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Green Guide to Specification Update 

Format and Content Briefing Document Feedback Summary and 
Response 

 
 

Purpose of this note 
This document summarises the feedback received from stakeholders in response to 
Briefing Document 2 on Green Guide Format and Content distributed by BRE.  
 
Summarised feedback is presented by section to give a flavour of the comments 
received. Our response is given beneath in italics.  

 
Introduction 
 
‘Constructions’, ‘specification’ and ‘elements’ are introduced. Terminology in these 
Notes and in the Guide itself should be consistent. 
As building services elements are excluded, use term ‘all principal fabric elements’? 
COMMENT: accept comments.  
 
Be clear on different intentions of Green Guide and Envest. 
COMMENT: Agree. We will also explain the role of BREEAM as it relates to material 
selection, beyond the use of the Green Guide. 
 
Introduction text should include guidance for Clients on how to achieve sustainable 
specification e.g. asking for no C rated specifications rather than no C rated 
materials. 
COMMENT: We agree and the introduction will include guidance for clients. 
 
There should also be some broad guidance about choices; e.g. light construction vs 
heavy, timber vs steel frames and the like. The Additional Data table touches on the 
first of these. 
 
Important design considerations that do not form part of the profile methodology 
should be given appropriate coverage/prominence at the Front of the Guide.  
COMMENT: Text will place the role of the book in context of sustainable construction 
and its general principles, but it will not be possible to include other issues in detail.  
The performance based aspects of different methods of buildings are dealt with in 
other tools, such as BREEAM, and do not fall under the scope of the Green Guide. 
 
Media 
 
Providing a hardcopy that covers all the specifications proposed in Briefing Note 4 
and giving Green Guide ratings across all 13 impact categories for all five 
construction sectors proposed, will be a vast and virtually unusable to me and for 
most practising designers and specifiers.  
COMMENT: The length of the guide and user-friendliness will be a consideration in 
deciding upon the final format. The compilation of agreed specifications per sector is 
currently underway and will inform the final choice re single guide. We anticipate an 
additional 150 specifications in the new guide compared to the existing version. The 
format we will adopt, based on functional units, means that duplication between 
sectors is minimised. 
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NBS wish to create direct links between their electronic pages and web-based Green 
Guide. 
COMMENT: BRE and NBS to continue dialogue. 
 
Green Guide to Specification will be available as a pay-to-use service on the internet. 
Historically one of the issues that has been levied against LCAs is the cost of 
assessment and the way in which this alienates small manufacturers; under this 
proposal, small users would also be disadvantaged. 
COMMENT: the price is the key factor here. There cannot be a free website, 
because that would destroy the commercial viability of printing a paper version. We 
have yet to decide whether there will be a single fixed cost or a sliding fee according 
to level of service. 
 
Sectors 
 
The Industrial sector should be included as an identified sector in view of the fact that 
it is a major sector and especially because BREEAM for industrial buildings is to be 
reissued in early 2006. 
COMMENT: We agree that the rating of industrial specifications is desirable. 
Unfortunately at the present time we have no funds to widen the scope of the Guide. 
The inclusion of “Out of town shed” style retail buildings in the retail section should 
provide a number of relevant specifications however, and provide a useful first step. 
 
Offices should be amended to Commercial / offices due to the wider scope of the 
specifications. 
COMMENT: We agree that this could be a useful category for certain elements. We 
will use appropriate descriptions to match the range of sectors covered by a 
particular set of building elements. 
 
Specifications relevant to house and apartment construction are potentially quite 
different and therefore some differentiation is required in the Green Guide.  
COMMENT: We agree and will include particular specifications which are 
“apartment-specific” such as separate party floors. For those elements which are 
appropriate but not exclusive to apartment buildings the Guide will point the user to 
relevant specifications in other sectors. This will keep duplication to a minimum. 
 
Two Guides - domestic and non-domestic. We have continually encouraged ODPM 
to separate these two quite different types of construction and this has been 
accepted for AD-L2. This policy should also be reflected in the GG. 
COMMENT: We accept the distinction. Whether two publications or one, the user will 
be able to compare domestic and non-domestic separately. 
 
We support the division of the guide according to building elements. 
 
I suggest that ratings for use in education, retail etc be included as separate tables 
but alongside (i.e. subsequent pages) the commercial and housing info, but still 
within the element chapter - upper floors, party walls etc.  
 
Many constructions are sector-neutral, e.g. concrete slabs. Even within a sector, a 
range of performances will need to be covered, e.g. performance requirements for 



 
 

30 August 2005 
 
 

 
floor finishes in health buildings will vary from theatres to wards, to corridors to 
offices, to therapy pools and medical gas stores. We are not sure that sector is the 
best way to split this material, e.g. offices are much the same no matter which sector 
they are in, and pool floors are similar whether health, education, residential or sport. 
In other words, organise by type of space served rather than facility-type/sector. 
NBS has considered sector-based versions of its material but gave it up as unhelpful. 
COMMENT: The Guide will not include highly specialised functions such as sport 
facilities or gas storage - we are taking the 80:20 rule to ensure we cover the most 
extensively used elements - e.g. in a hospital this would be wards, corridors.  We are 
taking a “functional unit” based approach to organising the Guide, which means there 
is no duplication when the same element applies to more than one sector. 
 
The MMC results need careful specification.  Ostensibly similar systems may perform 
very differently. 
 
MMC should not be treated as a separate category. It is a term greatly contested by 
much of the industry and is steeped in political issues. There is no evidence of their 
sustainable credentials and we question the relevance of MMC as a category in its 
own right.  
COMMENT: Building elements commonly understood to be “MMC” will be included 
within the full specifications list and will only be distinguished as “MMC” or perhaps 
“volumetric” or a similar term, where there is a need to categorise a type of element 
separately. It is important to note that where they must be distinguished from 
conventionally constructed elements, they will still be compared on the same rating 
scale as the conventionally built elements. 

Ratings 

For Expansion: 

Moving to an A-G rating system seems generally advantageous 
 
We support the proposal to use sub-divisions A-G 
 
Was delighted that you have decided to increase the number of gradings from ac to 
ag.  
 
I consider the proposal of a subdivision of the ranking very promising and by far 
outweighing the potential disadvantages listed in the text. 

Against Expansion: 

The Guide will become more complex to interpret if an A to G scale is adopted.  
 
I believe A-G is too many at present and A-E would be more appropriate.  The 
system could be expanded to seven categories in the future if found necessary. Also 
a seven rating system will be a much more difficult one in which to manage changes. 
 
A to G ratings implies too much accuracy - if results are +/- 10% this seems unfair to 
classify on the basis of 14% segments - A to E would be more representative. 
Suggest use of a buffer zone between ratings rather than A+ or G- if ranges will vary 
over time. 
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Recognise the need the need to guard against the demotion of existing A grade 
materials, but concerned that it might be too difficult to develop workable policies and 
monitor performance for a system from A+ to G involving 8 categories (as opposed to 
the 3 now). 

Whilst it is recognised by BRE that the A to G scale covers more than energy, it could 
still be misinterpreted by many users who will make the assumption that the criteria 
being measured is the same as that for ‘white goods’ and buildings (under EPB 
directive). Furthermore, the energy included in the A to G scale is all embodied, with 
no account taken of operational energy. This is the opposite of what is currently 
indicated by the use of this scale. 

We do not support the proposed change to an A-G scale, especially without 
information on how this would impact on BREEAM and EcoHomes ratings. 

We note that from the summary of the scoping study undertaken by Oxford Brookes 
that only 28% of respondees thought that widening the ABC categories was a good 
idea. Does this justify the change proposed? 

Scoping study does not demonstrate a demand for an A to E to scale, yet alone the A 
to G scale now proposed in this Note. 

You say that the intention is to move from a 3-grade rating to a 7-grade rating.  
However, it seems you are also proposing to include A+ and G- which means that 
you are actually creating a 9-grade rating.  Isn't this going just a bit too far? 

COMMENT: In our scoping study, 40% had “no opinion” on expanding the range and 
28% were in favour and therefore a majority were neutral or supportive compared to 
those who felt it would be a negative step. 

Having considered the opinions expressed, we feel that the best compromise is to 
adopt a larger range than currently exists, but smaller than that proposed in the 
Briefing Note. We will therefore use A+ to E- as the range in the next edition.  

In the white goods' sector we already have A++ equipment. One might think of such 
double-plus categories in cases the distance to A-class is really large. 
COMMENT: We considered this, but decided it would be too many categories. 
 
Could you also provide further clarification please on the A+ rating and how this 
impacts on the A-G scale. The briefing note is not overly clear. 
 
COMMENT: A+ has been chosen because we wish to be able to include elements 
containing a wide range of products in the Guide, including those that have a 
particularly low environmental impact, such as re-used bricks. These have 
significantly fewer Ecopoints than virgin bricks. To include them in the A-G range will 
be to downgrade the scores, perhaps in significant way, of the best of the 
“conventional” products, i.e. those that currently are at the top of the A band. By 
creating A+ as well as A, we intend to reward both the very best performing 
specifications and the best of the “commonly used” products.  
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The exact effect of creating A+ will be dependent upon the difference in impact 
between the “lowest impact” products and “conventional” and therefore will vary from 
element to element. For some elements, such as floor coverings the top end of A is 
already close to zero. For others, even the best performing A is a relatively high 
Ecopoint score. This uncertainty will remain until new Ecopoints are available using 
the revised methodology. A+ may prove to be superfluous to needs at the outset, in 
which case it would be used to rate products coming on stream that exceed the A-E 
range. 

If the A+ is adopted, anything that exceeds the A+ scale will still be called A+. We do 
not anticipate creating A++. Anything which performs worse than the existing E will 
be categorised as E-.  

Other Feedback on Ratings  

Are numerical ranges for Categories A, B and C equal? In the figure the ‘range’ of A-
rated specifications is half that of B and C. 
COMMENT: Yes they are equal. There is an error in the diagram and we apologise 
for this. 
 
Is it fair to use an A-G rating system for products such as insulation when 
comparatively they have a smaller environmental impact than other elements? Would 
a better solution be A-G ratings for construction elements and A-C for individual 
materials - if you really must keep materials in the Guide. 
COMMENT: This would introduce an imbalance, which could be confusing for users 
and make modifying element ratings according to specification difficult to do. Range 
diagrams will be used in the Guide to show relative importance of building 
specifications. 
 
Whilst we recognise the need to simplify LCA data for users of the Green Guide, the 
proposal to replace the current A-C ratings with A-G cannot be justified. Where the 
range of Ecopoint scores is small, for example internal paint finishes in the current 
Green Guide, the degree of accuracy in the derivation of Ecopoints cannot justify a 
ratings scale of A-G, particularly when the subjectivity and degree of accuracy of 
other parts of the assessment process are taken into account. A possible solution 
could be to give a wider scale of ratings (A-G) where the range of scores is relatively 
large, e.g. floor finishes, but retain the A-C rating where the range is small, e.g. 
internal paint finishes. 
COMMENT: GG already makes clear through the use of diagrams those elements for 
which the range is very small, and those where the impacts per m2 are relatively 
small, to allow the user to optimise the effort they spend. We will continue to provide 
this information in the new version. We feel it is very important the number of 
divisions per range is consistent across all elements. It is also important to note that 
paint is only being compared with other paint options, not with e.g. wall 
specifications. 
 
Note states the award of BREEAM / EcoHomes credits according to the new ratings 
has yet to be determined. Considering that currently one third of the existing scale is 
‘A’, how will the new scale accommodate this e.g. will the existing boundaries of the 
A rating comprise a A, B and a proportion of the C rating under the new scale? 
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If an A-G system is used, it is assumed that under BREEAM and EcoHomes an 
incremental scoring system will be applied, e.g. 10 points for A-rated, 7 for B-rated 
and 5 for C-rated constructions. 
COMMENT: The final method for using the scoring in BREEAM has yet to be 
decided, but could look something like the approach suggested above; other options 
will also be considered. 
 
How would BRE deal with existing profiles? 
COMMENT: BRE will update existing Environmental Profiles. 
 
Will previous certification work be automatically updated to the scale A-G? 
COMMENT: Yes. 

Will the proposed scale of A to G be divided into equal proportions covering the 
existing A to C scale, or will the existing scale be divided up equally to give the new A 
to G scale?  This seems to be moving the goal posts as many materials which 
currently score an A or B would no doubt become a C or D.  

Will A-G cover the same range as A-C, or will it be broader?  
 
COMMENT: The expanded (A+, E-) range will be based on the best and worst 
performers, as per the current approach for A-C, so in this respect it will be the same. 
The difference will be that a wider range of elements will be included in this version 
and it is anticipated that these will make the range broader.  
 
Regarding the change in ratings from A-C to A-G we do have some concerns about 
the uncertainty of these impacts. Many aspects of the Guide are changing and new 
profiles will be submitted and industry does not know how their future ratings will 
compare to those already published. 
 
COMMENT: We acknowledge this uncertainty and will advise manufacturers of new 
ratings at the earliest possible date. Changes in ratings are an inevitable result of any 
changes to the methodology.  
 
[Whilst] we recognise that [extending range and moving from a A or B to a C or D] 
may encourage companies to improve the performance of their products, […] a major 
outcome of the new scale will be enhanced revenue for BRE profiling work:  

• “The A-G method has a number of advantages: It provides more opportunities 
for manufacturers to demonstrate improvement”. 

• “A trade association may wish to update the data for its products during the 
life of the Guide and this has the potential to create a change to the rating of 
specifications”…This potential will no doubt be increased by the proposed A 
to G scale. 

 
COMMENT: We refute the suggestion that this change is intended to create more 
revenue for BRE. The intention behind keeping the scale fixed for 3 years is to 
minimise the impact upon manufacturers, including costs. All existing profiles will be 
transferred to the new scale free of charge.   
 
The bulletin board that is proposed for the purpose of providing the latest profile 
updates must be free to anyone who has bought the current version of the Guide, or 
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has paid to use the online version. It is not clear from this Briefing Note whether this 
is the case. 
COMMENT: This will be the case. 
 
This relative approach to rating certainly makes it easy for harassed novice (in a 
sustainability sense) product selectors to select from a range of constructions for a 
particular element. But this approach has some disadvantages: 

• All Cs are not equal (nor are all As) across all elements, yet one might expect 
that they are – and because they are not, quite a bit of explanation is needed 
to help folk understand this and compare elements. So it is difficult to trade off 
between elements, even if the areas are similar (e.g. ceilings vs. floors) so 
one might get away with not using Envest. The Summary Rating diagram on 
p17 of the current Green Guide is of some assistance, as are the pie charts. 

• No matter how bad a bunch of products is there’ll always be an A (or no 
matter how good they are, there’ll always be a C).  

• As products improve, they may change grades, and new products may 
become available, which will also affect grade distribution. Indeed, some 
products which haven’t changed at all may change grades as a consequence. 
So ratings from one edition cannot be compared to ratings from another – an 
A in one edition may equal a B in another.  

COMMENT: This is correct and the Guide will make this clear to users. 
 
An absolute system would be harder for specifiers to work to, perhaps, but would not 
have these disadvantages. Could both sorts of (summary) rating be provided (at least 
for the online version)? Especially as some users are quite sophisticated now in their 
understanding of the issues. The current edition gives this information in outline form 
in the ‘summary rating’ chart for all elements. Perhaps A-G for relative, and 1-10 for 
absolute? 
COMMENT: We feel that “grading proliferation” is to be avoided as much as possible.  
 
An absolute version of this would have, for one element, all ‘constructions’ rated A, or 
B, or whatever. For another, all rating values would be used. For another, just B-F. 
This way one can see which elements are all pretty good, for which it doesn’t really 
matter which construction is chosen, and which elements are over a wide range, for 
which it is critical which construction is chosen (in other words one can apply the 
Pareto principle, difficult in the current relative system). 
COMMENT: The text will a) point out the advantages of using Envest, and b) also 
make it very clear in the document that users should refer to the importance of 
different elements when deciding how to prioritise their choices. 
 
Still not clear whether you intend to have a scale that is common to all applications or 
whether it is relative to the functional use. If the former there could be situations 
where  the environmental impact of the majority of the solutions are similar and fall 
into one category, in which case the reader will not necessarily have the detailed 
breakdown to make a properly informed choice. 
COMMENT: Relative to the functional use 
 
last bullet should read: 
... when the relative performance of a product ... 
ACTION: We will change this 
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Up-to-date 
 
We very much doubt that busy designers and specifiers will have the time or 
inclination to keep up to date with new information posted on BRE bulletin boards to 
supplement their Green Guide hardcopy information.  
COMMENT: As a result of the restrictions of the current GG list, a great deal of time 
is spent pursuing ratings for specifications currently not covered by the Guide – this 
is for BREEAM Assessments. Our evidence from the behaviour of users of the Guide 
is that a number of users will be very happy to use a bulletin board if it means they 
have a wider number of rated specifications to choose from. 
 
NBS updates quarterly and we’d hope that anything we link to would do likewise. 
However, we appreciate the difficulties inherent in the relative ratings system. 
Perhaps the proposed bulletin board will operate at this sort of frequency?  
COMMENT: new products will be added continuously to the bulletin board. 
 
The three-year duration for the Guide is unhelpful and seems to arise largely due to 
the relative rating system, so the boat isn’t perpetually being rocked. Hence the 
A+/G- work-around, which will probably be pretty clunky by the end of the three-year 
period. An absolute system would avoid this problem. New products could be 
assessed and dropped into the system without any consequential changes. 
COMMENT: We do not have adequate data to know what the absolute range will be. 
New products could exceed the range at either end and upset the system, i.e. 
offering no advantage to the relative system. Regardless, the Ecopoint scale which 
underpins all ratings is an absolute scale.  
 
Updating is a lot of work, not always taken into account when initially offering such a 
service. Will the Guide be properly resourced, to enable regular maintenance? Do 
you have any idea yet how many products will need to be rated or re-rated each 
quarter, say? 
COMMENT: This will depend upon the success and growth of the scheme. New 
product profiles and maintenance of Certified Environmental Profiles are paid for by 
the manufacturer and therefore this work will be adequately resourced. Updating the 
Guide more regularly than 3 years would place an unacceptable time burden upon 
manufacturers and users of the Guide. 
 
The Guide website is a very good idea but we must beware of having two parallel 
systems with some practices using web-based info (ostensibly more up to date) and 
others using the paper system.  A requirement for people to check the website might 
be an appropriate warning – even if they do not bother to comply. 
COMMENT: the availability of the website will be highlighted explicitly and explained 
as an integral part of the product. 
 
Will the 10% change in impact for annual update still apply with 7 categories, or will it 
be reduced to compensate for the narrower width of each category? 
COMMENT: It will still apply. 
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Title 
 
Against change 
 
Regarding the title change, I think the title Green Guide to Specification has a nice 
ring to it and is well known, although Guide to Green Specification would be more 
literally correct.  I agree that the domestic and commercial versions should be 
combined, and would otherwise caution against giving up a valuable brand name for 
fairly subtle gains in interpretation.  If a new name is going to be selected, then I 
would vote for the third one in your list, partly because I don’t sub-titles carry as much 
weight as might be supposed.   
 
I do not think the ‘negative response to ‘green’’ argument holds water.  Anyone who 
thinks as described here is unlikely to be anything but an insignificant player in 
construction. 
 
The title should stay as it is as users and interest are only now gaining momentum. 
To change the name now would be unwise. 
 
The title should stay as it is, since users and interested parties know it by this name. 
 
The guide is a guide to construction element eco-profiles and this should be reflected 
in the title. 
 
For change 
 
I agree that it would be beneficial to change the name to avoid some of the existing 
misconceptions within the industry concerning the fear of additional costs and 
complications associated with the adoption of  'Green' construction techniques. 
 
I agree with moving away from using "Green" in the title as it is often seen as a soft 
option and not part of core business. 
 
If change occurs:  
 

• Responsible Specification - The Green Guide to building  
• Guide to Building Specification - Environmental ratings for common building 

elements  
• The Guide to Environmentally Responsible Specification 
• The Environmental Guide to Specification 

 
“Guide to Building Specification – environmental ratings for common building 
elements” – it has a Ronseal quality, it does what it says on the can. 
 
Responsible Specification - The Green Guide to building. As it includes reference to 
'Green Guide' and also encourages the use of the guide with the word 'responsible'. 

 
Suggestion 2 amended to include the word 'comparative'. We feel that this addition 
gives the impression of optional / non-regulatory. "Guide to Building Specification - 
comparative environmental ratings for common building elements" 
 



 
 

30 August 2005 
 
 

 
Second option, but perhaps with the word "standardised" or "comparative" added 
since these are not absolute ratings, i.e. Guide to Building Specification - 
Standardised environmental ratings for common building elements. 
 
 Whatever the final choice, the title must include the word "material". 
 
Proposals for new title:  
Responsible Building Specification – The guide to greener buildings 
Good Practice Guide to Specifying 
Good Practice Guide to Use of Building Materials 
Guide to Sustainable Specification 
BREEAM Guide to Materials Specification 
 
COMMENT: We received many more comments in favour of keeping the existing title 
than changing it.  We did receive a number of highly divergent suggestions for what a 
replacement title could be, but variations upon “Guide to Building Specification – 
environmental ratings for common building elements” received most support. 

ACTION: The title of the book is an important decision. The current title will continue 
to be the working title for the book and we will keep the field open for a new title as 
the work progresses. Further comments are welcome and we will seek our 
publisher’s advice as well as test ideas received above and further ideas which 
emerge with existing and potential customers. 

Descriptive text 
 
“...case studies on the use of sustainable building materials information by the Green 
Update Partners...". We would like to point out that it is not sustainable as this also 
covers economic and societal impacts not just environmental as with the LCA. Could 
you also please advise who the Green Update Partners are? 
COMMENT: Noted: we will use the term “environmental sustainability”. Green guide 
update partners are the sponsors of the guide and members of the Project Steering 
Group: 
 
English Partnerships  
Energy Saving Trust  
Construction Products Association  
DTI  
OGC  
NHBC  
DFES  
WRAP  
RBS  
HSBC  
Willmott Dixon  
Post Office  
RIBA (also NBS) 
RICS  
(Housing Corporation – tbc) 
Independent LCA expert - John Bowdidge  
Oxford Brooks University - David Shiers 
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BRE Trust 
 
What are the benefits and limitations that will be stated?... we would like an 
opportunity to comment on this text. 
COMMENT: We do not anticipate that it will be feasible to receive comments on the 
final text for the Guide. 
 
Will all sectors of the construction industry have an opportunity to provide case 
studies for the website? 
COMMENT: No. Case studies will be invited from clients and their representatives 
who make up the Green Guide Update partners. 
 
All sounds good, especially the case studies. 
 
This should include some words about the differences between the Green Guide 
outcomes and those from Envest (say) and how they are complementary.   
COMMENT: Agreed – as per comments in Introduction section. 
 
Data categories 
 
Additional Data - Why should this be included, it distorts issues and drags the guide 
into single issue politics, which is one of the fundamental items that LCA is meant to 
avoid. The inclusion of cost is a valid identifier. 
 
We strongly disagree with including additional data alongside the Green Guide 
ratings, e.g. embodied energy and recycled input. Such factors are taken account of 
in the environmental profile of the specification. With two or more different criteria 
presented, which criteria is the specifier to use to inform his/her decision-making? 

The Green Guide should not be used to disseminate and raise the profile of WRAP’s 
work on setting minimum recycled content targets. We re-emphasise that recycling 
and recycled content is taken into account in the derivation of Ecopoint scores. 
 
We do not believe that using ‘value’ as the measurement criterion for recycled 
content is appropriate. Value has little relevance in environmental impacts. 
 
COMMENT: By presenting this data, we provide choice to users and policy makers 
who may wish to use a range of individual parameters. The overall score from 
weighted LCA studies comprises the core of the Guide and it is this score that will be 
primarily referred to in the accompanying text.  
 
How would the “Recycled Currently” parameter be defined? 
COMMENT:  End of life recycling rate and other end of life data including re-use. 
Data compiled by BRE’s Centre for Resource Management. Described in Briefing 
Note 7 on Waste, and available for viewing. Please contact us for more details. 
 
Embodied energy and embodied CO2 are not the same thing! Furthermore, how are 
the proposed embodied energy values to be calculated, e.g. will they take account of 
recycling? These issues could simply be overcome if the advice in the paragraph 
above is heeded. 
 
I do not see why embodied energy is scored as CO2. 
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I am puzzled that embodied CO2 (emissions, or embodied C-content?) is labelled 
with "embodied energy". Please name it according to the information given (either 
embodied energy is reported or the label should change to "embodied climate 
change emissions" (if CO2-equivalents are meant). 
 
On the reporting of embodied energy, it would be more relevant to use CO2 per tonne 
for the heavy-side building materials because the products are generally sold as a 
volume. 
 
COMMENT: We decided to use CO2 as the parameter because of the intention 
behind reporting it and its role in sustainable development. We will use Embodied 
CO2 eq in preference to Embodied Energy. 
 
How does this fit in with EPDs, especially the use of weightings? 
COMMENT: The Green Guide is not an EPD and therefore is not subject to the same 
ISO standards as LCA for individual products. EPDs require un-weighted information 
to be shown, whilst also permitting weighted information to be provided as an option. 
 
Good to see that some new categories are being added. 
Good to see embodied energy going in – might this be better in the ratings issues, 
replacing the current energy-related ones (which would go here)? 
 
In the additional data section, I question the inclusion of a typical replacement 
interval unless it is clearly based on empirical evidence rather than manufacturer 
claims or guarantees.   
 
COMMENT: We agree. The replacement interval will be based on empirical 
evidence. 
 
Issues covered by the Green Guide Summary Rating - one environmental impact 
category that doesn't seem to be included is Loss of Biodiversity. 
COMMENT: Data is not available to allow this category to be measured and 
therefore included. 
 
Eco-building products 
 
GG is becoming more complex and lengthy, especially if it is published as one 
version. It is also for common building elements. These products should not further 
complicate the guide but should if necessary be mentioned on the 'bulletin board' of 
the website. 
 
"Eco-building products" - I appreciate the desire/need to consider these materials. 
[Require] objective comparison. For instance, if an external straw bale wall needed a 
structural frame is to comply with Part A and fire retardant and six layers of plaster to 
comply with Part B, etc, etc, then this must be taken into account in the material's 
rating.   
COMMENT: We agree  
 
NBS itself does not yet deal with products of this sort. This should encourage us to 
do so. 
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Isn’t the A+ category just a temporary work-around, to accommodate new and 
improved products? Here it seems that A+ will be a permanent grade. Why is it 
needed? For walling, all that would happen if you didn’t create the A+ rating 
(perhaps) is that straw bales and unfired blocks will get A ratings for the walling 
element, and current A-rated products will slip to B. Reserve the A+ for temporary 
use. After all, in the relative scheme of things, an A+ for walling does not equate to 
an A+ for flooring. A+ does not equate to eco-building throughout the Guide. The 
perceived need to give extra good marks to eco-building products (if they deserve 
them) is another argument for an absolute rating system. 
COMMENT: See previous comments on absolute ratings. A+ may not be required in 
future editions, but is helpful at this point in sustainable construction. 
 
I would suggest that for things like straw bales you use a category AA while leaving 
the A+ for your updating of newer products better than the best to date.  Straw bales 
etc are not going to be a major part of the market but could be in a special bespoke 
category. The level of betterment against ‘more normal’ products should be 
indicated. 
COMMENT: We believe one common range is less confusing. 
 
The construction types should not only include modern methods of construction and 
non traditional element constructions but 'alternative construction materials' such as 
green roofs, sheep's wool insulation, recycled newspaper insulation, flax insulation 
board etc. 
 
Create your own element function 
 
This would need verification from BRE if to be used to demonstrate compliance, 
either with BREEAM or with another client's criteria. 
 
A great idea and will solve countless issues with regards to BREEAM and 
EcoHomes. I would recommend that this function is included on the BREEAM and 
EcoHomes extranets to replace the existing bespoke rating service. 
 
Who will check that U-value calculations are done correctly as these determine what 
thickness of insulation products, for example, are going to be used in the different 
constructions. 
COMMENT: where ratings are to be used in BREEAM assessments, BRE will require 
the assessor to have checked the rating and provide evidence in the assessment 
report which is QA’d by BRE. 
 
I agree the ‘black box’ route is the right approach – although the results are 
sometimes difficult to understand – e.g. the emulsion paint proving far worse than 
eggshell or gloss. 
 
On the 'create your own element' web function that is to be developed, why leave the 
calculations as black box. If it was transparent, specifiers could change components 
within structures to improve their score based on actual scores rather than through 
guesswork. 
 
We would prefer not to see a ‘black box’ solution used with regard to any aspect of 
the methodology. 
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Should the Green Guide form part of a more widespread and/or mandatory 
assessment scheme. -  It is not acceptable that a mandatory scheme is a ‘black box’. 

Whilst we accept that 100% transparency may be unachievable, given the 
complexity of the assessment process, commercial sensitivities, etc., it is important 
that all parts of the assessment process and the derivation of Green Guide rating 
scores are made available for review by those providing the data and/or independent 
third parties. 
Although clearly the ‘Create your own element function’ provides some potential 
benefits, we again refer to the Oxford Brookes Scoping Study that found only 12% 
thought that this was a good idea and would be used. 
 
COMMENT: We know there is great demand for new ratings for specifications not 
included in the Green Guide – on average, BRE currently undertake approximately 
five reviews per week for BREEAM and EcoHomes.  Therefore there is a particular 
group for whom this function will be in demand, beyond the 12% of the scooping 
study.  
 
The ratings currently provided are totally “black box” in the form of a consultancy 
service in which only the final score is awarded. The Ecopoints will be provided per 
m2 where appropriate, at stated thickness etc. The service will be as transparent as 
the Green Guide, for which the methodology and data provenance will all be publicly 
available. 
 
Seems like a good idea. Does this mean that the new Green Guide rules/data will be 
compatible with Envest? The introductory text to the current edition infers that this is 
not quite the case at present (e.g. p6, p17). It would be lovely if it was, with a view to 
(eventual) linking of Green Guide to Envest online. 
COMMENT: They will be compatible. Envest will be updated with the new data 
collected and assessed for the new Green Guide. 
 
I would be interested to know whether the “Create your own element” function might 
allow the user to assess the likely rating of e.g. a wall that includes bricks, blocks and 
plasterboard with the recycled content of the best-performing mainstream brand of 
each product type, instead of the industry-average. 
COMMENT: We will investigate the feasibility of providing this type of functionality. 
 
General 
 
In the 2001 edition, there is an entry suggesting that the UK has sufficient oil 
reserves for 33 years at (then) current rates of consumption. I regularly quote this 
both as an example of the error in adopting R/P ratios and also, how quickly 
conventional wisdom needs to change. UKCS oil production is I read, now declining 
at a rate of about 10%pa. Predictions are that UK oil production will be quite 
insignificant by 2020. Unfortunately until a work such as the Green Guide 
acknowledges the Energy Outlook, there will be no change in conventional thinking 
among my colleagues. Can I suggest this statement is taken out and a more realistic 
outlook introduced. 
COMMENT: we will take the most current data for the next edition 
 
As an aside, the Building pie charts in the current edition are useful. However the 
note that floor finishes “are normally specified during the building fit-out” (p16) is 
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erroneous. Floor finishes are specified upfront in most projects, along with everything 
else, and so should be built into the pie charts.  
COMMENT: noted 
 
With few exceptions, the changes outlined in the various Briefing Notes are likely to 
have a polarising effect on the materials covered, with some materials seemingly 
unaffected and others being significantly down rated. This is likely to narrow choice 
considerably, especially when trying to achieve a ‘Very Good’ or ‘Excellent’ rating 
with EcoHomes or BREEAM. As you will no doubt be aware, one of the cement and 
concrete sector’s key messages with regard to the Green Guide is that whole life 
performance must be fully taken in account if the true environmental performance of 
materials and constructions are to be evaluated. This is especially true given the 
comment above, and will go along way to helping provide a more balanced 
evaluation of materials/construction elements. We cannot think of any good reasons 
not to take full account of whole life performance, especially given the prominence 
this issue is begging to have in other regulations and codes such as the Code for 
Sustainable Buildings, and Part L of the Building Regulations (which now includes 
summertime performance for dwellings and other buildings). A note in the Green 
Guide simply explaining the importance of considering whole life performance will not 
be sufficient; it must form a proper part of the methodology for assessing different 
materials and constructions.  
COMMENT: We do not accept that the proposed methodological changes will result 
in less choice. The performance of a building in use, i.e. its operational performance 
as well as its embodied performance, is the subject of BREEAM, not the Green 
Guide. The link between the two will be clearly explained in the Guide. 
 
If the Green Guide is to continue only assessing embodied environmental impacts 
then this needs to be clearly stated. The Guide should also clearly state the other 
aspects of a holistic approach to sustainability that are not considered e.g. the many 
social, economic and environmental factors.  
 
The fact that the Green Guide only considers embodied environmental impacts 
should be made clear so that the user understands the limitations of the Guide, as a 
sustainability tool. 
COMMENT: The scope of the Guide is made explicit in the introductory text. 
 
It would be of great benefit if there was an easy way to import commonly accepted 
LCA data into [other] models. I therefore believe making the data available in an XML 
(or equivalent) format would be of great benefit in our future evaluation of building 
performance that includes LCA. 
 
Respondents 
 
Andrew Frost, The Concrete Centre 
Carol Houghton. Eurisol UK Ltd 
Charlotte Parkes, FaberMaunsell  
Chris Jones, Foreman Roberts 
Chris March, University of Coventry 
Chris Mcfarlane, Forbo Flooring 
David Moon, WRAP 
Denis Higgins, Cementitious Slag Makers Association 
Dr P A Strachan, University of Strathclyde    
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Dr Michael Sansom, Sustainability Group 
Graham Sanderson, Richard Hodkinson Associates 
Jane E Taylor, RWE Thames Engineering 
John Gelder, NBS 
Martin Whiteland, University of Cambridge 
Miles Watkins, Aggregate Industries 
Neil Smith, NHBC 
Rolf Frischknecht, ESU-services 
Tom de Saulles, British Cement Association  
W. B. Trusty, Athena Sustainable Materials Institute 
 
Process regarding BRE response to Stakeholders feedback on briefing notes 
The following process will be adopted for the communication of BRE's position on 
stakeholders feedback to this briefing note: 

 
• Feedback from all respondents has been collated by BRE and a response 

prepared. This document is BRE's position on the points raised, including 
a justification and rationale for the position taken.  

• Any disagreement should in the first instance be immediately tabled to 
BRE, by response to this mail/document by 15 September 2005. 

• BRE will then consult with the relevant parties to try to seek resolution. 
• If there is still a disagreement on BRE’s position, the issue will be tabled 

to the Project Steering Group (PSG), either via email, or at the next 
meeting (which ever is soonest) to seek resolution.  

• If resolution cannot be achieved, any member of the PSG can take the 
issue further by tabling the issue (with BRE support) to the Sustainable 
Construction Board, an independent committee of industry 
representatives who will make the final decision (see PSG Terms of 
Reference for governance structure). 

 
Please direct all further responses to: 
 

greenguide@bre.co.uk 
 

BRE Environment 
BRE 
Garston 
Watford 
WD25 9XX 
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