


I L L U S T R AT I O N  5 8 :  Recommended plan proposal based on the feasibility study,
with shadow at solstice 18.00. 



DA = Total dwelling area GFA
CA = Total commercial area GFA
*) The total m2 does not include the roof area
**) Cf. illustration 57 and table 2, except for the criterion that 80% of MFUA must be SFUA.
***) When minimum 80% of MFUA must be SFUA, in accordance with table 2.
****) When MFUA equals minimum 20 % GFA of the residential area 
(max RA allowed = max MFUA/0.2).
*****) When the average of the flat areas is 100 m2.

Building areas
Quarter Blocks
A:
B:
C:
D:
E:
F:
G:
H
I:
J:

Total settlement*:
Building Plot:
Utilisation (% GFA)*:

Outdoor space
MFUA**:
SFUA:
Max MFUA***:
Max RA allowed****:

Land use
DA:
Dwellings*****:
CA:
DA/Total settlement (%):

Ground floor 
(m2)

2100
1000
1650
950
950
700
1400
2350
1550
2000

14650
40000
37 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

-
-
-
-

Main
alternative 
(m2)

6300
4000
1650
4750
4750
3500
4200
11750
4650
10000

55550
40000
139 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

23300
233 units
30600
42 % 

Main 
alternative 
(floors)

3
4
1
5
5
5
3
5
3
5

55550
40000
139 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

23300
233 units
30600
42 % 

Minimum 
alternative 
(floors) 

3
4
1
5
5
4
3
4
3
5

52500
40000
131 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

22600
226 units
28250
43 %

Medium 
alternative
(floors) 

3
5
1
5
5
6
3
5
3
6

59250
40000
148 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

25700
257 units
31900
43 %

Maximum 
alternative
(floors)

3
7
1
7
7
7
3
6
3
6

68100
40000
170 %

18250
5550
6900
34500

32900
329 units
33550
48 %

Table 3:  Estimated utilisation of building parts cf. illustration 57 (pp. 84-85)
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square. If the roof of the workshop hall is included, these common 
areas can cover approximately 6000 m2. Based on the shadows shown 
in illustration 55, representing solstice at 12.00 and 18.00, one may 
conclude that 20 % of each outdoor areas are sufficiently exposed to 
sun, according to the criteria cf. table 2 (p. 80).

The MFUA, cf. table 3, are furthermore calculated as follows.

Building plot:			   40000 m2

- Not accessible area 		  - 1800 m2

- Building area			   - 1450 m2

- Private gardens			   - 1800 m2

- Areas exposed to Ldn >60 dB	 - 3500 m2

MFUA:				    18250 m2

However, the MFUA is greater than the municipal outdoor area stand-
ard recommends with regard to SFUA. Thus, large portions of the 
calculated MFUA are not applicable in terms of play and linger, and 
therefore cannot be used as the basis for the calculation of the total 
allowed dwelling area. The acceptable maximum dwelling area must 
therefore be based on the suggested SFUA.

The SFUA is, based on the proposal cf. illustration 58 (pp. 86-89), 
approximately 5550 m2. As the SFUA must be at least 80 % of the 
MFUA, the maximum MFUA must be 6900 m2, as shown in table 3. 
The allowed maximum area for residential purposes is thus 34500 
m2, given that the MFUA must be at least 20 % of the total dwelling 
area (DA). 

SFUA:				    5550 m2

Max MFUA (0.8*SFUA)		  6900 m2

In summary, all criteria regarding the redevelopment of the plots are 
accommodated apart from the recommendation of 80% housing, 
according to the outdoor area standards of Oslo Municipality (PBE, 
2012, p. 11). Nor does it provide a relatively high utilisation rate, as 
the maximum recommended solution, cf. table 3, is equivalent to 
approximately 170 % GFA utilisation. Furthermore, because sizeable 
areas within the regulated residential area are designated as common 
areas, according to the municipal outdoor area standards concerning 

residential areas, and the workshop hall is preserved, it is challenging 
to meet the requirements of 80 % apartments. 

However, this can be accommodated by another established block 
structure, which includes a transformation of the hall and new zoning. 
The site-analysis cf. chapter 6 can in this regard still be used as a 
basis for other solutions, taking into account the same fundamental 
axes, noise and pollution sources and sun analysis. A solution which 
involves about 250 % utilisation including 73 % housing is exemplified 
in attachment 5. This solution does not, however, promote vitalisa-
tion to the same extent as the main recommendation cf. illustration 57, 
as it does not invite the public in, in terms of transparency. The solu-
tion also implies that the area loses a distinctive element (here the 
driver and vehicle licensing office). Thus parts of the area's genius 
loci will vanish. Moreover, it does not necessarily provide a pleasant 
outdoor environment, with regard to human scale, visual enclosure, and 
complexity, cf. section 3.4.2 (p.16). In other words, the principle solu-
tion cf. attachment 5 is an example of how a plot can be transformed 
into a conventional and non-vital residential area, even though it is in 
accordance with legal criteria and the compact development strat-
egy. The solution illustrates a horrifying example, given the essential 
attributes described in chapter 4 (p. 24).

7. 3  T H E  W O R K S H O P  H A L L  AS  A  CATA LYS T  F O R 
V I TA L I SAT I O N

Based on the City Director of Cultural Heritage's recommendation and 
own discretionary assessment, cf. section 6.2.8 (p. 74), conservation 
of the workshop hall is considered appropriate. In terms of retrofitting, 
the hall could in this regard be transformed into a catalyst for vitalisa-
tion, if this means that the workshop hall will comprise some public 
service. This public service could, for example, include a sports hall for 
children and young people, which requires large indoor space, nursery 
school, or other commercial purposes such as cafés, stores, offices, 
as shown in illustration 59 and 60 (p. 90).

The advantage of implementing such purposes inside a building is 
the prevention of negative externalities in the form of noise. On the 
other hand, it can be challenging to generate life to the workshop hall 



R E T R O F I T T I N G  T H E  W O R K S H O P  H A L L  I N TO  A  CATA LYS T  F O R 
V I TA L I SAT I O N

I L L U S T R AT I O N  6 1 :  Roof garden or common space with univer-
sal accessibility incorporated in the form of a ramp. 

I L L U S T R AT I O N  6 0 :  Multi-purpose commercial building. 

I L L U S T R AT I O N  5 9 :  Sport hall for young people. 

N
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with regard to transparency and accessibility, as it is situated within a 
relatively private area. However, proximity to the subway (Risløkka T) 
and public park (Risløkkparken) are factors that increase the sense 
of accessibility to the workshop hall. With the implementation of the 
green pedestrian connector along the subway lines, cf. illustration 51 
(p. 79), and the green ring, cf. illustration 29 (pp. 48-49), insight and 
publicity will also increase.

Another possible issue, which may be relevant to discuss in this context 
as well, is whether this possible catalyst leads to much-increased vital-
ity at the expense of privacy. Although the workshop hall is lowering 
the noise level, the adjacent common area will probably be affected by 
some outside noise. Although this aspect is partly unpredictable, too 
many visitors - ergo noise - will arguably not become a striking prob-
lem, as the area would seem relatively private and probably primarily 
residents will have the disposal of the area. This feasibility study does 
however not recommended to establish noisy activities such as basket-
ball courts, skate ramps or the like at the suggested common outdoor 
spaces, including the roof of the hall, with regard to noise level and 
privacy.

Parts of the motivation for this proposal are the objectives of the 
Municipal Master Plan, including the following purposes: (I) ensure 
good childhood upbringing and opportunities for physical activity for all 
young people, (II) better the living conditions, and (III) provide access to 
attractive, varied and user-friendly urban spaces for all citizens of Oslo 
(Oslo kommune, 2015a, p. 21 ). Current plans regarding the future rede-
velopment of Haraldrud, cf. chapter 5.5 (p. 42) and chapter 5.6 (p. 51), 
draw a picture of Haraldrud which lacks public outdoor areas, espe-
cially with young people as a target group. It is thus relevant to address 
current additional outdoor areas in this regard, to make Haraldrud an 
attractive and liveable urban district. Due to the significant amount of 
small housing in Oslo, there is, also, an increased need for proximate 
and attractive public areas and facilities for children and young people 
(Schmidt, 2018, p. 171; Brattbakk and Andersen, 2017, pp. 44-45). 

In regards to human scale, a step-free ramp has been incorporated 
following the requirements of design for universal accessibility, cf. table 
2 (p. 80), as shown in illustration 61 (p. 90). The ramp is relevant only 

if a common garden or outdoor space is appropriate to establish on 
the roof of the workshop hall. Alternatively, the ramp can be replaced 
by a lift and thus spare parts of the ground area. In addition to being 
a common outdoor area, with good sun lighting conditions, the roof 
garden would provide an attractive view in several directions.

7. 4  C O N C L U S I O N 

Plots nearby Risløkka subway station are designated as potential 
transformation areas, including Østre Aker vei 50 and Brobekkveien 
87, in the consultation draft for Oslo's new Municipal Master Plan (Oslo 
kommune, 2017). Based on the municipality's current recommenda-
tion regarding new zoning potentials, according to the Guiding and 
Principle Plan of Public Space (PBE, 2017a), this project report has 
prepared a feasibility study to answer the following problem statement: 

How can the plot consisting of Østre Aker vei 50 and part of 
Brobekkveien 87 be redeveloped into a denser area, with the 

aim of creating a more liveable urban place?

The question has been answered in two parts: Through a site-spe-
cific analysis, cf. chapter 6, and a feasibility study, cf. chapter 7. The 
feasibility study is an interpretation of the essential criteria regarding 
the redevelopment of the site as well as a personal recommendation 
to conserve the workshop hall at Østre Aker vei 50. The workshop 
hall can, in this regard, function as a catalyst for vitalisation if social 
infrastructure or means of optional use for the residents are integrated. 
Considering its architectural qualities also reflects the genius loci of the 
area, it could, moreover, function as a cultural-historical feature and 
landmark associated with the area. This project report thus recom-
mends a retrofitting of the workshop hall. 

As regards the future purpose of the hall, it could at best serve as 
a sports arena for children and young people, as a tool for ensur-
ing a better upbringing environment. The workshop hall could also 
incorporate leisure options for the residents or assets towards social 
infrastructures, such as a nursery school. The need for nursery schools 
will most likely increase in conjunction with the future redevelopment 
of Haraldrud. Given that large parts of Haraldrud are transformed into 
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Any plan proposal represents, nevertheless, an interpretation of the 
present and future (Norberg-Schultz, 2007). The weighing referred 
to above must, therefore, be based on a valid reflection and argu-
mentation regarding what is most necessary in this case, concerning 
future requirements. Based on the previous discussion, in part 1 (p. 54), 
regarding the prognosis from 2015 (Oslo kommune, 2015a, p. 34), I 
suggest that there is a largely unbalanced relationship between resi-
dential areas and social infrastructure in the current plan proposal. 
Thus, it seems necessary to discuss the possibility for implementing 
social infrastructure or other social activities to some extent at Østre 
Aker vei 50 and Brobekkveien 87. As the plan proposal was one of the 
premises of this feasibility study - implying that only small parts of the 
settlement could incorporate social services - some assets (such as 
schools and nursery homes) were not taken into account. 

Moreover, it seemed necessary to prioritise qualities associated with 
liveable urbanism, such as the human scale, accessibility and trans-
parency, as a starting point in this case. Due to the lack of proximate 
social services, public spaces and recreational opportunities, the 
immediate common outdoor space should provide proper prereq-
uisites for leisure. 
The purpose of part 2 is primarily to address the most critical needs 
in this area, with regard to the living environments and, furthermore, 
vitalisation. The recommendation in this project report, thus, reflects 
a prioritisation of various interests, concerning the criteria cf. table 2 
(p. 80). A compromise solution regarding lightning and noise condi-
tions, accessibility and conservation of the workshop hall was not 
considered appropriate in this study, as a premise for creating a live-
able and attractive environment.

Therefore, the level of detail is not the essence of this feasibility study 
- the essence of this feasibility study is to emphasise the prerequi-
sites regarding the qualities of the space between the buildings. As 
sustainable development in terms of compact development often 
imply conflicts of political objectives, it should be necessary to take 
a step back to assess the dimension of densification, especially with 
regard to human scale and social needs.

a residential area, cf. attachement 4, there are few plots at Haraldrud 
that are better suited for incorporating social infrastructure, consider-
ing the high degree of privatisation, noise and car traffic. 

Through a volume study, crucial criteria addressed in chapter 6, are 
furthermore met at a principle level corresponding to the detail level 
of a simple situation plan, as shown in illustration 58 (p. 86-87). The 
volume of the buildings is approximate and therefore adjustable in 
terms of cornice height, ground floor area and situation. However, the 
plan proposal illustrates an urban settlement which provides a sufficient 
liveable outdoor environment with regard to sun, accessibility, trans-
parency, complexity and human scale. 

Nevertheless, some challenges have been addressed in the feasibility 
study regarding the exploitation of the land and residential area, partly 
due to high noise and pollution levels and conservation interest, respec-
tively. However, the most challenging premise, in this case, have been 
the two leading - and partly conflicting - municipal interests that should 
be met in the best possible way. It concerns (1) the interest in increasing 
the utilisation of the site, while 80 % of the total GFA should be dwell-
ings (Oslo kommune, 2017), and (2) the interest in meeting the criteria 
for creating viable urban outdoor areas (PBE, 2012). Objective conflicts 
imply that some consideration must be given priority over others.

In this case, for example, the deviation zone in the Municipal Master 
Plan implies that the interest in counteracting urban expansion and 
the interest in stimulating ecomobility must be prioritised in regards to 
environmental sustainability. The volume studies, cf. chapter 7.2 (p. 81), 
furthermore, prioritises interests concerning the outdoor area instead 
of solutions that provide maximum utilisation (225 %). This is done 
by calculating the total residential area based on established outdoor 
space reserved for streets and common use, and not the opposite. 
This weighing is subjective, with emphasis on human scale and social 
sustainability. Thus, this feasibility study proposes and argues for rela-
tively low utilisation. Conversely, the feasibility study could advocate a 
denser vertical development in line with the national authorities' recom-
mendation regarding intensification of areas along transit hubs.
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R E F L E C T I O N S

This project report emphasises the social dimension when it comes to sustainably managing expansion 
- in light of the significant growth of Oslo and its region. Appropriate densification solutions are complex 
and must reflect dimensions within the needs of the society. Given that Haraldrud is being transformed 
into a residential and commercial area, major infrastructure is needed primarily, which creates conflicts of 
interest between national, municipal and local actors. The prerequisites, in terms of criteria and objectives, 
to establish viable urban areas are almost universal, and therefore the conflicts of interest associated with 
the redevelopment of Haraldrud can be recognisable for other transformation and densification projects.

The portrayed example in this project report reflects, furthermore, how the social dimension is in conflict 
with environmental and economic objectives, as the national discourse advocates urban density and 
economic growth. At the same time, developers are allowed to interpret how outdoor spaces and hous-
ing units are to be designed,  based on few standards, which to a small extent regulates the dimensioning 
of the sustainable pillars. When "everyone" wants increased profits, who takes responsibility for ensuring 
social equity in terms of social services and proximity to attractive urban space?

The municipality is legally responsible for ensuring adequate social infrastructure, while programming of 
projects is mainly managed by private developers. A question that is not discussed appropriately in this 
project report is: Is it sustainable to transform the plots Østre Aker vei 50 and Brobekkveien 87 into resi-
dential and commercial areas?

Due to this concern, regarding the social dimension, I consider it appropriate to incorporate social services 
at this site. Besides, the area is historically and affectionately a public space, managed by public admin-
istrations. To conserve the workshop hall - and maintain it as a landmark and an architectural quality, is in 
that regard most appropriate. I consider this proposal the most important reflection of this project report. 
Retrofitting and incorporation of assets that accommodate young people would be relevant in particu-
lar, considering this group of people is under-prioritised in this context of redevelopment. Furthermore, 
indoor activity halls for young people exclude negative externalities such as noise and vandalism. In 
addition, when the Municipal Master Plan (2015) advocates that assets to create good upbringing envi-
ronments will be prioritised to a greater extent than before (Oslo kommune, 2015, p. 73), this should be 
an even more appropriate measure.
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English translations of Norwegian authorities and central documents:

Oslo Municipality
Agency for Planning and Building Services
Norwegian Environment Agency
Norwegian Public Road Administration
Agency for Urban Environments 
Agency of Property and Urban Renewal 
Waste-to-Energy Agency
Oslo North Chamber of Commerce
The Norwegian Confederation of Trade Unions
Cultural Heritage Authority
Norwegian Map Services
City Director of Cultural Heritage
Cadastre and Land Registry

The Planning and Building Act (Building part and planning part)
Municipal Master Plan
Plan Programme
Guiding Principle Plan of Public Space
Guideline regarding noise pollution in planning processes 
(T-1442/2016)
Regulations on technical requirements for construction works (TEK17)
Regulations relating to pollution control (Pollution regulations)
Outdoor area standard for Oslo municipality
National Transport Plan 
Municipal Transport Plan
Government Planning Guidelines 

Regional Master Plan

The Norwegian translation:

Oslo kommune
Plan- og bygningsetaten (PBE)
Miljøverndirektoratet
Statens vegvesen (SVV)
Bymiljøetaten
Eiendom- og byfornyelsesetaten (EBY)
Energigjenvinningsetaten
Næringsforeningen Oslo Nord
Landsorganisasjonen i Norge (LO)
Riksantikvaren
Statens Kartverk
Byantikvaren i Oslo
Kartverket

Plan- og bygningsloven
Kommuneplan
Planprogram
Veiledende plan for offentlig rom (VPOR)
Retningslinje T-1442/2016 for behandling av støy i areal-
planlegging
Byggteknisk forskrift (TEK 17)
Forurensningsforskriften
Utearealnorm for Oslo kommune
Nasjonal transportplan
Oslopakke (1-3)
Den statlige planretningslinjen for samordnet bolig-, 
areal- og transportplanlegging. 
Regional plan for areal og transport i Oslo og Akershus

PAGE 101  |  R E F E R E N C E S



AT TAC H M E N T  1 :  T H E M AT I C  M A P
T E M A K A R T  T 7  -  P R I N C I P L E  G R E E N - B LU E  S E T T L E M E N T

(Oslo kommune, 2018)



AT TAC H M E N T  1 :  T H E M AT I C  M A P
T E M A K A R T  T 7  -  P R I N C I P L E  G R E E N - B LU E  S E T T L E M E N T

AT TAC H M E N T  2 :  S U N  PAT H
S U N  PAT H  AT  S O L S T I C E  A N D  E Q U I N OX

E Q U I N OX  1 2 .0 0 S O L S T I C E  1 2 . 0 0

S O L S T I C E  1 5 . 0 0

S O L S T I C E  1 8 . 0 0

E Q U I N OX  1 5 . 0 0

E Q U I N OX  1 8 .0 0



AT TAC H M E N T  3 :  L E G I S L AT I O N

Kommuneplanen (the Municipal Master Plan) 

§ 4.1
Ved regulering av nye gate- og veianlegg skal god og trafikksikker 
fremkommelighet for gående, syklende og kollektivtransport ivaretas i 
angitt prioritert rekkefølge.

§ 6.1
1. Ved utarbeidelse av reguleringsplaner skal det redegjøres for hvor-
dan universell utforming sikres, både internt i planområdet og i forhold 
til tilstøtende eiendommer.

§ 6.4
1. Ved regulering og søknad om tiltak skal det sikres og dokumenteres 
tilstrekkelig, gode og solfylte leke- og oppholdsareal egnet for variert 
fysisk aktivitet for aktuelle alders- og brukergrupper. (…) 

§ 7.1
b. 	 I avvikssonen, område B, kan bebyggelse med støyfølsomt 
bruksformål etableres i gul og rød sone (…), dersom det kan doku-
menteres at det er nødvendig for å oppnå gode utbyggingsløsninger, 
med hensiktsmessige planløsninger og god estetisk kvalitet.  Boliger 
skal ha minimum en fasade som vender mot stille side. (…) Det skal 
tilbys bruksmessig egnede private eller felles private uteoppholds-
areal med soner med støynivå under anbefalt grense, iht. tabell 3 i 
T-1442/12.

§ 11.1 Indre by: utviklingsområder og
transformasjonsområder
Retningslinje: 
-	 Det kan vurderes tillatt inntil 30 meter gesimshøyde.

§ 11.2 Ytre by: utviklingsområder, kollektivknutepunkter
og stasjonsnære områder
b. 	 Bymessig utforming av området, gjennom høy tetthet og 
arkitektonisk kvalitet, finmasket gate- og byromsstruktur, variert are-
albruk, utadrettede funksjoner i 1. etasje i sentrale gater/byrom, gode 
solfylte byrom og integrering av viktige eksisterende stedskvaliteter.
c.	 Stasjonsområde for skinnegående trafikk skal gis en sentral 
rolle som sted, med offentlige byrom og sosiale/ kulturelle og andre 
publikumsrettede funksjoner. 
d. 	 God tilgjengelighet, med prioritering av gang- og sykkel-
trafikk, sammenhengende grønnstruktur og gate og byromsstruktur, 
både internt og til tilstøtende områder skal sikres. 
f. 	 Vei- og gatesystemet skal prioritere lokalsamfunnet fremfor 
gjennomgangstrafikk.
g. 	 Tilfredsstillende skjerming mot støy- og luftforurensning 
gjennom lokalisering og utforming av bebyggelse skal inngå.

Retningslinje: 
- 	 For utviklingsområder i ytre by med kollektivknutepunkt 
bør det være en samlet områdeutnyttelse på 125 prosent, med 
høyest utnyttelse rundt kollektivknutepunktet.
- 	 Innenfor områder der det er registrert særlig viktig kultur-
minneverdier, naturverdier eller andre funksjoner viktige for områ-
dets identitet bør disse bevares og videreutvikles som kvaliteter for 

fremtidig byutvikling.

§ 12.3
1. Temakart blågrønn struktur T7, datert 04.03.2015, skal legges til 
grunn for plan- og byggesaksbehandlingen.

Plan- og bygningsloven (the Planning and Building Act) 

§ 12-7 Bestemmelser i reguleringsplan
I reguleringsplan kan det i nødvendig utstrekning gis bestemmelser 
til arealformål og hensynssoner om følgende forhold: (...)
4.	  funksjons- og kvalitetskrav til bygninger, anlegg og ute-
arealer, herunder krav for å sikre hensynet til helse, miljø, sikkerhet, 
universell utforming og barns særlige behov for leke- og uteopp-
holdsareal,. (...)
7.	 trafikkregulerende tiltak og parkeringsbestemmelser for 
bil og sykkelparkering, herunder øvre og nedre grense for parke-
ringsdekning, (...)
10.	 krav om særskilt rekkefølge for gjennomføring av tiltak 
etter planen, og at utbygging av et område ikke kan finne sted 
før tekniske anlegg og samfunnstjenester som energiforsyning, 
transport og vegnett, sosiale tjenester, helse- og omsorgstjenester, 
barnehager, friområder, skoler mv. er tilstrekkelig etablert, (...)

§ 11-8.Hensynssoner
Kommuneplanens arealdel skal i nødvendig utstrekning vise hen-
syn og restriksjoner som har betydning for bruken av areal. (...)
Til hensynssone skal det i nødvendig utstrekning angis hvilke be-
stemmelser og retningslinjer som gjelder eller skal gjelde i medhold 
av loven eller andre lover for å ivareta det hensynet sonen viser.
Det kan fastsettes følgende hensynssoner: (...)
c)	 Sone med særlig hensyn til landbruk, reindrift, mineralres-
surser, friluftsliv, grønnstruktur, landskap eller bevaring av naturmiljø 
eller kulturmiljø, med angivelse av interesse.

§ 12-6.Hensynssoner i reguleringsplan
De hensyn og restriksjoner som er fastsatt gjennom hensynssoner 
til kommuneplanens arealdel, jf. §§ 11-8 og 11-10, skal legges til 
grunn for utarbeiding av reguleringsplan. Hensynssoner kan vide-
reføres i reguleringsplan eller innarbeides i arealformål og bestem-
melser som ivaretar formålet med hensynssonen.

§ 17-3.Avtalens innhold
	 En utbyggingsavtale kan gjelde forhold som kommunen 
har gitt bestemmelser om i arealdelen til kommuneplan eller regule-
ringsplan.
	 Avtalen kan også regulere antallet boliger i et område, 
største og minste boligstørrelse, og nærmere krav til bygningers 
utforming der det er hensiktsmessig. Avtalen kan også regulere at 
kommunen eller andre skal ha fortrinnsrett til å kjøpe en andel av 
boligene til markedspris.
	 Avtalen kan også gå ut på at grunneier eller utbygger skal 
besørge eller helt eller delvis bekoste tiltak som er nødvendige for 
gjennomføringen av planvedtak. Slike tiltak må stå i rimelig forhold 
til utbyggingens art og omfang og kommunens bidrag til gjennom-
føringen av planen og forpliktelser etter avtalen. Kostnadene som 



belastes utbygger eller grunneier til tiltaket, må stå i forhold til den 
belastning den aktuelle utbygging påfører kommunen.

§ 28-7. Den ubebygde del av tomta. Fellesareal

Uteareal skal innenfor sin funksjon være universelt utformet i samsvar 
med forskrifter gitt av departementet. (...)
Uteareal på tomta skal gjennom størrelse, utforming og beliggenhet 
mv. sikre forsvarlig oppholdssted i det fri for beboerne og i nødvendig 
utstrekning muliggjøre lek, rekreasjon, avkjørsel og parkering av biler, 
motorsykler, sykler o.l. (...)
Det kan bestemmes i kommuneplanen at kommunen kan samtykke 
i at det i stedet for parkeringsplass på egen grunn eller på fellesareal 
blir innbetalt et beløp for hver manglende plass til kommunen for byg-
ging av parkeringsanlegg.

Veglova (the Road Act) 

§ 29
Langs offentleg veg skal det vere byggegrenser fastsette med heimel 
i denne lova, dersom ikkje anna følgjer av arealdel av kommuneplan 
eller reguleringsplan etter plan- og bygningsloven. (...)
Byggegrensene skal gå i ein avstand på 50 meter frå riksveg og 
fylkesveg og 15 meter frå kommunal veg. For gang- og sykkelveg er 
avstanden 15 meter. (…) Avstanden skal reknast frå midtlina i høvevis 
kjørebana, eller gang- og sykkelvegen. Har vegen åtskilde kjørebaner, 
eller er det tvil om kva som bør reknast for midtline, avgjer vegstyre-
makta kva line avstanden skal reknast frå. (...) 
For fylkesveg kan fylkeskommunen for særskilt fastsett strekning set-
te byggegrensa til ein mindre avstand enn den som er nemnt i andre 
ledd, likevel ikkje mindre enn 15 meter.

Byggteknisk forskrift TEK17 (Regulations on technical re-
quirements for construction works) 

§ 8-7.
(1) Gangatkomster til uteoppholdsareal med krav om universell 
utforming skal
a)	 være trinnfrie
b)	 ha stigning som ikke er brattere enn 1:15, unntatt streknin-
ger inntil 5,0 m som kan ha stigning som ikke er brattere enn 1:12
c)	 ha hvileplan på minimum 1,6 m x 1,6 m for hver 1,0 m høy-
deforskjell
d)	 ha fri bredde minimum 1,8 m, unntatt for strekninger inntil 
5,0 m som kan ha fri bredde minimum 1,4 m
e)	 ha tverrfall på maksimum 1:50
f)	 ha fast og sklisikkert dekke
g)	 ha visuell og taktil avgrensing.

§ 8-10. Plassering av byggverk 
(1)	 Byggverk skal ha god terrengmessig tilpasning ut fra 
hensyn til god arkitektonisk utforming, visuell kvalitet, naturgitte 
forutsetninger, sikkerhet, helse, miljø, tilgjengelighet, brukbarhet og 
energibehov.

(2)	 Byggverk skal plasseres slik at det tas hensyn til lys- og 
solforhold, samt lyd- og vibrasjonsforhold.

Veiledning: (...) Alle boenheter og felles uteareal bør være 
solbelyst minst fem timer hver dag ved vår- og høstjevndøgn. 
Avstand til tilstøtende bebyggelse bør være 3 ganger lenger enn 
gesimshøyden på det tilstøtende bygget. (...)

§ 12-7. Krav til utforming av rom og annet oppholdsareal
(2)	 For romhøyde i boenheter gjelder følgende:
a. 	 Rom for varig opphold skal ha høyde minimum 2,4 m. 
b.	  Rom som ikke er for varig opphold skal ha h.yde mini-
mum 2,2 m. 

Forskrift om forbud mot vilkår om sosial infrastruktur  i 
utbyggingsavtaler

I.
Det kan ikke avtales at grunneier eller utbygger helt eller delvis 
skal bekoste infrastruktur som skoler, barnehager, sykehjem eller 
tilsvarende tjenester som det offentlige i medhold av lov er forpliktet 
til å skaffe til veie.



AT TAC H M E N T  4 :  P L A N  P R O G R A M M E 
E X T R AC T
R E C O M M E N D E D  F U T U R E  Z O N I N G  O F  H A R A L D R U D, 

C F. T H E  P L A N  P R O G R A M M E  ( 2 0 1 5 )

(PBE, 2015a, p. 44)



Illustration 1

AT TAC H M E N T  5 :  A LT E R N AT I V E 
V O L U M E  S T U D I E S

Building areas

Quarter Blocks
A:
B:
C:

DA:
Dwellings*****:
CA:
Total*:
Building plot:
Utilisation (% GFA)*:
RA/Total (%):

Outdoor Space
MFUA**: 
SFUA: 
MAX MFUA***:

Max DA****:

Ground floor (m2)

4600
5200
5400

9800
98 units
5400
15200
40000
38 %
-

20250
8850
17700

88500

 
GFA (m2)

27600
36400 
27000 

64000
640 units
27000
91000
40000
227,5 %
70 %

20250
8850
17700

88500

Floors 

6
7
5

Table 4:  Estimated utilisation of building parts (cf. illustration 2)

DA = Total dwelling area GFA
CA = Total commercial/business area GFA
*) total m2 does not include the roof area
**) cf. table 2, except for the criterion that 80% of MFUA must be SFUA.
***) When minimum 80% of MFUA must be SFUA, in accordance with table 2.
****) When MFUA equals minimum 20 % of the DA (max MFUA/0.2).
*****) The estimation is based on: the average of flat areas = 100 m2.



Illustration 2



(PBE, 2017a, p. 17)

AT TAC H M E N T  6 :  CA DA S T R A L 
S U R V E Y  O F  H A R A L D R U D
C A DA S T R I A L  S U R V E Y, C F. T H E  G U I D I N G  P R I N C I P L E  P L A N  O F  P U B L I C  S PAC E  ( 2 0 1 7 )

Municipal / national public administrations


