendments, adopted by parliament in 2004. Largely the provisions of 

the SEA directive are integrated into chapter 6 of the Environmental Code, as is the case with the EIA 

Directive. The Planning and Building Act has also been adapted, with respect to the comprehensive 

(översiktsplan) and detailed development plans (detaljplan). In this transposition, there is no specific 

list of which plans and programmes are subject to the new requirements. The government can 

however specify plans and programmes that will always be likely to have significant environmental 

effects by Ordinance. Swedish plans that will require an SEA include the County Transport 

Infrastructure Plans, comprehensive plans, municipal energy plans and certain programmes of 

measures, for instance on air quality, water or waste (Sheate et al., 2005).  

 The influence of the SEA directive can be very similar to that of the EIA directive. As plans and 

programmes are required to assess environmental consequences, they might be more sustainable. 

However, the real effect of this provision is not entirely clear. With the SEA, the extra obligations 

regarding the analysis of reasonable alternatives might cause additional effects on planning by 

causing planners to think more ‘outside the box’ and break through a potential tunnel vision. By 

asking planners about their perception of this influence, an assessment can be made of the extent to 

which the alternatives considered in SEAs really cause changes in the original plans.  
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 The implementation of the directives on environmental assessment deserves an extra note. 

The way in which these two directives have been implemented has received criticism. According to 

Emmelin & Lerman (2005) there is resistance against environmental assessment in Sweden. This 

resistance might be rooted in a professional struggle between the planning tradition, based on 

architecture and on ultimate arbitration by politics, and the environmental administration, based on 

natural science and a clearly rationalist understanding of planning (Emmelin & Lerman, 2005, p.179). 

This struggle will be further discussed in the section on the air quality and environmental noise 

directives in this chapter. 

 One point of criticism as to the implementation of environmental assessment in Sweden has 

to do with the lack of distinction between EIA and SEA. As Emmelin and Lerman (2005, p.184) 

discuss, the implementation of SEA lacks clarity on a number of issues, one of which is inconsistent 

use of terminology: “the same concept can be covered by different terms while identical or similar 

concepts covered by different terms.” The documents resulting from EIA and SEA have the same 

name in Swedish, whereas the directives make a clear distinction between the two. This results in 

confusion in the Swedish practice, which in this thesis influences the way in which the different 

directives are analysed. This confusion will be further discussed in chapter 3, in the description of the 

analysis of comprehensive plans.  

Water Framework Directive 

Another directive that, especially in Sweden, has the potential to influence spatial planning, is the 

Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC, hereafter referred to as WFD). This directive is a response 

to increasing demand by citizens and environmental organizations for cleaner rivers and lakes, 

groundwater and coastal beaches. The goal of the WFD is to get polluted waters clean again and to 

ensure that clean waters are kept clean. Public participation is seen as crucial in achieving these 

objectives (European Commission, 2012).  

The WFD connects a number of existing directives on different aspects of water conservation 

and protection. As its name states, the directive creates a framework for the protection of water, 

providing new tools for sustainable water use. The directive requires the formation of a (new) level 

of administration that deals with the river basin as the geographical and administrative basis for 

water management. These ‘river basin districts’ deal with all rivers, lakes, ground waters, coastal and 

transitional waters and all factors affecting water quality, quantity and ecology in the area. The river 

basin districts are required to set environmental objectives for the river basin, based on an analysis 

of the natural characteristics, human pressures and economy of the river basin. A River Basin 

Management Plan has to be drawn up, which serves as documentation of this analysis, a reporting 

mechanism to the commission and for communication with concerned parties and the general public 

(Hedelin, 2005).  

In Sweden the WFD has been transposed into Swedish legislation through a water 

management ordinance (2004:660) as well as chapter 5 of the environmental code (Boverket, 2011). 

The country has been divided into five different water districts. These are responsible for the River 

Basin Management Plans as described in the WFD. In each of the five river basin districts, one of the 

existing county administrative boards (länsstyrelse) is responsible for decisions and coordination 

concerning the WFD (Vattenmyndigheterna, 2012).  
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In an organizational sense, the WFD has clearly influenced spatial planning in Sweden. The 

creation of the water districts has meant a number of new responsibilities for the designated county 

administrative boards. It is however not entirely clear to what extent this will really influence the 

spatial planning process in Sweden. There is potential for this new regional power in spatial planning 

to influence the existing municipal planning monopoly. If the River Basin Management Plans are seen 

as a planning product on top of the existing comprehensive and detailed development plans at the 

municipal level, then the directive has created a new level of regional planning within the Swedish 

system. However, an alternative view is to see the water districts as a new form of ‘riksintresse’, in 

which the county administrative boards control if the national interests are being met by the 

municipalities.  

Natura 2000 Directives 

Two directives that cannot be dealt with separately and can influence spatial planning in Sweden are 

the habitat directive (92/43/EEC) and the bird directive (2009/147/EC). These two directives form the 

cornerstones of European nature conservation policy. Together they create the legislative basis for 

the Natura 2000 network of nature protection areas, aiming to “assure the long-term survival of 

Europe's most valuable and threatened species and habitats” (European Commission, 2012). This 

does not mean that within these protected areas all human activity is prohibited, but the emphasis is 

on a sustainable form of management, both economically and ecologically.  

Member states are required to “take appropriate conservation measures to maintain and 

restore the habitats and species for which the site has been designated to a favourable conservation 

status” and to “avoid damaging activities that could significantly disturb these species or deteriorate 

the habitats of the protected species or habitat types” (Habitats Directive, 92/43/EEC, Paragraph 6.1 

& 6.2). Consequently, plans and programmes that may affect the Natura 2000 areas are required to 

undergo environmental assessment (under the EIA and SEA directives discussed above) and can only 

be accepted if they do not “adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned” (Habitats Directive, 

92/43/EEC, Paragraph 6.3). Only in cases where there are no alternatives and the matter is 

considered to be of overriding public interest can a plan still be implemented even if it would create 

significant negative effects for the Natura 2000 area (European Commission, 2012). 

 In Sweden the Habitats directive and the Bird directive have been implemented mainly 

through chapter 7 of the Environmental code. In total over 4,000 different areas have been declared 

Natura 2000 areas, covering a total area of 6,5 million hectares (Länsstyrelsen I Skåne Län, 2012). In 

general the Swedish agricultural board and the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency are 

responsible for overseeing correct implementation of the Natura 2000 directives. A number of other 

authorities, such as the Geological Survey of Sweden, the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency, the 

Swedish Work Environment Authority and the Swedish Chemicals Agency are also involved in 

implementing the Swedish transposition of the Habitats and Bird directives (Boverket, 2011).  

 The influence of the Natura 2000 directives on spatial planning is primarily restrictive. 

Developments within the designated Natura 2000 areas are limited to those that do not adversely 

affect the integrity of the site. This means that the municipality is restricted in its possibilities to 

develop in areas under the Habitats and Bird Directives. The influence of these directives can 

however reach beyond the borders of these sites because developments outside the Natura 2000 

areas that may influence the situation within the areas are also limited. Whether or not 
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municipalities in general recognize this influence is not entirely clear, and is an important question in 

analysing the effect of these directives on spatial planning within this research.  

Air Quality and Environmental Noise 

Two other directives that can have similar effects on spatial planning are the Environmental Noise 

Directive (2002/49/EC) and the Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC). Both directives set standards to 

reduce and prevent harm to the environment and public health by polluting activities. They can be 

collected under the term Environmental Quality Standards.  

The Environmental Noise Directive, known as the END, aims to “define a common approach 

intended to avoid, prevent or reduce on a prioritised basis the harmful effects, including annoyance, 

due to the exposure to environmental noise” (European Commission, 2012). This is done through the 

monitoring of environmental problems, requiring authorities within member states to draw up 

strategic noise maps for major roads, railways, airports and agglomerations. These maps chart the 

number of people that are annoyed and sleep disturbed using harmonized noise indicators. 

Subsequently, authorities are required to inform and consult the public and address local noise issues 

by drawing up action plans to reduce noise where necessary. Both the limits and the measures used 

in the action plans are left to the discretion of the member states (European Commission, 2012).  

 The current Air Quality Directive merges a number of previous directives into one, but does 

not change the air quality objectives itself. The main objective remains “to achieve levels of air 

quality that do not result in unacceptable impacts on, and risks to, human health and the 

environment” (European Commission, 2012). To achieve this objective, the EU aims to control 

emissions from mobile sources, to improve fuel quality, and to promote and integrate environmental 

protection requirements into the transport and energy sector. The EU has set both limit and target 

values for a number of pollutants in air. The concentrations allowed, as well as the averaging period 

in measuring and the permitted exceedances per year differ between pollutants, according to the 

observed health impacts. The new directive does offer the possibility to discount natural sources of 

pollution and gives the possibility of time extensions for specific pollutants. To assess air quality, 

member states are required to divide their territory into a number of zones and agglomerations, in 

which an assessment of air pollution levels is made through measurements, modelling and other 

techniques. If elevated levels are observed, an air quality plan must ensure compliance to the limit 

values. As with most EU directives, public information is also mandatory (European Commission, 

2012).  

 Both the Environmental Noise Directive and the Air Quality directive have been transposed 

into Swedish law through an ordinance. In the case of the END this has been done through ordinance 

SFS 2004:675. In this ordinance the EU directive is developed by setting limits to the amount of noise 

and an action program in cases where further measures are necessary. The Air Quality Directive has 

been transposed through ordinance SFS 2001:527. For most of the pollutants the same limit values 

are used as in the EU directive, although in the case of sulphur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide, the 

Swedish transposition sets stricter values (Boverket, 2012; SFS 2001:527; European Commission, 

2012).  

 Emmelin & Lerman (2008) further discuss the implementation of environmental quality 

standards, such as those for air and noise. They signal that in this implementation, as with the 
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directives on environmental assessment, two different paradigms of governance can be seen. First of 

all, an environmentalist paradigm, in which the legitimacy of decisions is based on scientific evidence. 

From this, a notion of ‘correct’ decisions in conflicts of interest is derived. In the other paradigm, the 

plan paradigm, conflicts of interest have to weighed and balanced. Legitimacy is derived from 

‘fairness’, and ultimately from democratic decision making. According to Emmelin & Lerman (2008, 

p.476), these two paradigms can be seen as a function of two dimensions: central versus local and 

calculating versus communicative.  

 These paradigms are reflected in respectively the Environmental Code and the Planning and 

Building Act. According to Emmelin & Lerman (2008, p.476) “many of the problems and complexities 

of Scandinavian planning and environmental management can be analysed in terms of the tension 

between the two paradigms.” As both the air quality directive and the environmental noise directive 

have been transposed through ordinances strongly linked to the Environmental Code, they will, 

according to this theory, be more in line with environmentalist paradigm. This may yield problems in 

their implementation in spatial planning.  

 The END and the Air Quality directive mainly influence spatial planning in a restrictive 

manner. Developments which may lead to exceeding the set limit values have to be altered or 

stopped. The influence could however go beyond this strictly restrictive influence, as municipalities 

might also aim for target values below the set values, thus trying to reach less noise and air pollution 

than is legally required. If the limits set in the EU directives are seen by municipalities not only as the 

absolute minimum, but also as a basis for establishing more ambitious targets, the influence of the 

directives may be larger than in the pure restrictive sense. 

Seveso Directive 

The last EU directive discussed here that can have an influence on spatial planning in Sweden, is the 

Seveso Directive. This directive aims at preventing major-accident hazards involving dangerous 

substances and limiting the consequences of such accidents for both man and the environment. The 

directive is named after the city of Seveso in Italy, where a major accident involving dioxin took place 

in 1976. As many as 2000 people had to be treated for dioxin poisoning after a dense vapour cloud 

had escaped from a herbicide and pesticide factory (European Commission, 2012).  

 Following this disaster, the first Seveso directive was drawn up in 1982 and was later further 

amended following disasters in Bhopal, India and Basel, Switzerland. The Seveso directive deals with 

the presence of dangerous substances, both industrial activities as the storage of chemical 

substances. Companies that deal with dangerous substances are divided into three different groups, 

depending on the quantities of the dangerous substances they hold. In the first group, with 

quantities below the lower threshold, companies are not covered by the directive but are still subject 

to regular control in the light of other (health and safety, environmental) legislation. Above the lower 

threshold, companies will only be held to the less demanding lower tier requirements of the 

directive. Above the higher thresholds, in cases were companies hold large quantities of dangerous 

substances, all requirements contained in the directive will have to be followed (European 

Commission, 2012). 

 The Seveso directive has been implemented in Sweden through a number of different laws. 

First of all, the Seveso law (SFS 1999:381), combined with ordinance SFS 1999:382, covers the 
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prevention of chemical accidents. In addition there are a law concerning protection against accidents 

(SFS 2003:778) and an ordinance on the same topic (SFS 2003:789) as well as legislation concerning 

the work environment (SFS 1977:1160). Finally, both the work environment and rescue workers are 

regulated through regulations (AFS 2005:19 and SRVFS 2005:2 respectively). The directive is also 

coupled to existing legislation like the Environmental code and the implementation of other EU 

directives such as the EIA directive discussed above (Seveso, 2012).  

 The influence of the Seveso directive on spatial planning is mainly formed by requirements to 

ensure appropriate distances between hazardous establishments and residential areas. This can also 

influence the development of existing sites in cases where this distance is not being met. Of course, 

this influence will only take place in those municipalities that have companies that are held to the 

Seveso directive within or adjoining their territory (European Commission, 2012; Boverket, 2011). 

 

Spatial Planning in Sweden 

The transposition of the directives described here into Swedish law, is the responsibility of the 

Swedish parliament and government. For their implementation other authorities also play an 

important role. As is discussed above, in a number of cases the national boards play an important 

role in implementing EU directives. Because of the Swedish municipal planning monopoly,  the 

(indirect) implementation of the directives in spatial planning (or of the Swedish transposition of 

these directives) is primarily the task of the municipalities. The municipalities are responsible for 

both comprehensive planning, with a strategic long term character, as well as detailed development 

planning, which is more project oriented (Commin, 2006).  

 In performing their tasks concerning spatial planning, municipal planners will be confronted 

by the provisions in the transposed EU legislation. In applying these directives, the municipalities are 

bound on two sides. First of all, citizens of the municipalities are able to appeal to the government in 

case they believe municipal plans go against the demands of the law. The county administrative 

board (länsstyrelsen) can also take measures if this is the case or if rights of individuals are 

unreasonably harmed or national interests are not being met. In an advisory role, the board may 

inform municipalities on how legislation (such as the transposition of EU directives) is to be 

implemented. 

 

Multi-level Governance 

Different levels of government play a role in the way in which EU directives are implemented in 

Sweden. As has been explained in chapter 1, the goal of this thesis is to see how the influence of the 

selected directives on spatial planning is perceived by these authorities. This requires an  

understanding of the role these different levels of government play within the EU, and the 

interaction between them. Over the years, a number of different theories have been developed on 

how the EU functions, and how this can explain the development of its institutions.  

 The first attempts on theorizing the development of the EU were perhaps the neo-

functionalist and intergovernmentalist theories. Neo-functionalism focuses on the importance of 



26 
 

supranational institutions in the development of the EU. Sovereign states are not seen as the only 

important actors. Integration within the EU is principally driven by interest groups and political 

movements who act on the basis of self-interest. Although they may have different goals in mind, the 

actions these interest groups choose all lead to more integration. It is therefore mainly these elite 

groups in society that form the impetus for integration. An important concept in this process is 

spillover, meaning that cooperation on a specific goal will lead to the formulation of new goals to 

achieve the original goal. This will lead to even more integration, thus creating a self-enforcing 

process (Strøby Jensen, 2010).  

 Intergovernmentalism as a theory explaining the development of the EU was created as a 

reaction to the neo-functionalism theory. Intergovernmentalism views the EU member states as the 

central actors within the EU process. The member states retain their sovereignty, although they may 

pool or share it if this is in their own interest. More political integration is therefore only to be 

expected in cases where the member states see this as beneficial for their own interests. Adaptations 

of the original intergovernmentalist theory, such as confederalism and liberal intergovernmentalism 

add explanations for the ways in which member states are willing to give up more sovereignty to the 

EU, but as with neo-functionalism, have trouble explaining the entire process of development of the 

EU (Cini, 2010). 

 More recently, academic work has focused not so much on a grand theory explaining the 

complete process of EU development, but more on the process of decision making, both on the 

supranational, the national and the sub-national level. A concept that has become commonplace in 

EU studies in recent years is multi-level governance. Hooghe & Marks (2001, p.xi) define it as “the 

dispersion of authoritative decision making across multiple territorial levels.” As Rosamond (2010) 

explains, multi-level governance focuses not on how the Europe has become integrated, but on how 

loci of authority have shifted over the last half century. Besides more authority on the European 

level, this also means a devolution of decision-making competence in most west European countries. 

 The perspective of multi-level governance is very useful for explaining the way in which 

different levels of government interact, especially concerning policy that originates on the European 

level. As this thesis aims to explore the way in which EU directives are perceived on different levels of 

government, understanding the relationships between these levels of government in the EU context 

is crucial. As Hooghe & Marks (2001, p.3) state, “according to the multi-level governance model, 

competencies are shared by actors at different levels rather than monopolized by national 

governments.” Additionally, they see sub-national actors as operating both in national and 

supranational arenas. The links between domestic and European actors are not monopolized by 

national governments.  

 The issue of EU directives dealt with in this study is also linked to multi-level governance. In 

the implementation of EU directives different levels of government play a role. First of all, they are of 

course drawn up at the European level. National governments are then responsible for transposing 

them into national law. In many cases regional or local governments are subsequently required to 

work with the requirements of the directive and the national transposition. Because in case of a 

faulty transposition directives become directly applicable in the member states, the supranational 

level can directly influence lower levels of government. In the case of the Natura 2000 legislation the 

supranational level can also have a direct influence as decisions on whether or not to accept negative 
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influences on a Natura 2000 area are moved from the municipal and county levels to the EU level. As 

is shown in the example of the Water Framework Directive, new levels of government are created 

which to some extent (may) change the structures of governance within the planning system.  

 In debates on multi-level governance, the role of sub-national governments is often subject 

to discussion. Jordan (2001, p.201) summarizes the criticism of the multi-level governance approach, 

especially when dealing with sub national actors. According to Jordan, multi-level governance 

“greatly overstates the autonomy of sub-national actors even in policy areas where one would 

expect it to perform quite well.” Additionally, he argues that evidence of sub-national actors 

operating independently in Europe does not necessarily imply that they have the power to shape 

outcomes. George (2004, p.125) argues that multi-level governance when applied to the EU does not 

imply hierarchy, but conversely claims that the hierarchy of governance is being eroded.  

 Two main aspects of the theory on multi-level governance are central for this thesis. First of 

all, EU directives are a clear example in which member states have granted some decision making 

authority to the European level. The member states do retain power to deal with the implementation 

of the directives, but they are bound to the objectives inherent in the EU directives. This also means 

that in cases where the national transposition is incorrect (and the EU directive therefore is directly 

applicable), sub-national authorities are still bound to the decisions on the supranational level.  

 A second aspect of multi-level governance that is important in this study concerns the 

discussion on the autonomy of sub-national governments and the role they play in EU decision 

making. As is discussed in the description of spatial planning in Sweden, the regional level plays a 

very small role. In multi-level governance, this regional level traditionally expected to operate 

independently on a supranational level, thus influencing European policy. However, in the Swedish 

situation, in which the regions have very little power over spatial planning, it is unlikely that this role 

will be played by the regions. This may suggest that the theory of multi-level governance does not 

apply to the Swedish situation. However, in this thesis two ways in which the theory of multi-level 

governance could be visible within Swedish spatial planning will be discussed.  

In the absence of a strong regional level as sub-national actor, it is possible that the 

municipalities will take up the role of defending their own interests on a supranational level. The 

majority of Swedish members of this committee are representatives of the municipal level (CoR, 

2012), supporting this view. When sub-national governments play an important role in decision 

making at the European level, they would be expected to be well aware of the existing European 

directives that have an influence on the local level. Conversely, if they do not perceive any European 

influence or only recognize the national transposition of EU directives, it is unlikely that they have 

(had) a large role in the formulation of these directives, or even their transposition. As such, a high 

amount of knowledge about the European level within municipalities would be a sign that the 

Swedish municipal level might indeed replace the traditional regional level in the European arena.  

A second way in which multi-level governance might be visible within the Swedish system is 

the new role of the river basin districts. Their role at the moment is not yet entirely clear as is 

discussed above, but through management plans and quality norms they do seem to constitute some 

form (weak or strong) of planning on a regional level. Investigating the role of these river basin 

districts within spatial planning, and the role of the water framework directive that has created 
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them, may clarify whether or not these districts constitute a regional level within a system of multi-

level governance in Sweden.  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided a background for the research in this thesis, describing the role of EU 

directives within spatial planning in Sweden. The directives that will be at the centre of this research 

have been discussed, showing both the EU background and the transposition within Swedish law. 

These directives will form the focal point of the research, shaping the analysis presented in chapters 

4 and 5. The theoretical background described will be used as basis for both the analysis and the 

discussion of the results. In the next chapter, the background and theoretical framework will be used 

to develop the methodology for this research.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 

In this chapter the methodology used in this research will be presented. For this a conceptual model 

will be presented, based on the sub-questions and the theoretical framework presented in chapter 2. 

The sub-questions presented in the introduction will then be further operationalised. Based on the 

operationalisation and the conceptual model a research design and research methodology will be 

chosen. This methodology will then be worked out further. It is worth mentioning that the study 

presented here is to be considered a type of pilot study. Because of constraints in time and resources 

the material used is limited, but the methods applied could be used on a larger sample of 

municipalities and respondents in further research. 

Conceptual Model 

Based on the research question and the theoretical framework presented in the first two chapters, a 

conceptual model (figure 3.1) describing the relationships between the different variables in the 

research can be drawn up.  

Figure 3.1 

 

In this conceptual model, the main implementation of EU directives is shown in the hierarchical 

structure from the EU level, through the Swedish state level – respectively Parliament and 

government, the national boards and the country administrative boards (Länsstyrelsen) – to the 

local, municipal level. Because of the relative weakness of the level of länsstyrelsen, a direct link is 

also shown between the national boards and the municipal level. Although the national government 

retains the strongest influence on the formation of EU policy, and therefore also of EU directives , the 

concept of multi-level governance discussed in chapter 2 implies that EU directives may directly 

influence lower levels of government and conversely, that governments on lower levels can influence 

the EU level.  
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 The subject of this study is the influence of EU directives on spatial planning in Sweden. This 

concerns both the hierarchical structure – shown in the conceptual model by the broad arrows – as 

well as the direct interactions between EU directives and lower levels of government – the narrow 

straight arrows in the figure.  

Analysis of comprehensive plans 

In chapter 1, the research question has been divided up into three different sub-questions. These will 

here be operationalised, describing the methods used to be able to formulate an answer to these 

questions. The first sub-question, forming the main focus of the study, was formulated as:  

To what extent are EU directives mentioned in comprehensive plans by Swedish municipalities? 

It asks whether or not references to EU directives can be found in comprehensive plans, and if so, 

whether an influence of these directives on the plan is visible. The first requirement for analysis of 

this question is the definition and selection of comprehensive plans. For a good analysis of the extent 

to which EU directives are mentioned, those comprehensive plans must be selected which have been 

developed after the implementation of the directives that are to be analysed. Although it is possible 

that comprehensive plans refer to directives that will be implemented in the future, this is not very 

likely, and hence plans that have been developed before the implementation will not give a good 

view of how EU directives really influence the comprehensive plan. It is therefore necessary to 

analyse only reasonably new comprehensive plans.  

A list of comprehensive plans finished between 2008 and 2010 resulted in comprehensive 

plans from 55 different municipalities. Unfortunately, a number of municipalities do not supply the 

full comprehensive plans in one document online, hampering the proposed analysis. Therefore, only 

those comprehensive plans which are available online as one complete document were selected. To 

facilitate direct comparisons between the results of this analysis of comprehensive plans and the 

other sub-questions, the comprehensive plans of the two municipalities in Blekinge that have plans 

from 2006 (Ronneby) and 2007 (Karlshamn), have also been analyzed. This results in a total of 41 

comprehensive plans. Out of the total of 290 municipalities, this sample should be large enough to 

draw conclusions representative for the entire country.  

 To analyze to what extent these comprehensive plans mention the European Union and EU 

directives, a content analysis was performed. This is an objective and (to some extent) quantifiable 

analysis of the comprehensive plans, based on a standardized method of analysis (Bryman, 2008, 

p.274/275). By looking in the comprehensive plans for certain key phrases, the extent to which the 

EU directives are mentioned in the plans can be investigated. To do this, it is necessary to develop a 

coding schedule, based on the variables that have to be analyzed. 

 Three different factors play a role in this content analysis. The first question is whether the 

topics of each directive are at all dealt with in the comprehensive plans. For this, a number of signal 

words were identified for each directive (Table 3.1, column 3). One issue that has to be dealt with in 

this analysis is the fact that there seems to be little distinction in Swedish between EIA and SEA in the 

terms used to describe these procedures. As discussed in chapter 2 (and in Emmelin & Lerman, 2005, 

p.184), different terms can have the same meaning, and similar terms different meanings. It is 

therefore difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish between SEA and EIA in the signal words looked 
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for. However, from the context, it is (in almost all cases) possible to see whether the reference is to 

SEA or EIA. As the comprehensive plan is itself subject to the SEA directive, in many cases the term 

‘miljökonsekvensbeskrivning’ will mean an SEA (or the document resulting from an SEA). With all 

directives it is of course important to check if the relevant issue is really dealt with in the part where 

the signal words are found.  

Table 3.1 

EU Directive Swedish Translation Signal Words 

EIA Directive MKB direktivet MKB, Miljökonsekvens* 

SEA Directive SMB direktivet SMB, (Strategisk) miljöbedömning* 

Habitats Directive Livsmiljödirektivet Habitat, Livsmiljö, Natura 2000 

Bird Directive Fågeldirektivet Fågel, Natura 2000 

Water Framework Directive Vattendirektivet Vatten 

Air Quality Directive Luftkvalitetsdirektivet Luftkvalitet, luftförorening 

Environmental Noise Directive Bullerdirektivet Buller 

Seveso Directive Sevesodirektivet Seveso, olycksrisk 

 

A second question is whether the EU directives themselves are referenced, or only the Swedish 

transposition. For doing this, a search will be made for the Swedish translation (note, translation, not 

transposition) of the EU directives(table 3.1, column 2). If the comprehensive plan mentions the EU 

directive, this signifies that the writers are aware of the fact that the legislation is of EU origin.  

 The third and final aspect of the content analysis deals with the extent to which the 

directives (or the issues at hand) are dealt with. Is the directive only mentioned as a constricting 

variable, or is its influence described more extensively? The comprehensive plans were divided into 

two groups based on this question. This means that in total three different dichotomous variables 

are used:  

- Is the issue of the directive mentioned? 

- Is the EU directive mentioned? 

- Is the directive dealt with extensively? 

The last variable of course leaves some room for interpretation. In cases where a plan is categorized 

as dealing with a directive in an extensive manner, this will therefore be supported with a quotation 

from the comprehensive plan. The results of this analysis will be discussed in chapter 4.  

 

Semi-structured interviews 

Besides the sub-question focusing on comprehensive plans, two sub-questions have been formulated 

to place this analysis in a broader context. First of all, through interviews with municipal planners it is 

possible to get more insight into the way in which the EU directives can influence spatial planning, 

apart from how they are mentioned in comprehensive plans. These interviews are therefore aimed 

at answering the following sub-question: 



32 
 

How do spatial planners on the Swedish municipal level see and understand the influence of EU 

directives on spatial planning? 

Besides the municipal level, experts on other levels of government and professionals outside the 

government will also be interviewed. In this way, the relations between different actors in spatial 

planning can be analysed clarifying the way in which these relations are influenced by EU directives. 

These interviews therefore aim to provide an answer to the following sub-question:  

How do professionals in Swedish spatial planning see and understand the influence of EU directives 

on spatial planning in Sweden? 

The interview method was chosen because this gives the respondents the opportunity to clearly 

describe their view on how EU directives influence spatial planning. As these interviews are not the 

focal point of the research, but are aimed at providing a broader context for the results of the 

analysis of comprehensive plans, a qualitative analysis is needed. By interviewing professionals at 

different levels of government, as well as experts outside the government, a number of different 

perspectives can be included, even though these will of course not necessarily be representative of 

the entire field of spatial planning.  

To be able to compare the results of the interviews, it is important to use a similar structure 

for each interview. The most suitable method for this is the semi-structured interview. In a semi-

structured interview, “the researcher has a list of questions of fairly specific topics to be covered, 

often referred to as an interview guide, but the interviewee has a great deal of leeway in how to 

reply” (Bryman, 2008, p.438, Italics in original). Semi-structured interviews allow comparison of the 

results of different interviews on the one hand but on the other hand leave room for respondents to 

give a full account of their views on the topic. 

 In interviewing the respondents asking about specific directives may help them identify how 

these may influence spatial planning. However, it can also lead them in a specific direction, limiting 

the opportunity to see to what extent respondents perceive influence of EU directives from their 

own perspective. To circumvent this as much as possible, the interview should start in a more open 

way, asking general questions about the influence of the European Union and EU directives on spatial 

planning. After this, it is possible to ask about particular EU.  

 When asking about a specific EU-directive, the same strategy can be used as when asking 

about the influence of EU directives in general. By starting with more open questions about how the 

respondent sees the influence of the directive, the respondent can present his or her own views 

regarding its influence on spatial planning. By asking about specific issues involving these directives 

afterwards, a more complete view can be obtained. The directives that will be focused on have been 

identified in chapter 2, after an evaluation of documents from the National Board for Housing, 

Building and Planning (Boverket) and interviews with experts Peggy Lerman, Mårten Dunér and Lars 

Svensson (See appendix A for more information about the conducted interviews).  

 These considerations lead to the formation of an interview scheme (see Appendix B). This 

interview scheme should not be regarded as a rigid structure. Extra questions on topics that require 

more information can be used when necessary. The order of the questions can also change, for 

instance when answers to the first two questions already raise issues from later questions. 
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 Because of practical constraints, a choice has been made to focus interviews locally in 

Blekinge. All municipalities in Blekinge were approached for an interview. This includes one 

municipality which, in the Swedish context, can be regarded as a somewhat larger municipality, 

Karlskrona (64,215 inhabitants, SCB, 2011). Two municipalities, Karlshamn (31,185 inhabitants) and 

Ronneby (27,910 inhabitants), can be seen as average sized municipalities, and the last two 

municipalities, Sölvesborg (16,793 inhabitants) and Olofström (12,876 inhabitants) are small 

municipalities. Unfortunately, given the constraints in time and money, it has not proven possible to 

also include a large city in the research. This has consequences for the generalization of the results, 

as larger municipalities will perhaps be more internationally oriented and therefore more aware of 

the European level. 

 Within the municipalities, the planner(s) responsible for comprehensive planning 

(översiktsplanering) was approached for the interview facilitating a comparison with the results from 

the content analysis. In addition, the person responsible for comprehensive planning is usually head 

of the planning department, and has the best overview over spatial planning within the municipality. 

It should be stressed that the focus is on the influence of EU directives on spatial planning, so even 

though most EU directives that are part of the study are environmental directives, the interviews 

were held with spatial planners at the municipalities, and not with environmental experts.  

 Because of the focus on Blekinge for the municipal level, the county administrative board for 

Blekinge Län was approached for an interview. Here Kristina Stark, Länsarkitekt, will be interviewed. 

She is in a position to have a good overview over spatial planning in the county, on both the 

municipal and county levels. Because of the inclusion of the Water Framework Directive as one of the 

selected EU directives, the Södra Östersjön water district – which includes Blekinge county – was 

approached. Further experts that were approached for interviews were identified through a method 

of ‘snowballing’, a method in which interviewees are asked to suggest other people with expertise on 

the topic.  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has presented the methodology used in this thesis, linking the background and 

theoretical framework to the research question and sub-questions presented in the first chapter. 

Through operationalisation of the sub-questions the main research has been shaped around an 

analysis of municipal comprehensive plans. This will be supported by interviews with planners on the 

municipal level and experts at other institutions involved in spatial planning. The results of the 

analysis of comprehensive plans will be presented in the following chapter. To place these results in a 

broader context, they will afterwards be compared to the results of the interviews, which will be 

presented in chapter 5.  
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Chapter 4: Analysis of comprehensive plans 
 

This chapter analyses the way in which the different EU directives are discussed in comprehensive 

plans, based on a content analysis of these plans. First, each directive will be discussed separately, 

showing how often it is mentioned in comprehensive plans and to what extent the issue is dealt with. 

A more general discussion of the results will follow, in which the different directives will be 

compared with each other. For a full account of the results per comprehensive plan, see appendix D.  

 

EIA and SEA 

Although the Swedish terminology often does not clearly distinguish the EIA and SEA directives (see 

chapter 3) for this analysis, it was usually possible to determine whether mention of 

miljökonsekvensbeskrivning (environmental impact assessment) referred to the EIA or SEA process. 

As the comprehensive plans themselves require an SEA, in most cases the term indicated the SEA 

procedure or document. However, in a number of examples, the comprehensive plans mentioned 

that environmental assessment would also be necessary at the project level.   

Figure 4.1 shows the classification of comprehensive plans based on the way in which the 

SEA and EIA directives are dealt with. Only one of the comprehensive plans (Bjuv municipality) 

mentioned the EIA directive. However, the issue of environmental assessment at project level was 

mentioned in just over half (23) of all 41 comprehensive plans. One plan (Sölvesborg municipality) 

dealt with this issue more extensively. This plan mentioned a number of different projects and 

assessed whether or not these would require an EIA (behovsbedömning av 

miljökonsekvensbeskrivning). Nineteen out of the 41 comprehensive plans did not mention 

environmental assessment on a project level at all. 

Figure 4.1: EIA and SEA in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 
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As for the SEA directive, this was dealt with more extensively on average. This is not surprising, as the 

comprehensive plans themselves are subject to a strategic environmental assessment. In one case 

(Bjuv municipality) the EU directive on SEA was mentioned. Here, the directive was dealt with 

extensively, as the strategic environmental assessment was included in the document. Also, the goals 

of the directive were mentioned and there consequences for the plan. Apart from this plan, almost 

half (19 out of 41) of the comprehensive plans dealt with the issue of strategic environmental 

assessment in the document that was analysed. Seventeen comprehensive plans did not deal with it 

extensively within the document. This is mainly a consequence of differences in the way in which the 

comprehensive plans are made up. In some, the environmental assessment is integrated in the same 

document. However, in a number of cases this environmental assessment is presented in a separate 

document, which therefore was not part of the analysis. Where this is the case, usually a reference is 

made within the document to the accompanying SEA. However, as figure 4.1 shows, in four different 

plans, the issue of strategic environmental assessment was not mentioned at all. This suggests that 

the links between the assessment and the comprehensive plan will be weaker.  

 Based on the results of this analysis, it is clear that the European legal basis for 

environmental assessment is rarely mentioned in comprehensive plans. This is perhaps not 

surprising, given the history of environmental assessment in Sweden, which was already in place in 

Sweden before these directives. Hence, the perception of European influence on this matter be 

weaker. This explanation is however not valid for the SEA directive, as strategic environmental 

assessment was not part of Swedish law. The EIA directive appears to have little influence on the 

comprehensive level of planning. Only in one case was the comprehensive plan used to set a 

framework for environmental assessment on a project level (EIA). The fact that in a few cases there 

was no reference to the strategic environmental assessment of the comprehensive plan, suggests 

that this assessment was not seen as an integral part of comprehensive planning.  

 

Habitat and Bird Directives 

The habitat and bird directives, together forming the Natura 2000 network, are almost always 

mentioned together and there is very little differentiation between the two in comprehensive plans. 

Therefore, in this analysis, they will be dealt with as one issue, the Natura 2000 network. As figure 

4.2 shows the Natura 2000 network is positioned within its European legal context in the majority (25 

out of 41) of comprehensive plans. In most of these plans both the habitat and bird directives are 

specifically mentioned as the legal basis for the Natura 2000 areas. In some of the plans the Natura 

2000 network is dealt with quite extensively, but only the Swedish transposition is mentioned, 

without really showing its European background. Almost all comprehensive plans deal with the 

Natura 2000 areas. Of the three plans in the analysis that do not, two are from municipalities that do 

not have any Natura 2000 areas within their borders. Only one municipality with Natura 2000 areas 

within its territory (Stockholm) does not deal with the issue (the three areas are only mentioned 

once as ‘riksintresse’ and are not specified on any map in the plan).  
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Figure 4.2: Natura 2000 in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 

Figure 4.2 shows that most of the plans in the analysis deal with the issue of Natura 2000 areas quite 

extensively. In the comprehensive plan for Pajala (2010, p.102), the fact that these areas can also 

influence development outside of its borders was specifically mentioned: “Det som är utmärkande 

för natura 2000 är att även en indirekt påverkan på ett sådant område kan kräva att en särskild 

miljökonsekvensbeskrivning görs.” As this plan states, even an indirect influence on a Natura 2000 

area can require that a special environmental impact assessment is made. In many plans, the Natura 

2000 areas are recognized as the most important contribution to the protection of biodiversity, e.g. 

Överkalix, 2008, p.14: “Inom naturvårdsområdet utgör Natura 2000 EU:s viktigaste bidrag till 

bevarandet av den biologiska mångfalden.” Often, the plans that deal with the Natura 2000 areas 

extensively also mention that they will protect the area, adopting the goals set in the habitat and bird 

directives (e.g. Hultsfred, 2010, p.38: “Ställningstagande – Natura 2000: Skydda samtliga Natura 

2000-områden i kommunen.”).  

 The Natura 2000 areas are clearly recognized as the result of European legislation. Both the 

background and legal context of the Natura 2000 areas are often mentioned. The only real exception 

to this is the plan for Stockholm, in which the issue is not dealt with, even though there are three 

Natura 2000 areas in the municipality. In general, it can be said that the habitat and bird directives, 

and the Natura 2000 areas that result from them, are perceived to influence spatial planning on the 

comprehensive level. Often, the Natura 2000 network is perceived as a strong protection of the 

areas, and thus a strong influence on spatial planning. The Valentuna municipality comprehensive 

plan (2010, p.48), for example, states that to exploit a Natura 2000 area, very strong reasons are 

necessary: “För att exploatera ett Natura 2000-område krävs mycket starka skäl.”  
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Water framework directive 

The water framework directive clearly has an influence in the organisational sense, leading to the 

establishment of the river basin districts. Figure 4.3 shows to what extent this is also reflected in how 

the water framework directive is mentioned in comprehensive plans. All comprehensive plans deal 

with the issue to some extent. This is not very surprising, as planning for water is often seen as an 

important part of spatial planning. A large majority of the plans mention the water framework 

directive in its European context. Out of 41 comprehensive plans, 27 deal with the water framework 

extensively. Another 6 plans mention the directive, but do not deal with it extensively. In the other 8 

plans planning for water is discussed only in the context of national legislation and is not linked to 

the European Union.  

Figure 4.3: Water Framework Directive (WFD) in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 

These data suggest that there is a perception of influence of the EU on this issue. Most of the 

comprehensive plans reference the EU directive. In some cases the directive is adopted as goal 

setting for the policy of the municipality on this issue. In Varberg (2010, p.31) for example, the task of 

preparing a water plan for the municipality is identified, with specific focus on the management of 

waste and surface water, as well as how the municipality can contribute to compliance to the water 

framework directive: “Följduppdrag: • Upprätta förslag till vattenplan för kommunen, med särskilt 

fokus på avlopps- och dagvattenhantering inom kommunen, samt hur kommunen kan bidra till att 

vattendirektivet efterlevs.” In the comprehensive plan for Grums municipality (2010, p.25) the 

systematic approach of the water framework directive and a sufficiently long-term view are 

mustered to help achieve a good water quality in all waters in the municipality: “Med hjälp av 

vattendirektivets systematiska angreppssätt och med siktet inställt på tillräckligt lång tid, kommer vi 

att uppnå god vattenkvalitet i alla våra vatten.”  

 Besides the goal of achieving good water quality, an important aspect of the water 

framework directive is the change in the organizational structure of water management. This is also 

an issue that is dealt with in a number of comprehensive plans. In the comprehensive plan for 
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Forshaga municipality (2010, p.17) for example, is stated that according to the water framework 

directive, water management will be administered through districts based on river basins: “Enligt 

ramdirektivet ska vattenförvaltningen administreras i distrikt som bygger på vattnets avrinning.” This 

organizational cooperation is also mentioned in some of the comprehensive plans that do not 

mention the EU directive itself. The comprehensive plan for Bjuv municipality (2009, p.33) states that 

to protect the interests of the municipality and to cooperate in improvement of the water quality in 

the rivers, the municipality will work together with adjacent municipalities in river basin associations 

for both rivers in the municipality: “För att tillvarata kommunens intressen och för att medverka i 

förbättringen av åarnas vattenkvalitet samarbetar kommunen med näliggande kommuner i både 

Rååns och Vegeåns vattendragsförbund.” The water management plans that are also a result of the 

water framework directive are specifically mentioned in a number of comprehensive plans. The 

comprehensive plan for Pajala municipality (2010, p.143) states that the municipality will decide how 

to integrate its work with the water management work that results from the water framework 

directive: “kommunen [kommer] att ta ställning .. hur det ska integreras med det 

vattenförvaltningsarbete som följer av ramdirektivet för vatten.” 

 It can be concluded that planning for water is an issue that is dealt with by all municipalities 

in the analysis and that a large majority of these mention the European context that influences this. 

This indicates that the water framework directive is perceived to influence spatial planning. The 

strength of this influence is however not entirely clear from this analysis. The fact that this directive 

has created a new organizational context can be the main reason for it being mentioned in most 

comprehensive plans, but this does not necessarily mean that the directive also has a real influence 

on the contents of planning. The interviews with different planning professionals, presented in 

chapter 5, can give more insight into how strong the influence of this directive on spatial planning in 

Sweden really is.  

 

Air quality and Environmental noise Directives 

The directives on air quality and environmental noise both deal with environmental quality 

standards. In the case of the air quality directive these standards are set at the European level, 

although national governments of course still have the ability to enforce stricter norms. The 

standards for environmental noise are only determined at the national level. The directive itself only 

calls for these standards to be formulated, but does not determine the level used. Because of this, it 

would perhaps be expected that in the case of the air quality directive the European directive would 

be more often referenced than with the environmental noise directive. Figure 4.4 suggests that this 

is not the case. The air quality directive is mentioned only once more often than the environmental 

noise directive. One of the possible explanations for this is that in general, air quality is less often 

seen as a problem in planning. Most municipalities in Sweden do not exceed the limits set by the air 

quality directive. The limits set by the environmental noise directive on the other hand are more 

often seen as an issue in planning. This is reflected by the fact that only one comprehensive plan 

does not deal with the issue of environmental noise. Over thirty comprehensive plan deal with the 

issue extensively, although most do this within the Swedish legal context, without reference to the 

European directive.  
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Figure 4.4: Air quality directive (AQD) and Environmental noise directive (END) in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 

It can be said that both the air quality directive and the environmental noise directive can influence 

spatial planning. Both issues are discussed in the majority of comprehensive plans. However, the 

influence of the European Union on this matter is not often reflected in the comprehensive plans. For 

both directives the Swedish transposition is most often referenced. The effects of the EU on spatial 

planning through these directives would therefore be more indirect. In the case of the environmental 

noise directive, this is even more the case, since the environmental quality standards on this issue 

are not decided on at the European level, but by the national government.  

 

Seveso 

The Seveso directive deals with specific industrial areas where dangerous chemical substances are 

stored or processed. As not all municipalities will have such areas, it is perhaps not surprising that 

not all municipalities deal with this issue in their comprehensive plans. As figure 4.5 shows, 17 out of 

41 municipalities do not seem to deal with the issue of storage and processing of chemical 

substances. In some cases the transport of dangerous goods is mentioned. This is however not 

regulated through the Seveso directive. A number of comprehensive plans (13) do mention the issue 

of risks of accidents with chemical goods, but do not deal with this issue more extensively, 

sometimes because they state that they have no industries of this kind. In most cases the Swedish 

transposition is referenced without naming the specific Seveso law (Seveso-anläggningen). In six 

different comprehensive plans the word ‘Seveso’ can be found. Most of these plans also deal with 

the issue to a relatively extensive level. However, two of these plans (Sundbyberg and Tyresö) only 

state that there are no Seveso areas in the municipality. In the plan for Sundbyberg (2010, p.44), the 

Seveso law is mentioned, stating that the municipality does not have any dangerous businesses or 

larger chemical industries: “I Sundbyberg finns inte några farliga verksamheter enligt lagen om skydd 

mot olyckor (LSO 2 kap. 4 §) eller större kemiska anläggningar, så kallade Sevesoanläggningar 

(Sevesolagen).”  
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Figure 4.5: Seveso directive in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 

In general, the Seveso directive does not seem to be a major issue in the comprehensive plans. The 

European directive is not mentioned in any of the comprehensive plans. Some plans deal with the 

issue of chemical hazards, for instance by mapping the industries that deal with chemical substances. 

In the comprehensive plan for Karlshamn municipality (2007, p.166-169), a number of factories are 

listed and shown on a map, together with a circle showing the area affected by this industry in 

planning for development. This does show that the directive could have an influence on planning.  

 

Comparison 

From the discussion of the results above, it is clear that there are major differences between the 

influence of the different directives on spatial planning. There is also a strong difference in whether 

or not the influence of the European Union on the different issues is mentioned. As figure 4.6 shows, 

the directives that are most linked to the European Union within the comprehensive plans are the 

water framework directive and the habitat and bird directives. These are both discussed extensively 

in most comprehensive plans. For the issues of environmental assessment and Seveso, the European 

directives are hardly mentioned. The two directives on environmental quality standards, for air and 

environmental noise, are often discussed within the comprehensive plans, but in most cases within 

the context of the Swedish transposition.  
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Figure 4.6: EU directives in comprehensive plans 

 

Source: own data 

When the results per municipality are analyzed, it is worth noting that there does not seem to be a 

clear pattern in the way municipalities deal with the EU directives. If an EU directive is mentioned for 

a certain issue, this does not appear to significantly increase the chance that other EU directives are 

also mentioned. Bjuv municipality, for example, is the only municipality that mentions the EU 

directives on environmental assessment, but does not mention the water framework directive. The 

sample of comprehensive plans in this analysis is however too small to do any statistical tests for 

correlation between the different directives.  

 

In conclusion, the comprehensive plans do show influence of the EU directives on spatial planning. 

This is the strongest with both the water framework directive and the Natura 2000 directives. For the 

Seveso directive and the directives on environmental assessment, the influence of the European 

Union is not directly visible. These results will in the following chapter be compared with planners on 

different levels of government, to see whether the results described here are in line with the 

perspective of planning professionals.   
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Chapter 5: Interviews 
 

In this chapter, the results of the analysis of the comprehensive plans will be discussed in the light of 

interviews with planners at different levels of government, as well as with experts on the topic. In 

this way, the results of the analysis of comprehensive plans can be placed in a broader context in 

order to answer the research question in the next chapter. This chapter will follow the same 

structure as the analysis of comprehensive plans, first discussing the different directives and their 

influence on spatial planning separately, followed by a comparison. A list of the interviews on which 

this information is based can be found in appendix A.  

 

EIA and SEA 

As is described in chapter 4, the difference in terminology between environmental impact 

assessment (EIA) and strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is lost in the translation to Swedish. 

Although formally the term miljöbedömning av planer och program is used for the SEA, in practice 

both procedures go by the name of miljökonsekvensbeskrivning. Although most of the interviewed 

planners do still perceive a difference between the two procedures, this difference is not 

communicated well to the public. As is also shown by the analysis, it is not often perceived as a 

European influence. This is also due to the fact that environmental assessment was already in place 

in Sweden before the EU directives on this matter were enforced. Mikael Jardbrink at Boverket says 

that this has led to a lack of understanding of what the EU directives offer on top of the existing 

Swedish procedures. Especially in the SEA procedure this has hampered understanding of how the 

procedure should be performed.  

 The influence of environmental assessment is perceived as mixed. First of all, many planners 

say that alternatives are often only considered at the very end of the process, without them really 

having any influence on the plan or project. This can be because for instance alternative locations are 

not plausible, as either the problem that is to be solved does not exist there, or because the land is 

not owned by the party involved. Another reason can be that there has already been a political 

decision on the matter, making it difficult to change the plan. This can be the case both at a strategic 

as well as a project level.  

However, examples in which considering alternatives lead to a more open frame of mind are 

also given. Especially in SEAs this can be difficult, because the range of alternatives can be very large, 

making it hard to decide which alternatives to take into account. David Gillanders in Ronneby 

municipality gives an example of the alternative of solar energy considered in a wind power plan. In 

terms of the directive, deciding what constitute reasonable alternatives is often seen as challenging. 

The fact that alternatives have to be considered in the process is generally said to be one of the 

strong points of the environmental assessment procedures. On the other hand, planners observe 

that the consideration of alternatives further slows down the already protracted planning process. 
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According to Karl Magnus Adielsson at Sölvesborg municipality, using alternatives in every 

assessment would help making it a natural part of the process and therefore more accepted.  

Within planning on a comprehensive level, most planners see little influence of the EIA 

directive. Although some planners say that ideally the comprehensive level could create a framework 

for environmental assessment on a project level, this is not the current practice. This supports the 

results of the analysis of comprehensive plans, discussed in the previous chapter. One of the reasons 

for this might be that, as David Gillanders at Ronneby municipality says, the comprehensive plan is 

written for the long term, which means that by the time that projects might result from them, the 

situation will have changed. Creating a framework for EIAs in the comprehensive plan might be more 

important if compensation between projects is possible, thus compensating the loss of 

environmental amenities by creating more in another area.  

In conclusion, the EU directives on environmental assessment do influence spatial planning 

but their influence is not generally perceived as originating from the EU. Some problems in the 

implementation can be identified, perhaps partly due to a lack of differentiation between the SEA 

and EIA procedures in the Swedish transposition. Although sometimes environmental assessment is 

said to be only used as a control mechanism at the end of the planning process, in other cases where 

alternatives are considered in an early stage, the environmental assessment process can help spatial 

planners ‘think outside the box’.  

 

Habitat and Bird Directives 

In the analysis of comprehensive plans, it was found that the habitat and bird directives are often 

referenced and discussed. In interviews with planners, the directives are in many cases named as an 

influence of the European Union on spatial planning. In some of the interviews the habitat and bird 

directives themselves were not recognized, but the Natura 2000 areas are by all said to be a strong 

environmental protection. The extent to which this influences spatial planning is said to differ 

between projects and municipalities. In Karlshamn municipality, for example, the directives are not 

often an influence on spatial planning, as the Natura 2000 areas in the municipality are not in the 

immediate vicinity of the main places of development.  

 Among most of the interviewed planners there is a recognition of the fact that the habitat 

and bird directives can also influence developments outside the borders of the Natura 2000 areas. An 

example which is given by a few people to illustrate this is the building of wind turbines. These 

cannot be placed within the vicinity of Natura 2000 areas, as they would lead to a negative impact 

within these areas. In smaller projects, concerning for instance small housing projects, the influence 

is a lot smaller. How far the influence of the Natura 2000 areas reaches is not always clear. Also, it is 

said to be difficult to communicate to the public that a development might not be possible even 

though it is well outside the borders of the Natura 2000 areas.  

 In general, the Natura 2000 areas (and the directives that form them) are perceived as a 

positive influence. Many of the interviewees state that they see the protection of these areas as 

important and that the Natura 2000 areas are no-go areas for development. According to some of 

the interviewees (e.g. Mikael Jardbrink, Karl Magnus Adielsson) some people initially objected to the 
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fact that these Natura 2000 areas were decided on at a higher level, without the municipalities 

having a say in this. Some municipalities were all of a sudden faced with a strong environmental 

protection in areas where they had been planning to develop. In recent years, this attitude has 

changed, with a more general acceptance and positive view of the Natura 2000 protection. 

 

Water Framework Directive 

In the analysis of comprehensive plans, the water framework directive was found to be mentioned in 

a large majority of plans. The issue of planning for water was also dealt with in all plans, suggesting 

that the influence of the water framework directive could be quite strong. This is also reflected in the 

interviews. However, although all of the interviewees see some influence of the water framework 

directive on spatial planning, there seems to be no consensus on how strong this influence will be. 

The municipal planners interviewed for this thesis all state that they do not (yet) see a change in the 

municipal planning monopoly as a result of this directive. The main influence for the municipalities is 

through the environmental quality standards that are decided upon by the water districts. The river 

basin management plan (förvaltningsplan) is not seen to have a strong influence.  

 According to Lars Kylefors, an expert at Vatten och Samhällsteknik (a consultancy company 

that works for municipalities, but also the government, länsstyrelsen and the different boards, on the 

topic of planning for water and land), the influence of the water framework directive on spatial 

planning is not yet seen on the municipal level, but this will happen in the coming years. All plans on 

the municipal level will have to show how they might influence water. According to Lars Kylefors, the 

water framework directive will therefore influence all spatial plans in Sweden. In his view, the role of 

the water basin districts should be mainly coordinating, facilitating cooperation between different 

municipalities within a river basin. He sees the way in which the river basin districts are acting at the 

moment as too dominant.  

 According to Christian Forssell and Robert Dobak at the river basin district in Kalmar, the 

influence of the water framework directive is still largely unclear. Because of poor guidelines from 

Boverket on how to deal with water in planning, the county administrative boards also pass on poor 

guidelines to the municipalities. Because the municipalities have a very strong and independent 

position in spatial planning, there is no authority able to take up responsibility for the river basins. 

Each municipality only plans for its own administrative boundary. The river basin district could take 

up this role, but does not have the tools to do this. The question whether the role they should play 

might change the municipal planning monopoly is one that, according to Robert Dobak, no one wants 

to raise. This sentiment is shared by others, such as June Lindahl at Boverket. Most of the 

interviewees do not see the municipalities give up power, but what role the river basin districts will 

play remains unclear. If there will be a move towards some form of regional planning in Sweden, 

these river basin districts might be at the base of it.  

 The role of the river basin districts is interesting for another reason as well. There is at the 

moment no central agency responsible for these water districts. The districts have the responsibility 

to decide on water quality and quantity standards. As Lars Kylefors explains, if this is to be changed 

during the six year terms of the river basin management plans, this is only possible by going directly 

to the European Union to ask for permission. The national government does not play a role in this, 
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and the (regional) river basin districts would have to operate independently on a European level. This 

could be seen as a form of multi-level governance within the Swedish system.  

 

Air quality and environmental noise directives 

The analysis of comprehensive plans showed that both the issues of air quality and environmental 

noise are dealt with in most comprehensive plans, but in most cases without referencing the EU 

directives behind them. In the interviews with planners in municipalities, some did mention the air 

quality directives in particular, but also environmental quality standards in general, as an influence of 

the EU on spatial planning. However, as was also seen in some of the comprehensive plans, it was 

stressed that the air quality directive does not lead to many problems. Most municipalities in Sweden 

do not reach levels of air pollution which would influence spatial developments. The interviewed 

municipal planners did state that it is still part of their policy to decrease air pollution, thus setting 

targets higher than the ones formulated in the air quality directive. However, these policies are not 

directly linked to the EU directives, but as Jonas Ronsby and Mikael Bäckman in Karlshamn 

municipality say, are based on the practical needs and demands within the municipality. According to 

Mikael Jardbrink at Boverket, the air quality directive is very strong, making it a strong influence on 

spatial planning in places where the standards are exceeded. According to Kristina Stark, at the 

Blekinge Länstyrelsen, the question is how to solve air quality issues through spatial planning. It is 

difficult to explain that building a few more houses in an area is not possible because of the air 

quality, when the source of this pollution can be miles away.  

 The environmental quality standards on environmental noise are more often seen as a 

problem in spatial planning. Around busy roads noise levels can be high, making it necessary to build 

farther away from these areas. One of the problems that is signalled with this issue is the lack of 

efficient measurement equipment. Also, as Ola Swärdh at Karlskrona municipality mentions, while 

the noise on the outside of buildings is measured, it is the noise inside that really matters. In his view 

there should be more possibilities to integrate sound isolation in construction as a solution for higher 

noise levels. According to Kristina Stark at Blekinge Länsstyrelsen, there is a lack of guidance on how 

to take action when noise levels are exceeded and it is therefore difficult to implement in spatial 

planning. These views seem to be part of a general critique of the environmental quality standards, 

that are not rooted within the planning tradition. As Peggy Lerman explains in the interview, there is 

a clash between the environmental and spatial planning professions. This has also been discussed in 

chapter 2, showing the different paradigms of governance in Sweden. In many of the interviews, this 

issue was also raised by the interviewees. Although the directives on air quality and environmental 

noise are perhaps the best examples, this clash was also perceived by the interviewees concerning 

the other directives.  

 

Seveso directive 

In the analysis of comprehensive plans, the Seveso directive was found in none of the plans. Its 

Swedish transposition was mentioned in a few comprehensive plans, but many plans did not deal 

with the issue at all. In the interviews with planners at the municipal level, the Seveso directive was 
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not recognized. The issue was seen as important for spatial planning by some, especially in 

Karlshamn municipality. As is discussed in the analysis of comprehensive plans, the plan for 

Karlshamn municipality shows industries that deal with chemical substances on a map with a radius 

around them. According to Jonas Ronsby and Mikael Bäckman this has however had less influence on 

planning than would perhaps be expected. In planning for the new university campus, that is within 

this radius, it did have an influence, as housing was not allowed. The buildings also had to follow 

extra requirements, with ventilation only on one side of the building and windows being reinforced.  

 On a higher level of government, both at the county administrative board (länstyrelsen) as 

well as the national board (Boverket) the Seveso directive is better known. The Seveso areas are said 

to have a strong influence on spatial planning. Mårten Dunér, technical advisor at the Land and 

Environmental Court (Mark- och Miljödomstolen) in Växjö, also sees a strong influence of this 

directive on spatial planning. However, because municipalities are not very familiar with it, this 

influence is perhaps not as strong as it should be. Lars Svensson mentions that Boverket is discussing 

how to assist municipalities working with the directive. According to Mikael Jardbrink (Boverket), 

municipalities should show Seveso areas in their comprehensive plans, but, as the analysis of 

comprehensive plans also shows, do not do this at the moment.  

 

Comparison 

In general, the directives that are most mentioned as influencing spatial planning, are the water 

framework directive and the Natura 2000 directives. This is in agreement with the analysis of 

comprehensive plans. In the interviews, the influence of the directives on environmental assessment 

was also seen as important. This was less visible in the analysis of comprehensive plans, as these 

procedures were often not part of the plans that were analyzed. On the municipal level, the 

influence of the EU is in most cases only perceived as indirect. Although with some directives (mainly 

the water framework directive and the Natura 2000 directives) the European background is known, 

the municipal planners mainly deal with the Swedish laws and the guidance they receive from 

Boverket and the county administrative boards.  
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Chapter 6: conclusion and discussion 
 

In this chapter the results presented in chapters 4 and 5 will be used to answer the sub-questions 

and subsequently the research question. Additionally, the results will be linked to the theoretical 

framework. In this way, the research can be embedded in existing literature and put into a broader 

context. In the discussion, a critical review of the results and the research will be given, also 

presenting possible opportunities for further research. 

 

EU directives in comprehensive plans 

To answer the research question of this thesis, it is necessary to first answer the sub-questions. The 

first sub-question deals with the extent to which EU directives can be found in comprehensive plans 

by Swedish municipalities. The question has been formulated as follows: 

To what extent are EU directives mentioned in comprehensive plans by Swedish municipalities? 

The analysis of comprehensive plans shows that there is a large difference in the way in which EU 

directives are dealt with in comprehensive plans. The directives that were dealt with most 

extensively were the water framework directive and the habitat and bird directives which form the 

Natura 2000 network. These directives were mentioned within their European context in a majority 

of comprehensive plans. In most cases, they were also discussed and their consequences for the 

municipality dealt with.  

 The directives on environmental assessment (SEA and EIA directives) were not mentioned 

within their European context in most comprehensive plans. The Swedish transposition of the SEA 

directive was dealt with to some extent in a number of comprehensive plans. This is not surprising 

since a strategic environmental assessment is obligatory for comprehensive plans. In most plans 

where the SEA was only mentioned, this was due to the fact that the environmental assessment was 

added to the comprehensive plan in an appendix which was not part of the same document. 

However, it is still surprising that in a small number of plans no mention is made of this 

environmental assessment. This suggests that the link between the comprehensive plan and the 

environmental assessment is quite weak.  

 The environmental assessment on a project level was only discussed in a minority of the 

comprehensive plans. In some cases a reference was made to the necessity to perform 

environmental impact assessments on a project level. In one comprehensive plan a framework for 

this assessment was given, discussing the need for further EIAs for a number of different projects. 

For both EIA and SEA the EU directives were only mentioned in one plan. This suggests that these 

procedures are in general not perceived as influence from the EU, but are seen as an integral part of 

the Swedish planning legislation.  

 The air quality and environmental noise directives were dealt with to some extent in a 

majority of comprehensive plans. However, their European background was only referenced in a 

small number of plans. This, as with the EIA and SEA directives, suggests that the legislation on these 

issues is not perceived as coming from the EU. The Seveso directive was not mentioned in any of the 
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comprehensive plans, although a few did mention the Swedish implementation. The influence of this 

directive on comprehensive planning seems to be quite small.  

 

Perspective of municipal planners 

The second and third sub-questions aim at placing the results discussed above in a broader context. 

The second sub-question, which aims at explaining the context on the municipal level, is as follows: 

How do spatial planners on the Swedish municipal level see and understand the influence of EU 

directives on spatial planning? 

The interviews with planners in the five municipalities in Blekinge confirm many of the results of the 

analysis of comprehensive plans. The planners in the municipalities name the Natura 2000 areas and 

the water framework directive as the strongest EU influence on spatial planning. These directives are 

also seen as coming from Europe by most planners. The influence of other directives is less seen as 

an influence of the EU. Especially for the directives on environmental assessment, they are however 

said to influence spatial planning.  

 The influence of the water framework directive is not yet seen as very important by 

municipal planners. They are very aware of its existence, as is shown by the high number of 

comprehensive plans that deal with it, but in spatial planning the influence seems to be marginal. 

According to the interviewees, the most important aspect of the water framework directive lies in 

the environmental quality standards that are part of it, and the management plan that the river basin 

district has developed is not seen as important.  

 The Natura 2000 directives are seen as very strong environmental protection by the 

municipal planners. In most cases this is not seen as a negative thing, but  the Natura 2000 areas are 

no-go areas. Outside the borders of the Natura 2000 areas the influence is also felt, but this does 

differ between the municipalities. Especially in larger projects the Natura 2000 areas are looked at, 

but when it comes to smaller developments, little influence is seen.  

 In the interviews the confusion between the SEA and EIA in Swedish terminology was 

acknowledged. The influence of both differs between projects (or plans). In some cases the 

environmental assessment is done in the very last stage of the planning process, and is only used as a 

final checklist. In other cases environmental assessment is an integral part of the project or plan and 

alternatives are looked at with an open frame of mind, helping planners think outside of the box.  

 The Seveso directive is not very well known among the interviewed planners. The issue of 

dealing with dangerous substances is dealt with in some municipalities, but is not very influential in 

spatial planning. The EU directives on air quality and environmental noise in most cases are not seen 

by the municipal planners as a direct influence of the EU. The air quality directive is more recognized 

as influence from the EU than the environmental noise directive, but because the air quality norms 

are not exceeded in the municipalities, its influence is marginal. However, the directives are seen as 

rigid, leaving little room for weighing different interests within a planning process. This view is not 

only relevant to the air quality and environmental noise directives, but also the other directives 
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discussed here. The EU directives could therefore be said to be part of the environmentalist 

paradigm, as discussed in chapter 2.  

 

Perspective of planning professionals 

The third and final sub-question presented in chapter 1 aims to link the results of the analysis of 

comprehensive plans with the other levels of government involved in spatial planning. This sub-

question is therefore most related to the theoretical perspective of multi-level governance, as 

discussed in chapter 2. The sub-question, as formulated in chapter 1, is:  

How do professionals in Swedish spatial planning see and understand the influence of EU directives 

on spatial planning in Sweden? 

On most of the directives the views of professionals in spatial planning are very similar to those of 

the municipal planners. The influence of the directives on environmental assessment is said to differ 

between municipalities and between projects or plans. The main issue with the Swedish 

implementation is however the lack of clarity in the differences between SEA and EIA. As mentioned 

in chapter 2, this was also discussed by Emmelin & Lerman (2005). Planning professionals say that 

the lack of clarity has led to poorer understanding of especially the SEA directive. This has also led to 

less influence on spatial planning, as this is one of the reasons why the SEA is not an integral part of 

all (strategic) planning processes.  

 Both on the issues of the Natura 2000 directives and of the air quality and environmental 

noise directives the views of planning professionals outside the municipalities is similar to the 

municipal planners. This is less the case with the Seveso directive. On higher levels of government, 

both at the county administrative boards and at the National Housing Board, it is said that this 

directive influences comprehensive planning, and that Seveso areas should be shown in the plan. 

They are aware of the fact that this is not currently the case in a majority of plans. On both levels 

measures are however being taken to increase knowledge about this issue among municipalities.  

The directive with the largest differences in the views of the different planning professionals 

is the water framework directive. The views on this directive are very divided between different 

actors. Although municipalities do not see much influence of the directive on spatial planning, other 

experts state that this will change. According to Lars Kylefors this directive will influence every single 

spatial plan in Sweden. However, another finding is that many questions surrounding the water 

framework directive have not been answered, or perhaps not even been posed. The significance of 

the (regional) river basin management plan as a potential move away from the municipal planning 

monopoly is not addressed in the existing discussions. Although most experts do state that if Sweden 

is to develop a regional form of planning it is likely to sprout from the river basin districts, the power 

of municipalities in planning is said to be too strong to (or strong enough not to) be threatened by 

the river basin districts. To what extent this is in line with the provisions of the water framework 

directive is a question that currently does not receive a clear answer in the Swedish spatial planning 

system.  
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Influence of EU directives on spatial planning 

Based on the answers to the different sub-questions, it is possible to answer the research question in 

this thesis. This research question has been formulated in chapter 1 as follows: 

How is the influence of EU directives seen and understood within spatial planning in Sweden? 

As is shown in this thesis, the different EU directives discussed here do influence spatial planning. 

This is perhaps strongest in the case of the water framework directive and the habitat and bird 

directives, which can be found in a majority of comprehensive plans. However, both from the 

analysis of comprehensive plans as the supporting interviews it can also be said that the other 

directives discussed in this thesis – on EIA, SEA, air quality, environmental noise and Seveso – 

influence spatial planning. In these cases this influence is more indirect, through the Swedish 

implementation of these directives, and therefore not always seen as influence from the European 

level.  

 The influence of EU directives on spatial planning takes different forms. First of all, there is a 

restrictive aspect. This is most clearly the case with the environmental quality standards (on air 

quality, environmental noise and also water) and with the habitat and bird directives. In these cases 

the European directives limit the options for spatial development. This influence can be seen in the 

light of the two paradigms of governance discussed in chapter 2. The EU directives discusses here are 

all mainly environmental and fit well with the environmentalist paradigm. When applied in spatial 

planning, this can lead to conflicts. Weighing different interests and making a democratically 

legitimized decision is in these cases not always possible.  

 Besides restricting the possible spatial developments, the EU directives can also have an 

influence on the planning process. This is of course most clearly shown by the directives on 

environmental assessment. These directives add a procedure to the planning process, that can also 

have an influence on the end product of planning. When environmental assessment is done in an 

early stage of the planning process and alternatives are considered with an open frame of mind, 

other options for spatial development might be chosen than would have been the case if no 

environmental assessment would have been performed (or only after the plan was finished).  

 A third type of influence of EU directives lies in changing the roles and relations of different 

levels of government. The water framework directive is the best example of this. This directive has 

not only led to the creation of a new level of government, the river basin districts, but could perhaps 

also be the basis for questioning the municipal planning monopoly. Additionally, the role of the 

national government in these river basin districts seems to be quite small, as there is no overarching 

national authority for the five districts, and as Lars Kylefors states decisions by the districts can only 

be challenged on a European level.  

Discussion 

The results presented here do of course have their limitations. First of all, only comprehensive plans 

were looked at, and not for all municipalities. This means that the influence of EU directives in other 

spatial plans and in municipalities might be different from the results presented here. However, as 

comprehensive planning is, as the name implies, the most comprehensive product of Swedish spatial 

planning, this should give a good representation of the influence of EU directives on planning at the 
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municipal planning. The number of comprehensive plans was not large enough to look at differences 

between municipalities with different characteristics, for example rural versus urban municipalities. 

However, this does not take away that the sample is almost definitely representative of 

municipalities dealing with comprehensive planning in recent years.  

The method used for analyzing the comprehensive plans is not without faults. It is possible 

that looking for specific key phrases, other terminology used for the same concepts could have been 

missed. This is however not very likely, as most comprehensive plans will use the same terminology, 

based on both the Planning and Building Law and the Environmental Code. The classification of the 

different comprehensive plans is in a few cases perhaps somewhat ambiguous, but has been made 

transparent by including citations from the plans, in an attempt to show how directives are 

mentioned. The interviews that have been held will of course not be fully representative, but do give 

insight into the broader context of the EU directives within Swedish spatial planning. Further 

research, especially on the influence of the water framework directive, could give a more 

representative and complete picture of how these EU directives have affected the existing practices 

in spatial planning in Sweden. Comparing the results of this study with similar studies in other EU 

countries could more generally show how spatial planning in the member states is affected by 

sectoral European legislation. 

Theoretical perspective 

On a more theoretical level, a number of issues are worth mentioning. As is described in chapter 2, 

even though the lack of strong regional governments may suggest that the theory of multi-level 

governance does not apply to the Swedish situation, an independent role of municipalities at the 

supranational level might refute this. However, in this study it is clear that most municipalities look 

mainly at the Swedish transposition of EU directives. Although they are in some cases aware of the 

European background there is no real sign that municipalities act independently on the supranational 

level. Nonetheless, the role of the river basin districts in planning for water can be seen as an 

example of multi-level governance, as there is no overarching authority controlling these districts. 

Because decisions made by the river basin districts can  only be challenged at the European level, the 

districts operate independently as sub-national actors on the supranational level. 

A second theoretical note has to do with the different paradigms of governance. As the EU 

directives in the environmental sector can be shown to have an influence on spatial planning, this 

might mean that the environmentalist paradigm within Swedish governance is strengthened. 

Because spatial planning is under subsidiarity and is therefore not an EU competence, the planning 

paradigm is not likely to be enforced through the EU. The governance through directives which in a 

number of cases can be seen to centralize decisions on the European level (for example in the case of 

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive) fits well with the centralist expert culture of the 

environmentalist paradigm. This combined with the potential of creating, through the water 

framework directive, some kind of regional planning, however strong it might turn out to be, could 

perhaps be seen as the emergence of an invisible European planning system. Although the EU has no 

formal competence in spatial planning, the sectoral legislation on many issues do seem to favour 

certain types of planning, therefore moulding the planning systems in the different member states to 

a perhaps more congruent whole.  
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Appendix A: list of interviews 
 

Municipalities: 

Karlshamn Kommun:  

- Jonas Ronsby, Arkitekt SAR/MSA 

- Mikael Bäckman, Planeringsarkitekt 

Karlskrona Kommun: 

- Ola Swärdh, Planchef Planavdelningen 

Olofström Kommun: 

- Monica Axelsson, Planarkitekt (Telephone interview) 

Ronneby Kommun: 

- David Gillanders, Stadsarkitekt 

Sölvesborg Kommun: 

- Karl Magnus Adielsson, Stadsarkitekt 

Länsstyrelsen/Vattendistrikten: 

Blekinge Länsstyrelsen: 

- Kristina Stark, Länsarkitekt 

Vattenmyndigheten Södra Östersjön 

- Robert Dobak 

- Christian Forssell (Also employed for Kalmar Länsstyrelsen) 

Boverket: 

- Lars Svensson, jurist, Enheten för boende, arkitektur och stadsutveckling 

- Mikael Jardbrink, planeringsarkitekt, Enheten för planering och bygglov 

- June Lindahl, planingenjör/planning engineer 

 

External experts: 

- Peggy Lerman, Lagtolken AB 

- Mårten Dunér, Architect, Technical Advisor at the Land and Environmental Courts (Mark- och 

miljödomstolen) 

- Lars Kylefors, Civilingenjör, Vatten och Samhällsteknik 
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Appendix B: interview Scheme 
 

Name: 

Organization: 

Function: 

 

1: How would you, from your perspective, characterize the influence of the European Union on 

spatial planning in Sweden? 

 

2: Can you think of ways in which the European Union influences spatial planning through binding 

legislation, such as directives? How do you see this influence? 

 

3a: Do you think spatial planning in Sweden is influenced by the SEA directive?  

3b: Do the alternatives given in SEA’s often result in a change in the plans or programmes? 

 

4a: How do you think spatial planning is influenced by the Water Framework Directive?  

4b: How do you think the Water Framework Directive influences the Swedish municipal planning 

monopoly? 

 

5a: How do you think the EIA directive influences spatial planning?  

5b: Do you think the influence of the EIA is only on specific project, or does it also influence the plans 

and programmes that are the frontrunners of these projects? 

 

6a: How do you think the Habitat directive influences spatial planning in Sweden? How do you think 

the Bird directive influences spatial planning?  

6b: To what extent do you think the influence of these directives reaches beyond the borders of the 

Natura 2000 areas? 

 

7a: How do you think spatial planning is influenced by the Air Quality Directive and the Noise 

Directive? 
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7b: Do you see these types of directives as restrictive, or can they also help in setting more ambitious 

goals? 

 

8: How do you see the influence of the Seveso Directive on spatial planning?  

 

9: Do you have any further comments about the interview? 

 

10: Would you be interested in receiving a digital copy of the thesis when it is finished? 
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Appendix C: list of comprehensive plans 2008-2010 

The following is a list of municipalities with comprehensive plans dating from 2008-2010: 
municipality and year of approval (bold=included in analysis):  

1=Alvesta 2008, 2=Arboga 2009, 3=Bjuv 2009, 4=Båstad 2008, 5=Falköping 2008, 6=Forshaga 2010, 
7=Gotland 2010, 8=Grums 2010, 9=Göteborg 2009, 10=Götene 2010, 11=Helsingborg 2010, 
12=Hofors 2008, 13=Hudiksvall 2008, 14=Hultsfred 2010, 15=Kalix 2009, 16=Karlskrona 2010, 17=Kil 
2010, 18=Kävlinge 2010, 19=Laxå 2008, 20=Lerum 2008, 21=Lessebo 2010, 
22=Linköping/Norrköping 2010, 23=Ljusdal 2010, 24=Lund 2010, 25=Malung-Sälen 2009, 
26=Mellerud 2010, 27=Munkedal 2010, 28=Olofström 2008, 29=Orust 2009, 30=Osby 2010, 
31=Oxelösund 2010, 32=Pajala 2010, 33=Sjöbo 2009, 34=Skurup 2009, 35=Sotenäs 2010, 
36=Staffanstorp 2009, 37=Stockholm 2010, 38=Sundbyberg 2010, 39=Svedala 2010, 40=Sölvesborg 
2010, 41=Torsås 2010, 42=Tranemo 2010, 43=Trelleborg 2010, 44=Trosa 2010, 45=Tyresö 2008, 
46=Täby 2009, 47=Uddevalla 2010, 48=Uppsala 2010, 49=Valentuna 2010, 50=Varberg 2010, 
51=Vetlanda 2010, 52=Älvkarleby 2009, 53=Ödeshög 2010, 54=Örebro 2010, 55=Överkalix 2008.  

The plans from this list that were not included in the analysis, were not available online in one 

document, making them unsuitable for the type of analysis in this thesis.  

Additionally, because of interviews in all municipalities in Blekinge, the two municipalities in Blekinge 

that are on this list have been added: 

Ronneby: 2006 

Karlshamn: 2007 

 

 

 

 



Appendix D: analysis of comprehensive plans 
 

Legend:  Issue not 
mentioned 

Swedish Implementation 
Only Mentioned 

Swedish Implementation 
dealt with extensively 

EU Directive Only 
Mentioned 

EU Directive dealt with 
extensively 

  

  Direktivet       

Municipality Year MKB/Miljökon
sekvens 

SMB/Strategisk 
miljöbedömning 

Habitat/Livsmiljö/Natura 
2000 

Vattendirektivet Luftkvalitet Buller Seveso 

Alvesta 2008  Miljöbedömning med 
miljökonsekvenskbeskrivn
ing har integrerats i 
översiktsplanen (p.10) 

Det s.k. Habitatdirektivet 
(EG-direktiv 92.43.EEG) 
fastslår följande 
utmaningar i arbetet för 
att åstadkomma en 
långsiktigt hållbar 
bebyggelseutveckling 
(p.81) 

Direktivet utvidgar 
omfattningen av 
vattenskyddet till allt 
vatten och fastställer 
tydliga mål. (p.123) 

Under 2006 utfördes 
beräkningar i länet i syfte 
att bedöma luftkvaliteten 
i 17 tätorter med hjälp av 
modelteknik för 
kvävedioxider och 
partiklar. (p.107) 

De största kommunerna i 
landet ska under de 
närmaste åren kartlägga 
bullernivåer och utifrån 
dessa kartläggningar ta 
fram åtgärdsprogram. 
(p.108) 

 

Älvkarleby 2009    2004 infördes 
vattendirektivet i svensk 
lag. (p.93) 

   Inom en radie om 500 m 
från den ur 
olyckssynpunkt mest 
riskfyllda hanteringen (f d 
klorhanteringen) får ingen 
ombyggnad 

Arboga 2009     Kommunens ambition är 
att delta i den regionala 
planeringen av luftkontroll 

  

Bjuv 2009  Det framgår klart av 
direktiv, förarbeten och 
lagregler att syftet med 
MKB/miljobedömning är 
att skydda miljö och bidra 
till hållbar utveckling 
genom att negativ 
miljöpåverkan förebuggs, 
motverkas eller 
kompenseras. (p.70) 

Området är värdefullt, 
både ur biologisk 
synpunkt och för det 
rörliga friluftslivet. (p.21) 

För att tillvarata 
kommunens intressen och 
för att medverka i 
förbättringen av åarnas 
vattenkvalitet samarbetar 
kommunen med 
näliggande kommuner i 
både Rååns och Vegeåns 
vattendragsförbund. 
(p.33) 

    

Falköping 2008    Kommunerna samverkar i 
ett kommunförbund för 
att säkerställa 
produktionen av god 
vattenkvalitet. 

    

Forshaga 2010    Enligt ramdirektivet ska 
vattenförvaltningen 

    



62 
 

administreras i distrikt 
som bygger på vattnets 
avrinning. (p.17) 

Götene 2010    Direktivet får 
konsekvenser för skyddet 
och nyttjandet av 
vattenresurserna samt 
hur frågor rörande 
vattenplanering skall 
organiseras. (p.29) 

    

Gotland 2010        

Grums 2010    Med hjälp av 
vattendirektivets 
systematiska angreppssätt 
och med siktet inställt på 
tillräckligt lång tid, 
kommer vi att uppnå god 
vattenkvalitet i alla våra 
vatten. (p.25) 

    

Helsingborg 2010        

Hultsfred 2010   Ställningstagande – 
Natura 2000: Skydda 
samtliga Natura 2000-
områden i kommunen. 
(p.38) 

Hultsfreds kommun har 
länge arbetat aktivt med 
vattenfrågor i framförallt 
Emåns vatten tillsammans 
med det som numera 
utgör Emåförbundet, 

    

Karlshamn 2007   Natura 2000-områdena 
ska skyddas mot åtgärder 
som kan påtagligt skada 
områdena, (p.116) 

Hushållningen med våra 
vattenresurser har ett 
tydligt stöd i den 
nationella lagstiftningen 
och i miljömålsarbetet. 

   Dessa anläggningar är 
enligt ”Lag om skydd mot 
olyckor” skyldiga att 
analysera de risker 

Karlskrona 2010    Enligt 
vattenmyndighetens 
åtgärdsprogram behöver 
kommunerna vidta 
följande åtgärder för att 
god vattenstatus ska 
kunna uppnås: 

    

Laxå 2008        

Lerum 2008   I och med Sveriges inträde 
i EU har nationen 
förbundit sig att tilllämpa 
de direktiv som gäller 
inom EU. 

I enlighet med EU:s 
ramdirektiv för vatten 
(p.85) 

Normer kan meddelas av 
regeringen i förebyggande 
syfte eller för att åtgärda 
befi ntliga miljöproblem, 
för att de svenska 
miljökvalitetsmålen ska 

  I den vidare planeringen 
av nya bostads- och 
verksamhetsområden 
enligt översiktsplanen ska 
dessa råd vägas in. 
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uppnås eller för att kunna 
genomföra EUdirektiv. 

Lessebo 2010   EU-besluten i 
fågeldirektivet och 
habitatdirektivet 
(livsmiljön) utgör grunden 
för EU:s naturvårdspolitik. 

På den lokala nivån bildas 
samverkansorgan genom 
kommunernas försorg, i 
princip baserade på 
avrinningsområden. (p.33) 

   Pappersbruket i Lessebo 
har tidigare varit klassat 
som s.k. Seveso-
anläggning, en anläggning 
i enlighet med Lagen om 
Skydd mot Olyckor, LSO, 
med farligt verksamhet 
och  särskilda 
skyldigheter, framför allt 
beroende på hantering av 
svaveldioxid. 

Linköping-
Norrköping 

2010        

Ljusdal 2010   Det kommer förmodligen 
inte att bildas fler Natura 
2000-områden i 
kommunen inom den 
närmaste framtiden. 

Enligt detta direktiv ska 
vattenplaneringen utgå 
från s.k. 
avrinningsområden. (p.50) 

Enklare åtgärder för att 
minska den största 
exponeringen av partiklar 
(p.63) 

Direktivet genomförs i 
olika skeden, med start i 
de områden som har 
störst befolkning och 
högst trafikintensitet. 

  

Malung-
Sälen 

2009    Sjöar och vattendrag 
uppfyller när det gäller 
näringshalten kraven God 
ekologisk status enligt 
definitionen i EG:s 
ramdirektiv för vatten. 

    

Mellerud 2010   Till grund ligger 
fågeldirektivet från 1979 
och habitatdirektivet från 
1992. 

Mellerud har i princip 
ställt sig bakom 
åtgärdsprogrammet. 

    

Olofström 2008    Arbetet med 
Vattendirektivet (2000/60 
EG) sker bl.a. genom 
samverkan med 
Olofströms kommun och 
Olofströms Kraft AB,… 
(p.15) 

   ”Åtgärder för att 
förebygga och begränsa 
följderna av allvarliga 
kemikalieolyckor”. (p.72) 

Örebro 2010    Planläggningen ska 
medverka till 
måluppfyllelsen av 
vattendirektivet (p.57) 

    

Orust 2009   Länderna i EU samarbetar 
därför för att försöka 
bevara det europeiska 
växt- och djurlivet. (p.80) 

Åtgärdsinsatserna bör 
utföras utifrån EU:s 
vattendirektiv och i 
samråd med den 
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vattenområdesmyndighet 
(p.192) 

Osby 2010    Vattendirektivet har 
beaktats i översiktplanen 
genom placering och 
utformning av nya 
bebyggelseområden och 
valet av tekniska 
lösningar. (p.34) 

    

Överkalix 2008   Inom naturvårdsområdet 
utgör Natura 2000 EU:s 
viktigaste bidrag till 
bevarandet av den 
biologiska mångfalden. 
(p.14) 

      

Oxelösund 2010       Röda prickar ilustrerar 
riskkällor med omgivande 
riskzoner 

Pajala 2010   Det som är utmärkande 
för natura 2000 är a! även 
en indirekt påverkan på e! 
sådant område kan kräva 
att en särskild 
miljökonsekvensbeskrivni
ng görs 

kommunen att ta ställning 
till hur det fortsa! a 
arbetet ska utformas och 
även hur det ska 
integreras med det 
vattenförvaltningsarbete 
som följer av 
ramdirektivet för vatten 
(p.143) 

    

Ronneby 2006   Natura 2000-områdena 
innehåller livsmiljöer eller 
arter som listas av EU:s 
fågeldirektiv och EU:s 
habitatdirektiv 

EU:s vattendirektiv är en 
produkt av att 
vattenresurserna i Europa 
måste ses i ett 
helhetsperspektiv. 

    

Skurup 2009         

Sölvesborg 2010 Behovsbedöm
ning av mkb 
for projects 

  Natura 2000-områdena 
ska skyddas mot åtgärder 
som kan påtagligt skada 
områdena (p.24) 

För att ta sig an 
vattenvård och 
vattenförvaltning måste 
man också se 
möjligheterna över läns-, 
kommun- och 
kulturgränser. (p.71) 

   Vissa industriella 
anläggningar hanterar 
inom sitt område varor 
där utflöde, explosion och 
spridning av gaser, 
kemikalier mm kan 
inträffa. (p.69)  

Staffanstorp 2009   Does not have any Natura 
2000 areas! 

Staffanstorps kommun 
arbetar gemensamt och 
systematiskt med 
vattenfrågorna inom 
ramdirektivet för vatten 
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(p.118) 

Stockholm 2010   (Only three Natura 2000 
areas listed, no futher 
info, although it does say: 
se bilaga) 

Det finns en stark 
koppling till EU:s 
ramdirektiv för vatten 
samt till 
vattenskyddsområdet för 
Östra Mälaren (p.12) 

    

Sundbyberg 2010   100% urban population, 
no Natura 2000 

Sundbyberg arbetar sedan 
länge med vattenfrågor i 
enlighet med EU:s 
ramdirektiv för vatten. 

  EU behandlar 
omgivningsbuller som ett 
av de viktigaste 
miljöproblemen. (p.40) 

I Sundbyberg finns inte 
några farliga 
verksamheter enligt lagen 
om skydd mot olyckor 
(LSO 2 kap. 4 §) eller 
större kemiska 
anläggningar, så kallade 
Sevesoanläggningar 
(Sevesolagen). (p.44) 

Torsås 2010   Områden klassade som 
Natura 2000-områden 
skyddas helt mot 
exploateringar 

• Tillämpa 
vattendirektivet aktivt i 
miljöarbete 

    

Tranemo 2010   Näset mellan Torpasjön 
och yttre Åsunden med 
omgivande vatten utgör 
ett Natura 2000-område 
enligt habitatdirektivet. 
(p.19) 

I EU:s direktiv 
(2000/60/EG, pkt 14) 
trycker man på vikten av 
samarbete och samverkan 
på alla nivåer. (p.31) 

    

Trelleborg 2010   Skyddsvärda naturmiljöer 
inom EU har valts ut till 
nätverket Natura 2000. 
(p.41) 

Vattendirektivet har sin 
grund i en insikt om att 
Europas invånare måste 
vårda sina vattenresurser 
bättre (p.67) 

Revideringen baseras på 
det nya 
luftkvalitetsdirektivet (dir 
2008/50/EG) 

Det finns idag normer för 
utomhusluft, fisk-, mussel-
, grund- och ytvatten samt 
omgivningsbuller. 

  

Trosa 2010   Det europeiska nätverket 
Natura 2000 
representeras i Trosa 
kommun av 12 områden. 

Under slutet av 2009 
redovisades den 
klassificering av landets 
vattendrag i enlighet med 
Vattendirektivet. 

    

Tyresö 2008   I Tyresö skyddas Dyvik 
enligt habitatdirektivet 
och Tyresta-Åva skyddas 
enligt både habitat- och 
fågeldirektivet, (p.28) 

  Miljökvalitetsnormer för 
luft är satta med 
utgångspunkt från 
gemensamma direktiv för 
medlemsstater inom EU 
(p.43) 

  Det finns inte några farliga 
verksamheter enligt Lagen 
om skydd mot olyckor 
(LSO 2:4) eller större 
kemiska anläggningar så 
kallade 
Sevesoanläggningar 
(Sevesolagen). (p.46) 

Valentuna 2010   För att exploatera ett EU:s ramdirektiv för    Tillsvidare ska en 
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Natura 2000-område 
krävs mycket starka skäl 
(p.48) 

vatten gäller sedan 2005. riskanalys göras om 
bebyggelse planeras inom 
200 m från ny 
lossningsplats på Seveso-
anläggningen. 

Varberg 2010   Natura 2000 är ett 
europeiskt 
naturskyddsnätverk och 
bygger på art- och 
habitatdirektivet 
respektive fågeldirektivet. 

Följduppdrag: • Upprätta 
förslag till vattenplan för 
kommunen, med särskilt 
fokus på avloppsoch 
dagvattenhantering inom 
kommunen, samt hur 
kommunen kan bidra till 
att vattendirektivet 
efterlevs (p.31) 

Normerna är framtagna 
utifrån EU-direktiv och har 
implementerats i svensk 
lagstiftning. 

 Det finns även 
verksamheter som 
omfattas av lag om 
åtgärder för att förhindra 
och begränsa allvarliga 
kemikalieolyckor 
(Sevesolagen); (p.35) 

Vetlanda 2010    Den lokala 
vattenförvaltningen inom 
respektive 
avrinningsområde sker i 
huvudsak genom s.k. 
vattenråd. 

    

 


