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Having an EU framework for calculating the global warming potential (GWP) of new 
buildings is a crucial step towards a climate-neutral built environment in Europe. Overall, 

Bellona Europa considers the proposed methodology complete and robust with many 
well-developed points. Specifically, Bellona welcomes the list of required life-cycle 

steps to be included in the national methodology as they ensure all emissions are 

considered and accounted for. 

In addition, prioritising the use of the best available data over default values promotes 

data availability and transparency, allowing to have a clearer understanding of the 

environmental performance of construction products and processes. Finally, Bellona 

welcomes the choice of introducing the carbon storage in products as an accessory 

information about the buildings and not introducing the use of carbon storage in products 
certificates in the methodology, especially as they would not add any additional benefit to 

the life-cycle global warming potential than the use of sustainable biomass. 

Even though Bellona considers the proposed methodology positively and congratulates 

the Commission on the good proposal, we believe that a few points could be 
improved to enhance robustness. 

General considerations 

As mentioned, the proposed methodology is robust and comprehensive, providing Member States 

with a clear support to develop their own methodology. At the same time, a proper 

implementation is crucial: the guidelines published on the 30th of June 2025 leave the choice to 

the Member States on which life-cycle stages and modules will be covered by limit values. Bellona 

sees this choice as worrying as it creates several issues: 

• It defeats the whole goal of reaching climate neutrality for all new construction by 
2050 in the whole European Union, as Member States can choose not to include one or 

more life-cycle stages in the limits. At the very least, it would make it very complicated to 

justify data collection on the excluded life-cycle stages, creating avoidable blind spots. In 

addition, not including certain life-cycle stages might lead to the overestimation or 

underestimation of emissions from specific materials, as it would be for the use of biomass: 

if stages C4 and D are not included in the calculation, biomass might present  negative 

emissions as the degradation or use of biomass is likely to release the CO2 captured during 

its growth. 

• It reduces the potential for the creation of lead markets for low-carbon 

construction products in the bloc and also best practices in terms of design, production, 

and end-of-life. This aspect is particularly crucial as creating demand for low-carbon 

construction products is essential to help the industry de-risk investments and plan future 

decarbonisation investments based on the expected demand for such products. 
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• It makes it effectively impossible to accurately evaluate the effectiveness of the 

introduction of life-cycle GWP limits in the EU as data will not be comparable across 

Member States due to the difference in life-cycle stages and modules covered by such 

limits, as well as the varying progress of different Member States towards a climate-neutral 
built environment. 

To conclude, the obligation to calculate the life-cycle GWP of new buildings without limit 

values covering all life-cycle stages and modules risks becoming a purely bureaucratic 

exercise, instead of the strategic tool that it could be. 

Point 3 – Data for calculation 

Regarding generic data and default values, Bellona believes that it would be 

extremely important to promote the creation of an EU-wide database in order to: 

• Improve reliability of generic data and default values databases 

• Simplify the calculation for architects who operate across borders 

• Ensure that generic data and default values reflect a similar level of safety margin  

across Member States.Improve comparability of data across the EU 

• Reduce the burden on Member States to create and maintain such databases 

In case the creation of an EU-wide database is not deemed possible, then it would be 

important to promote the collaboration between Member States as already proposed in 
the implementation guidelines; the creation of joint databases with comparable data 

would present the same aforementioned benefits, even though at a smaller scale. 

In all cases, it is necessary to ensure the same level of ambition across all Member States 

regarding the quality and consistency of generic and default data. This will help ensure 
that the uptake of measured data progresses evenly across the EU. Therefore, the 

European Commission should either provide a common methodology for the calculation 

of generic and default data, or, at minimum, require the disclosure of the used 

methodology in order to enhance data comparability and reliability.  

Point 5 – Construction and installation process 

Bellona strongly welcomes that the proposed methodology encompasses all the relevant 

life-cycle stages of a building as it ensures comparability of roadmaps and data across 

Member States, therefore providing a better understanding of the built environment in the 

European Union. 
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Point A5: Construction and installation process 

However, it is important to note that point A5: Construction and installation process 

proposes the pre-construction demolition to be optional in the calculation itself. Even 

though the demolition of pre-existing buildings can be considered as not directly 

related to the construction of new ones, the decarbonisation of our built environment 
should go hand in hand with the shift towards a more circular approach to construction. 

The current formulation of the proposed methodology misses on the opportunity to 
further promote circularity. 

Bellona believes that such step should not be optional but required as to 
incentivise the reuse of existing building elements, promote the on-site recycling of 

building materials, and decarbonise the demolition process itself thanks to the use of low-
emissions machinery and equipment. Moreover, it can be argued that the demolition 

process itself would not take place if not for the construction of a new building in its place, 

effectively making it part of the new project. 

Nevertheless, adding the eventual pre-construction demolition step to the 

calculation is likely to increase the life-cycle GWP of the project, making it more 
attractive to build in vacant lots rather than using already built areas. To 

discourage urban sprawling and promote the renovation and repurposing of existing 

buildings, national and local urbanistic laws should be enforced. Indeed, favouring 

renovations over new construction whenever possible reduces the surface of impervious 

areas that increases the risk of floods in case of extreme meteorological events—which 

climate change is expected to aggravate—while also reducing embodied CO2 emissions, 
costs, and need for expanding the existing water, electricity, and sewage infrastructure. 

Moreover, favouring renovation over new construction actively contributes to the 
goals set by Level(s) as it reduces greenhouse gas emissions, promotes circularity in the 

built environment and increases adaptation and resilience to climate change. Finally, 
renovation increases sufficiency in the built environment and it is less time- and cost-

intensive than new construction, creating new dwellings in a shorter period of time and 

therefore helping with the ongoing housing crisis. 

Last but not least, Member States should be strongly encouraged to include and 

disclose tailpipe emissions from the construction machinery used in the 

construction phase, under section A5. Further guidance should be developed by the 

European Commission to facilitate this calculation. This would not only help account 

properly the second-largest source of embodied emissions (after emissions from the 
building materials) but would also improve the data availability and quality, since the 

regulatory framework for reducing mobile machine emissions remains underdeveloped. A 
proper GWP calculation under the EPBD could be the first step to fix that. 
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Point D1: Reuse, recycling and energy recovery resulting from the net 

flows of materials exiting the system boundary 

Including Point D1: Reuse, recycling and energy recovery resulting from the net flows of 

materials exiting the system boundary in the calculation methodology is crucial to enable 
better end-of-life practices such as recycling and concrete carbonation that reduce 

emissions and promote circularity. At the same time, Bellona believes that the benefits 

coming from this life-cycle stage might encourage the demolition of buildings as soon as 

they reach the 50 years of age, as it is the reference study period. Indeed, the priority for 

our built environment should be to extend the lifespan of our existing buildings as much 

as technically possible before reaching the demolition stage. 

As such, Bellona proposes the introduction of a time-dependant coefficient f(t) 

that multiplies the CO2 reduction coming from good end-of-life practices. Such 
coefficient should be equal to 0 before 50 years and increase gradually over time. An 

example of such coefficient is presented in the following equation: 

𝑓(𝑡) =
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where t represents the time in years. This type of approach would reward longer lifespans 
of buildings, reducing the need for new construction and therefore emissions, in line with 

the 9R Framework of circular economy. 

An important point that is missing from the current proposal concerns the penalties in 

case the end-of-life practices do not correspond to what was anticipated in the  
life-cycle analysis calculation. Specifically, architects can calculate the GWP of new 

buildings expecting good demolition and end-of-life practices that might not be 

respected. Buildings might also be demolished before 50 years have passed since their 

construction. In this case, it is essential to establish penalties to deal with such situations, 
to ensure that all emissions are accounted for, even after several decades. Bellona 

proposes to attribute such penalties to the owner of the building at the time of 
demolition as they are responsible of choosing the best demolition and end-of-life 

practices for the building. 

Similarly, the benefits coming from the use of a building for more than 50 years—in 

line with the methodology proposed in this section—should be reaped by the owner at 
the time of demolition as such benefits should be considered to add value to the 

building over time.  

https://www.researchgate.net/figure/The-9R-Framework-on-the-Circular-Economy-CE-Note-Written-permission-to-use-these_fig2_335466614
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Point 7 – Scope of building elements and 

technical equipment 

Point 7: Scope of building elements and technical equipment affirms that Member States 
can choose whether to adopt generic data or default values for the building elements 

listed in Table 4 to fill data gaps or simplify the calculation. While data gaps cannot be filled 
differently, simplifying the calculation should not be the priority of this framework. 

Bellona understands that a full calculation up to Tier 4 for all building elements might 

become cumbersome; still, it is necessary to find a good balance between the need for 

simplification and the accuracy of the calculation itself.  

Bellona proposes the creation of a list of building elements and technical 

equipment for which generic data and default values may only be used to fill data 
gaps, requiring the use of measured data for the most carbon-intensive items. 

This solution reflects what proposed for the building life-cycles stages required or optional 

in the calculation and ensures that a high share of emissions is covered by the most 

specific and available data. 

Promoting the use of accurate values provides useful data for the creation and 

improvement of emissions databases for the construction sector that would be otherwise 

lost when using generic data and default values. 
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