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Abstract
The use of a comprehensive certification scheme to evaluate the sustainability of buildings is new in 
Norway. This new approach made me wonder: Is this scheme really adapted to the situation in 
Norway? Will the use of BREEAM in Norway contribute to a sustainable development?   
The intention of this essay is to answer these questions.
I have compared BREEAM-NOR and BREEAM-Europe commercial 2009, to find out what 
changes are made for the new Norwegian version. I have also looked at what is being assessed and 
what the criteria for getting credits are, and tried to analyze how this will influence the direction of 
development.
In BREEAM-NOR the weighting is changed slightly, water and pollution reduced, and transport 
and materials increased. The mandatory credits are shifted; less on water and site ecology, and more 
on moisture control, materials, and indoor air quality. There are a number of changes and 
adjustments made in the new Norwegian version, making it better suited as a tool that can 
contribute to a sustainable development in the construction sector, and the Norwegian society as a 
whole.
In the Transport category however, there are few changes made, and this seems to favour urban 
developments and encourage centralization.  Land use and Ecology is not much changed either, and 
will encourage development on farmland over forestland. This does not seem to be well adapted to 
a situation with farmland as a scarce and valuable resource.

1



Table of contents
Abstract
Introduction

Philosophy of certification
General disadvantages

Method
Credibility
Assessment criteria

Health and indoor environment 
Energy 
Transport  
Water  
Materials
Land use and ecology 

Weighting 
Relative rating
Discussion

Changes due to Norwegian climate
Rural / centralization
Agriculture land
Bureaucracy, growth dilemma
Less diversity, less local products
Nice, but irrelevant for sustainability
Wide focus
Design process
Commissioning 
Challenging?
General effects

Conclusion 
References

Introduction
The construction sector is responsible for 30-40% of the global greenhouse gas emissions. The good 
news is that there is a great potential to reduce this, technical solutions are already developed. We 
need incentives to make it happen.
The Norwegian building industry decided in 2010 to adopt and adapt BREEAM as the future 
industry standard. The planned launch of BREEAM–Norge was in the end of 2011. The use of  a 
comprehensive certification scheme to evaluate the sustainability of buildings is new in Norway. 
This new approach made me wonder if the scheme really is adopted to the situation in Norway, and 
whether the use of Breeam in Norway really will contribute to a sustainable development. The 
intention of this essay is to answer these questions.

BREEAM: the Building Research Establishment’s 
Environmental Assessment Method, was the first real 
attempt to “establish means of simultaneously assessing a 
broad range of environmental considerations in buildings” 
(Crawley and Aho, 1999). It is the world’s leading and most 
widely used environmental assessment method for buildings, 
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with over 115,000 buildings certified and nearly 700,000 registered. (Bream, 2009). It has been in 
use since early 1990s (but regularly updated), and is in use in many other countries in Europe as 
common standard. 
Credits are aquired in accordance with given specifications on different issues. This sums up to a 
total score, expressed as a percentage of the possible total, giving the ratings shown in table 1.

Philosophy of certification
All certification is based on lack of trust in people, lack of trusting that people are skilled,  
competent, have good intensions, and know their own limitations. 
The alternative to certification is trust, and defining peoples responsibility for real consequences,  
instead of merely the responsibility to be certified. When an authority defines you as qualified for a 
task, this has a tendency to relieve you of the burden of assessing that yourself.

The goal of most certification schemes is to ensure safety or quality, help those who do not have the 
skills or knowledge to assess this. It can also be to make things more efficient: due to certification 
it is not necessary to do the same assessment for everybody again and again.
Certification systems can ensure that materials etc. have the necessary qualities, and people have 
the skills needed. But this is only guaranteed if the system is focused on what is the most important, 
and is able to measure and evaluate this in an efficient way. There is a tendency to focus on factors 
that are easy to measure, and they are not necessarily the most important.

General disadvantages
Certification schemes generally have some disadvantages. 
They lead to more bureaucracy, and a lot of extra work with documentation. 
Often people believe that «documented» is synonymous to “better”. People tend to forget that those 
not certified, still can have superb quality. 
It can also be argued that certification schemes contradict and undermine traditional Norwegian 
culture. This is characterized by a large degree of trust, personal freedom and defined personal 
responsibility. (Eldjarn and Godal, 1988) These principles show in the legislation on ships and 
crew: it is not enough to have the required license, you are also responsible of having the skills 
needed for the task. And corresponding: people have in court gotten away with not having the 
license, when they had the needed skills.
Sometimes a certification scheme steals, or occupies, a certain term or word. For example: the term 
“Økologisk” is now occupied by the certification scheme for food produced in organic agriculture. I 
am not allowed to sell organic food under the label “organic” if I am not a certified organic 
producer. It is not enough that the food is produced perfectly organic. BREEAM however, does not 
seem to “steal” any terms.
The advantages of a certification scheme need to be bigger than the disadvantages to justify its  
existence.  

Method
1. Compare BREEAM-NOR and BREEAM-Europe commercial 2009, to find out where they 

are different, and what changes are made for the new Norwegian version. In the following I 
will use EUR for BREEAM-Europe commercial, and NOR for BREEAM-NOR.

2. Find out what is being assessed / what are the criteria for getting credits.
3. Look closely at the parts where I expect a need for big adjustments / changes to make a 

version well adapted to the situation Norway: land use, water, transport, energy.
4. Discuss whether these  changes are big enough, and in the right places. Discussing in 

general if NOR is focusing on the right things, and pulling in a sustainable direction.
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The main sources have been the Assessor Manuals, which are technical guidance documents created 
to aid licensed BREEAM Assessors in carrying out Buildings Assessments. The official version of 
BREEAM-NOR is still not launched, so I have been looking at the proposal from Norwegian Green 
Building Council, it is now in the process of being authorized by BRE Global Ltd. 
Due to limited time I have not had time to study all parts of these documents in equal detail.
I have looked more closely into only: Land use and ecology, Water, Transport, and parts of 
Materials and Energy. I was curious wether these were well adopted to the situation in Norway, or 
maybe had some controversal requirements.

Credibility
In most constitutions it is stressed that those making the laws, and also the judges and courts, must 
be independent and not have economic motives.  Certification of buildings should also be analyzed 
with  the same focus: “Who makes the rules, and what are their motives? What agendas are they 
influenced by?” 

BREEAM is originally created by the Building Research Establishment (BRE) a British 
governmental institution, in the early 1990s. So we can be sure that the intensions were public 
interest, and not profit, from the start. However BRE was completely privatised in 1997. And being 
a private institution there is always the possibility that the need for income can compromise 
decisions and priorities made.
Trying to retain the authority and independence that BRE had developed while publicly funded, the 
Foundation for the Built Environment (FBE) was formed to ‘own’ BRE. Members of the 
Foundation are from industries and research institutions, helping to avoid BRE being driven in any 
one particular direction by commercial pressures. In 2005, the Foundation was renamed The BRE 
Trust. It is a registered charity, with a mission to support built environment research for the public 
benefit.
With this background, it is not likely that the people adjusting BREAM will give saving the globe 
higher priority than ensuring a prosperous building industry, if these were to be be conflicting goals.

                                        Source: Inger Andresen, Link Arkitektur
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BREAM-NOR is run by Norwegian Green Building Council, on license from BRE Global. There 
are 120 members, mostly producers of materials, consultancy and buildings. There are also a few 
members representing the consumer side: some Municipalities, housing organisations 
(boligbyggelag), Forsvarsbygg and Statsbygg. There are also some organisations with a more 
general aim: Bellona, Arkitektbedriftene I Norge, Direktoratet for forvaltning og IKT and Sintef.

Most of the rules and specifications are the same as in EUR. The changes are made by the Strategic 
consultancy group (SRG), consisting of people representing authorities, science and members of 
NBGC. This group consists of 5 technical working groups, each with people from authorities, 
research and members. Suggestions from SRG are then approved (or adjusted) by NBGC, and this 
is then approved (or adjusted) by BRE-Global.
So we can see that it is not likely that any rules or specifications that would be of significant 
disadvantage to the building industry would be approved.

In the introduction to the Assessor Manuals, it is boldly stated that: “Almost all areas in BREEAM 
are based on scientific evidence”. I associate this kind of statement more with TV-commercials than 
serious documents, and this does not increase the credibility of BREEAM. This can be interpreted 
as an attempt to disguise the fact that all these rules and specifications are choices and decisions,  
being more politics than science. It should be unecessary to try to sail under the “science flag”.

Another important question is about the credibility of those doing the actual assessment. In 
BREEAM this is done by 3. party, (Breeam registered) assessors, so this sounds reassuring. 
However, the documentation and final score quality is eventually controlled by BRE. 
It will, however be in the assessors interest that BREEAM is widely used, so we should not expect 
much criticism of BREAM to come from them (although they will have a good overview of the 
pros and cons).

Accessibility and costs
BREEAM claims that  information about rules, requirements and specifications is free, and 
accessible for everyone. This might be true for EUR, but not completely for NOR, there are 
references to specifications by “Lyskultur”  and to several of Byggforskserien, that you have to pay 
for to download and see. So that part of the information is not accessible for free.  

Assessment criteria
The Assessor Manuals have the same structure and are organized in 11 sections, again divided into 
issues. I will look more closely into some of the sections, and only describe and comment on what I 
find of special interest. 

Health and indoor environment 
Hea 8: Indoor air quality, 2 credits (only 1 in EUR).
Design and placement of air intakes according to Building Detail 552.360 and NS-EN 13779:2007.
Documented commissioning. 
Documentation of operation and maintenance plan.
Second credit: Override of night set back + plan for education of users.

Hea 9: Pollutants in the indoor environment, 2 credits (only 1 in EUR).
-Clean and dry building process according to Building Detail 501.107.

5



-Quality of cleaning according to Building Detail 501.108 and NS-INSTA-800.
-Degassing of TVOC from interior paint 3 days after application must be specified.
-Mineral fibre products are encapsulated. One extra product category: Sealants.
The level of emissions 4 weeks after production must be lower than what is posed 
as a requirement for low pollutant materials in NS-EN 15251:2007, Supplement C, 
and which are based upon the same measurement methodology/test methodology 
that is used in Emission Classification of Building Materials (M1).This system has three emission 
classes. Emission class M1 corresponds to the best quality and emission class M3 includes materials 
with the highest emission rates. 

Hea 20 Moisture protection, 3 credits. New issue in NOR.
First credit: Control plan including material moisture, storage of materials, protection against rain,  
control of moisture before capping / closing. Check list for moisture control according to Building 
Detail 474.511. 
Second credit: Drying of building construction is carried out according to Building Detail 474.533. 
Moisture measurements according to NS 3420-T and Building Details 474.531.
Third credit: Construction under cover with tent-based capping system.

Hea 20 is a new issue, due to our wet climate. The other changes in this category seem to be general 
updating, but also changes to harmonize specifications with general Norwegian specifications.

Energy      
Ene 1, Delivered energy for operation, 13 credits.
These credits are given according to percentage of improvements from Energylabel C. It is energy 
calculated according to NS 3031:2010.

Ene 4, External lighting, 1 credit.
Requires system efficacy of light fittings of certain lumen/watt.

Ene 5, Energy supply with low climate emissions, 3 credits.
This issue also rewards outsourcing the buildings´ sustainability: The first credit can be aquired by 
having a contract with a green power supplier.

Ene 20, energy efficient data centers, 1 credit. This seems to be new in NOR. This is an important 
improvement, as energy consumption from computers is turning out to be a larger fraction of the 
total, as the buildings themselves use less energy.

Ene 23, Energy performance of building structure, 2 credits. This issue is new in NOR, and the 
aim is an added focus on reducing the need for heating and cooling. 
-First credit: Heating and cooling energy demand are lower than low energy requirements. Air 
tightness measured < 1,5 ACH.
-Second credit: Heating and cooling energy demand are lower than passive house requirements. Air 
tightness measured < 0,6 ACH.

The specifications about energy seem well balanced: A good thing is the specified focus on areas 
that often get less attention:  avoidance of air infiltration through openings for goods delivery (Ene 
6),  energy efficient cold storage systems (Ene 7), energy efficient lifts (Ene 8) for instance.
BREEAM-NOR uses CO-factor of 278 g/kWh for electricity from the Norwegian grid. This is 
lower than the 395 g/kWh defined in NS 3700.
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Transport     
This part deals mainly with transportation of people.
The changes from EUR are very small: a slight change in when hours are defined as peak hours, 
and an addition requiring indoor parking for bicycles if that is provided for cars.
The weighting is actually increased from 8 to 10%, and there are still no mandatory points.

Tra 1 - Provision of Public Transport,
Aim: “To recognise and encourage developments in proximity to good public transport networks, thereby 
helping to reduce transport-related emissions and traffic congestion”
To achieve a credit the building must be closer than 500 (800)m from public transport, and for the 
first credit it has to leave every 15 min at peak times. If transport leaves very 30 min through the 
working day, the second credit  can be achieved. This is for offices and industry.
For Retail and Education buildings there are 4 credits available with similar requirements.

In reality these credits are only possible to aquire in a city.

Tra 2 - Proximity to amenities, 1 credit
For developments in rural locations,  a credit can be aquired if the building is within 500m of a 
grocery shop and postal facilities (Official Norwegian definition of rural: less than 200 people live 
there).

For all other developments, the building must also be within 1000m of at least two of the following 
to gat the credit: Bank/Cash machine, kindergarten/school, hairdresser, doctors surgery/medical 
centre, pharmacy or dry cleaners.
These credits can not be aquired in many locations in quite a few towns in rural Norway. (Example: 
Råkvåg and Fevåg in Rissa Kommune).

Tra 3 - Alternative modes of transport, 2 credits  
Option 1: 1 credit for bicycle parking, another credit for at least two of the following: 

a. Showers
b. Changing facilities and lockers for clothes 
c. Drying space for wet clothes

Wherever possible the space should be covered overhead and protected from the rain, 
and there should be indoor parking if this is provided for the cars.

Option 2 -improving bicycle roads
Option 3 -improving public transport
Option 4 -electric car-charging stations
Option 5 -encourage car pooling
I do not understand why it is necessary with the: when possible, as long as this is not a mandatory 
credit. I think it is too bad that covered bicycle parking is not necessary to get these credit. Such a 
roof costs very little, prevent wet and iced bicycles, and really does encourage all-year bicycling. 
And by encouraging car-pooling or having charge-stations, its possible to get the 2 credit without 
doing anything for bicycling.

Tra 4 - Pedestrian and Cyclist Safety, 1 credit (2 for Retail and Education).
Tra 5 - Travel Plan, 1 credit, is about making and implementing a travel plan.

Tra 6 - Maximum Car Parking Capacity, 2 credits 
One credit for maximum one parking space provided for every three building users, and another 
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credit if one for every four building users.              
These credits are much more difficult to achieve in rural areas.

I think the certification criteria on transport in general are good, and will certainly help to focus on 
sustainable transport issues connected to buildings. However, it is quite clear that it is harder  for a 
building located in a rural area to achieve credits as shown in the table 2:

Available  credits Impossible in rural Harder in rural

Retail 12 4 2

Education 13 4 2

Office 9 2 2

Industry 10 2 2
Table 2.  Possible transport credits for rural buildings.

This will favour buildings located in cities and this might have the side effect of encouraging 
centralization and development in cities.

Water
Wat 1, water consumption, 3 credits 
Aim. “To minimise the consumption of potable water in sanitary applications by encouraging the use of low 
water use fittings”.
In INT the credits are given in accordance to the calculated consumption of potable water: ranging 
from 4.5 - 5.5m3 , to <1.5 m3 per person per year.
In NOR the requirement are only to install sanitary fittings with flush control and other water saving 
features, but no calculation of the total potable water consumption.
In EUR, the ratings Very Good and Excellent  have 1 mandatory credit, and Outstanding has 2.

Wat 3, Leak detection, 1 credit
In NOR it is also possible to get the credit when having a manual system for leakage detection.

Wat 6, Irrigation systems, 1 credit. 
“Where no dedicated, mains-supplied irrigation systems (including pop-up sprinklers and
hoses) are specified, and planting will rely solely on manual watering by building occupier or landlord”.
Very easy to achieve in Norway, just do nothing!

Wat 7, Vehicle wash, 1 available credit.
Aim: “To minimise the volume of potable water used by vehicle washing facilities”.
Need an automatic system that recycles and reuses water for car-wash.   As EUR.

Wat 8 - Sustainable on-site water treatment, 2 available credits.
Aim: “To encourage the treatment and re-use of grey water and rainwater on-site to reduce the need for 
environmentally- damaging centralised water treatment systems”. The rainwater is only mentioned in 
NOR, EUR states only: wastewater.
First credit: “feasibility study has been carried out by an appropriate consultant to establish the most 
appropriate sustainable on-site wastewater treatment system”, ..and  ..”has been specified for the 
building/development “.

8



Second credit: A sustainable on-site treatment system is made in accordance with the plans.
EUR also requires: “..is able to treat at least 30% of the building/development’s wastewater to tertiary 
standards”, and “Treated water must be infiltrated or reused on-site for WC/urinal flushing or irrigation 
purposes”. NOR does not require any reuse of water.

In this category I was expecting less focus / less requirements in NOR than EUR, because of a very 
different situation; in most parts of Norway there is plenty of available clean water. There can still  
be good reasons for not wasting potable water: 
-expanding the pipelines due to increased consumption cost money and resources.
-much of the water is treated with UV-rays, filters, and sometimes cloride, also costing money and 
resources.
-energy-consuming pumps are used to deliver the water some places.

The requirements in Wat 1, 3 and 8 (6 credits), are less demanding in NOR. 
Wat 6, is, because of the rainy climate, so easy to achieve in Norway that it is almost silly.
In EUR there was 1 mandatory credit for Very Good, 2 for Excellent, and 3 for Outstanding, this is 
changed in NOR.
The weighting in this category is reduced from 6% to 4,5%.
All in all there is a significant reduction on the focus and demands in the water category in 
BREEAM-NOR.

Materials
Mat 1, Material specifications, 7 credits  (EUR 4)
-1-3 credits for documenting a choice of materials that induce low climate emissions (life cycle  
based assessment). It is necessary to document a reduction (80-60-50%), compared to reference 
building (equivalent building, in accordance to existing regulations and conventional solutions).
-1 credit: Using a recognized LCA-tool to evaluate at least two material alternatives for building 
elements in table 20-a.  Must show that this has affected choices made. The existing approved LCA-
tools are: Klimagassregnskap from Statsbygg, and ISY Calcus from Norconsult.
-1 credit: obtained Environmental Product Declaration for at least 10 products used extensively 
(min 25%) in the building.
-1-2 points: at least 10 products (used extensively) get green or white rating in the EcoProduct 
method and/or fulfills Nordic Swan criteria. (2 point if rated 1-3 in ECO-prod.)
-Minimum requirements (mandatory, no credits): document that no materials with specific toxins 
listed in the checklist: Miljøgiftlisten A20 (being made in cooperation with the government), are  
used in the building.

Mat 2 Hard landscaping; taken out.

Mat 6 Insulation, (2 credits), is removed from the norwegian version. It seems like this is covered 
by other parts (materials, energy).

Mat 7 Designing for robustness, 1 credit. 
Aim: “To encourage adequate protection and robustness (new) of exposed parts of the building and 
landscape, therefore minimising the frequency of use of replacement materials”.
There are additional requirement in NOR on handling moisture; both protecting constructions 
against moisture, using materials with good moisture durability, and doing durability assessments 
for exposed parts.
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I think this is an important addition, reflecting the high amount of driving rain in the Norwegian 
climate. Predicted climate changes might also give even more of this.

The mandatory requirement of no materials on the pollutant/poison list (Miljøgiftlisten), is also a  
change from EUR. This applies for all ratings, and is a clear improvement.

Land use and ecology      
LE 1 Reuse of land, 1 credit.
“At least 75% of the proposed development’s footprint is on an area of land which has previously
been developed for use by industrial, commercial or domestic purposes in the last 50 years”. The 
“Proposed development” does not include lawns and similar areas occupied by the project, it only 
includes the “area of any building, hard landscaping, car park and access roads”.
Previously developed land does not include:“Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry 
buildings”.

LE 3, Ecological value, and protection of ecologic features, 1 credit.
Aim: “To encourage development on land that already has limited value to wildlife and to protect existing 
ecological features from substantial damage during site preparation and completion of construction works” .
20% of the development can be on; regularly cut lawns and sports fields or, land used for single-
crop arable farming for at least 5 years, and still be regarded to have low ecological value.
I suspect there is a bad translation here, in NOR it says: growing the same kind of plants. This does 
not have the same meaning, and I am not sure it is supposed to be different. Besides, same kind of 
plants / “samme planteslag”, is a rather un-precise term; are all kinds of grass or potatoes the same 
kind?

The term: “ecological value” is more defined in checklist A4: In general areas with trees,  (over 1m 
high or 100mm diameter), ponds, streams, marsh, wetland, heather etc. are regarded to have high 
ecologic value. Using this definition most of our farmland is regarded as having low ecological 
value, but the site is only defined as low value when a maximum 20% is on farmland.
So if 80% of the building and car-park is on previosly developed land and there is a lawn around, 
we can have the situation where half the total site is on farmland, and still get this credit.
But this credit will not be aquired if the lawn is made on forestland.

LE 4, Mitigating ecological impact, 5 credits available.
Aim: “To minimise the impact of a building development on existing site ecology”. (This subject is mostly 
about plants).
It is possible to get 5 points by hiring a qualified ecologist, and increasing the number of plant 
species (natural to the area) on the site.  
In EUR there are 2 mandatory points in order to get rated EX or OUT.
These credits are much easier to achieve if you are building on farmland than in a forest.

LE 6 Long Term Impact on Biodiversity, 2 credits available.
Aim: “To minimise the long term impact of the development on the site’s, and surrounding area’s, 
biodiversity”.
Here it is possible to get 2 points by not damaging  making some new habitats (and not damaging 
too many existing ones) for plants or wild animals.
These credits are also much easier to achieve if you are building on farmland than in a forest.

If we have a choice between a site on farmland and forestland, we are likely to be able to aquire 6-7 
credits on farmland, and only 2 credits on forestland. So where previously developed sites are not 
available, NOR will encourage building on farmland.
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Weighting  
The sum of the credits achieved in each section is made into a percentage of available credits in the  
section. This is then weighted according to table under.

      Table 3.  Weighting in BREEAM Europe and BREEAM-NOR.

In NOR, transport and materials is increased, and water and pollution is decreased. There are only 
small changes from EUR.

          Source: Inger Andresen, Link Arkitektur

NGBC  give the following reasons for these changes: 
-Transport increased “in order to reflect the transport-challenges in a sparsely populated country”
-Materials increased in order to support robust solutions as a contribution to the tradition  with  
lacking maintenance and technical lag. 
-Water is reduced because norway has a good supply of clean water.
-Pollution is reduced because the significance of BREEAM-NOR is limited, compared with the  
authorities` regulations about pollution.
I do not really understand the logic of increasing the importance of the transportation criteria,  
because of sparse population. Especially as these credits favour city situations.  

11

BREEAM category Available points Weighting% Points worth
INT NOR INT NOR INT NOR

Management 10 10 12 12 1,2 1,2
Health & indoor climate 14 14 15 15 1,07 1,07
Energy 21 21 19 19 0,9 0,9
Transport 10 10 8 10 0,8 1
Water 6 6 6 4,5 1 0,75
Materials 12 12 12,5 14 1,04 1,17
Waste 7 7 7,5 7,5 1,07 1,07
Land use and ecology 10 10 10 10 1 1
Pollution 12 12 10 8 0,8 0,7
Innovation 10 10 10 10 1 1
Sum 112 112



Mandatory credits
Some credits are defined as mandatory, varying for the different ratings. The table below shows 
these mandatory credits in EUR and NOR:

Mandatory points

BREEAM category EUR 2009 NOR

P G VG Ex Ou P G VG Ex Ou

Man 1 Commissioning 1 2 1 1 1 1 2

Man 3 Construction site impacts 1 2 1 2

Man 4 Users manual 1 1 1 1

Hea 4 High frequency lighting 1 1 1 1 1 v v v v v

Hea 8 Indoor air quality 1 1 2

Hea 9 Pollutants indoors 1 2 2

Hea 20 Moisture control 1 1 1

Ene 1 Energy  Efficiency 6 10 7 9

Ene 2 Sub.metering of substantial energy uses 1 1 1 1 1 1

Ene 5 Low or zero carbon technologies 1 1 1 1

Wat 1 Water consumption 1 1 2

Wat 2 Water meter 1 1

Mat 1 LCA-based material choice v v v v v

Wst 3 Storage of recycled waste 1 1 1 1

Le 4 Impact on site ecology 2 2

Sum 1 1 3 16 23 1 2 6 17 22
          Table 4. Mandatory credits in BREEAM-EUR and BREEAM-NOR

As we can see there are some changes in the Norwegian version: 
-In the water category there are no mandatory credits.
-In Hea, there are mandatory credits both on ventilation, volatile compounds and moisture control.
-The criteria for Hea 4, High frequency lighting, is normally fulfilled in norwegian projects. 
Therefore this is required in order to get rated, without receiving any credits.
-In Mat1, LCA-based material choice, there is a minimum requirement for all ratings that no 
materials listed in Miljøgiftlisten are used in the building. As this is already required in the building 
regulations, no credit is given for this.
-In Le 4, there are no longer mandatory credits (for increasing the number of plant species on site). 
The reason for this change can be the abundance of forest and other areas of high ecologic value. 
I think these changes in the mandatory points make sense, but I miss some incentives about building 
on agriculture land. I will come back to this in the discussion part.

Relative rating
The ratings used in BREEAM are relative, or sliding, using another term. The requirements for a 
specific rating changes as the societys expectations change. Comparing the rating of two certified 
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buildings can not be trusted unless you also have the year of certification. I think this makes things 
more confusing. I think it would have been more clear and simple to have an absolute rating.
This could have started with 1, 2 and 3, and then move on to 4, and then 5 and so on, as the 
demands increase as the years go. People would easily understand that although a 2 was good in 
1995, you maybe need a 6 to be of the best in 2012.

Discussion    
Changes due to Norwegian climate
There are not so many changes in NOR that are caused by the different climate. The Water category, 
is changed quite a bit, mostly resulting in adequate adjustments to climate and water situation. The  
adjustments are still not complete: you can, for example, still achieve a credit in Wat 6, by just  
avoiding to install a permanent irrigation system.
In the Material- and Health and indoor environment part, there is enhanced focus on robust 
solutions that handle moisture (and on emissions and poisons from materials). I think this also 
makes sense.

Rural / centralization
There are several criteria in Transport that will encourage centralization, and development in cities  
and towns. In Norway, centralization usually leads to building on more of the best farmland because 
most of the cities are situated by (and on) the most productive land.
BREEAM encourages centralization, both directly with the credits, and indirectly by in practice 
only being possible for big projects. But is it really easier to make a sustainable world if more and 
more people are living in cities? So far, I have not seen any documentation of this. It should be 
possible to reduce transportation of people, but new need for  transport of goods arises. In reality 
even person transport is no more sustainable in cities; people living in the city suburbs have the 
longest annual car-distance, at least in the nordic countries. (Jakobsen 2011, Næss 2006)

Agriculture land
If we have a choice between a site on farmland and forestland, we are likely to be able to aquire 6-7 
credits on farmland, and only 2 credits on forestland. So where previously developed sites are not 
available, NOR will encourage building on farmland.
This is not sustainable in Norway, as farmland for food production is scarce, and is one of the 
minimum-factors in a sustainable norwegian society.

Defining “land used for single-crop arable farming for at least 5 years” to be of secondary value, 
demonstrates a lack of understanding the situation in Norwegian agriculture: A monoculture with 
few species does not need many years to go back to being nature, without any help. Part of the 
reason for this is small areas of farmland with natural plant and animal species close by. If wished, 
we can speed up this process by spreading micro-organisms and seeds.

A central point is that in Norway farmland is far more precious than forestland, because there is a 
limited amount of it, and it is crucial for food production. Less than 3% of the total area is 
productive agriculture land (Statens Landbruksforvaltning, 2010). Norway is 40% self-supplied 
with agriculture products at the moment (NILF 2011).
Food is crucial for human survival; food and water are the only things we can not go without. It can 
be argued that Norway can import food from countries with more farmland, but the global food 
production is not expected to be big enough for that in the future, and it is a common view that 
every country has the right and duty to produce its own food (food sovereignity)(Feyder, 2010)
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Local food production is also an important part of having a robust society that can handle changes 
and crisis-situations. 

It seems like BREEAM has been made for a situation with little forest and so-called “nature” (a 
very vague and undefined term actually), not at all made for a situation with a limited area suited  
for agriculture. 
This focus on preserving forest and ecological value instead of preserving productive farmland, is 
probably the result of the perception of land area, a rural or urban perception. Viewing land as area 
producing fish, trees, berries, crops, reindeer etc. (Rural),  or viewing it as a kind of 
biological/landscape museum (Urban). It is very clear that the urban view has been dominating in 
the making of the BREEAM rules and specifications (Vinje, 1860).
This has not been changed in the Norwegian version so we can conclude that this category of 
BREEAM is not adjusted for Norway.

In my opinion this lack of incitament to reduce the building on precious agriculture land, is a major  
weakness in BREEAM-NOR.

Bureaucracy, growth dilemma
It is likely that this certification system will lead to more sustainable buildings, and this means less  
energy and maybe less material resources used.
On the other hand, the use of BREEAM in Norway will definitely lead to more jobs for qualified 
ecologists,  acousticians, energy modeling engineers, heritage conservation specialists, etc. making 
reports, assessments and plans. This increased bureaucracy will use resources and energy, so an 
interesting question is: how much of the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions will be eaten up by 
the consumption due to increased bureaucracy? 
I think for small projects, the burden of the paper-mill will be too big to make sense.

Less diversity, less local products
The detailed and specific criteria of BREEAM will most likely reduce diversity. It will be simpler  
(and in some cases necessary) to use standard solutions. Less diversity can in turn slow down 
innovation, and might lead to less local adaption. 
As certification schemes in general, BREEAM will also discourage the use of local products: Many 
local producers are small, and do not have the resources to certify or document their product. Some 
of these products can not be used at all, or can not be used without extra documentation workload.
Less use of local lead to more transport.
It could be possible to use locally produced (define how local; maximum distance), as a criteria, or 
optional criteria in a certification scheme. So far I have not found any incitaments of this kind in  
BREEAM.

Nice, but irrelevant for sustainability
The back side of having a wide focus is getting a bit too wide sometimes: Some requirements are 
nice and sensible, but do not really have much to do with sustainability. 
Examples of this are the following requirements for site operation:
-”Site reception is clearly signposted OR all visitors are escorted to the reception”
-”The post box has been placed on the pavement to avoid the postman from entering the site”.
-”All road signs / names can be seen OR when a road sign / name is obstructed a replacement has been 
erected”
Some other requirements are about being a good neighbour:
-”Introductory letters have been / will be sent to all neighbours AND there is a commitment to write and thank 
neighbours at the end of the contract for their forbearance AND provide feedback form”
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-”Local people are appropriately informed by the use of a notice board: of the site progress, and company 
contact details (telephone number / web site / email address”).
There are also requirements for separate male and female toilets, neither will this contribute to  
saving the globe.

Wide focus 
A very good thing about BREEAM is that it assesses much more than merely the energy for 
operation, and therefore will contribute to a wider focus in building sustainability in Norway.  Some 
examples of this is:
-Credits for setting targets, monitoring and reporting CO2, energy and water consumption due to 
transport and on site activities during construction (Man 3, 3 points). 
-Credits for monitoring and reporting at site level, in order to be able to measure the true total CO2 
and energy impact of the building.
-Credits for responsibly sourced materials.
-Credits and specific requirements for daylight.
-Credits for flexible design, and planning different access zones, allowing changed or divides use.
-Credits for providing and spreading information about the project and issues related to the 
environmental footprint. This is mandatory for projects classified as Outstanding, as it is important 
to spread information about these.
-Credit for making good user manuals. Extra credit for making them useful also for non-technical 
building users.

Design process
In general BREEAM focuses very much on the planning and design stage, demanding that a 
number of plans are made, often requiring external professionals (Ex: qualified ecologist to make 
plan for mitigating site ecology).  This also encourages teamwork and communication.
I think this is an efficient strategy, although in some cases, making a plan is the only requirement 
for the first credit. Implementing the plan is usually needed for the next credit.
Examples:Ene 4, Low or Zero Carbon Technologies, get credit just for having made an analysis, 
and Wat 8, the first credit is aquired when: “feasibility study has been carried out....wastewater treatment 
system”.
BREEAM can also function as a guide or roadmap in the process of designing and building a 
sustainable building. It can also be used as a checklist to ensure that important aspects are not 
forgotten,   for example: Ene 6, reducing heat loss through delivery gates, or Ene 9, reducing energy 
used by escalators. The clear targets BREEAM defines also makes it easier in a big project to 
coordinate the efforts and the different views.

Commissioning 
Although commissioning is a vital stage in ensuring that a building functions well, many projects 
suffer from inadequate commissioning, often due to a lack of clear responsibilities. BREEAM has a 
strong focus on this issue, and require appointment of a project team member as commissioning 
agent to monitor and programme commissioning on behalf of the client. The main contractor has to 
account for the commissioning program. Appointment of a specialist agent, or seasonal 
commissioning is required in some cases.
I think this is a very important contribution to really sustainable buildings.

Challenging?
Analyzing the rule-makers indicates that it is not likely that rules or specifications of significant  
disadvantage to the building industry will be approved.
When looking at the specifications however, they seem challenging enough: To even get a “Pass”, 

15



the building has to be better than the current standards, and to get “Outstanding”, the building must 
be practically in the forefront of the development.
There are however, a few points that are extremely easy to achieve in the Norwegian climate: f.ex.1 
credit for not installing a permanent irrigation system on site areas. 
So these parts of BREEAM-NOR does not not play an active part in defining which buildings are 
sustainable, they are merely a waste of time and effort (it is very hard to find building that do not 
fill this requirement).

General effects  
Merely by being adopted as industry standard, and introduced to Norway, BREEAM helps with 
focusing on sustainable building. If the scheme will be widely used, we can expect that it will have 
an effect on peoples attitudes and perceptions, on a longer term. “The key question is: how the tools 
and its results have affected the decision making?” (Haapio and Viitaniemi, 2008). Outside Norway, 
many “major league” international investment funds demand BREEAM for projects they finance in 
order to ensure compliance with international market standards and secure “future proof” low risk 
investments (Woodville). In Britain, where BREEAM has been in use for many years,many 
government departments and local authorities require “very good” as minimum in their projects.  
Also in UK, Excellent or Very Good, is sometimes a requirement for a building permit. 
Also in Norway, I think BREEAM will trigger more sustainable building demand. For example: 
Ene 3, gives credit for having systems for specific monitoring of energy consumption from different 
tenants, also showing what kind of use, and thus helping to focus on sustainability. And this again 
will stimulate participants in the building business to developing and accumulate methods, skills  
and knowledge about sustainable issues. 

Conclusions
The category Land use and Ecology is not much changed for the Norwegian version, and will 
encourage development on farmland before forestland. This is not well adapted to a situation with 
farmland as a scarce and valuable resource. In my opinion this lack of incitament to reduce the 
building on precious agriculture land, is a major weakness in BREEAM-NOR.

BREEAM-NOR disfavours rural areas and encourages centralization. This feels like a mis-fit when 
so much of Norway consists of rural areas, and seems be in contradiction to the various 
governments active policy to slow down centralization. And it is not obvious that centralization is  
the recipe for a sustainable world.
In other categories there are a number of changes and adjustments made in BREEAM-NOR, 
making it better adapted to the situation in Norway. BREEAM has a wide focus on many different 
aspects of sustainable building, and this will contribute to a wider focus in the whole industry. The 
clear targets and addressing of responsibility for different issues, makes it a powerful tool in all 
parts of the  process of a development. It will also increase recognition and demand of sustainable 
buildings. 
However, BREEAM does only make sense for big projects. For small projects unfortunately; the 
costs of all the documentation and paperwork is relatively too big, and the consumption of this 
bureaucracy would probably eat up the gain in sustainability. The potential of using local materials  
and expertise, would also be reduced by BREEAM. Fortunately there are not only small projects in 
Norway.

Despite some lack of adaption, in general BREEAM-NOR is a very good tool for a sustainable 
development in the construction sector, and the Norwegian society as a whole.
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