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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. We have never disputed the need to address the problem of housing affordability and 
we accept that this will inevitably result in more new homes being built, but we are 
concerned that consideration of the environmental impacts of these new 
communities ranks below a significant number of other economic and social factors. 
(Paragraph 7) 

2. We were interested to see that ODPM has provided an explanation for what it means 
by sustainable communities but we remain deeply concerned at the very limited and 
superficial reference to the environment. For example, we would have liked to see 
explicit reference to the need for the homes within these communities to be built to 
high environmental standards, including energy and water efficiency. (Paragraph 11) 

3. The resignation of one of the key players on the Steering Group tasked with 
developing the Code seemed to bode ill on the likelihood that critical consultation 
responses would be given real consideration.  While we welcome the fact that ODPM 
has issued a press release saying that it will strengthen the Code, and Yvette Cooper 
has written to us, bringing this to our attention, ODPM still has a significant uphill 
battle to regain credibility, for the Code, the consultation process and itself.  
(Paragraph 17) 

4. The fact that ODPM judged that the question of whether or not to make increased 
levels of energy and water efficiency compulsory, needed further assessment, and so 
should be part of the consultation, is surprising.  Given the desperate need to off-set 
the impact of the proposed increased numbers for new homes, the likely cost of 
energy in the immediate future and the dire state of the water resources in the South 
East of England, there can be no question that these should be compulsory. 
(Paragraph 21) 

5. We are pleased to welcome, therefore, ODPM’s latest decision to set minimum 
standards of energy and water efficiency for every level of the Code but we are 
anxious to know exactly what these standards will be and when they will come into 
effect.  ODPM must make these details available at the earliest opportunity.  This 
should include an assessment of the cost and practicality implications of setting 
minimum standards for each level, reflecting one of ODPM’s original concerns, as 
well as an assessment of the energy and water efficiency savings attached to each 
standard. (Paragraph 22) 

6. It remains unacceptable to us that Level One of the new Code for Sustainable Homes 
is not consistent with the BRE Ecohomes “Very Good” standard and is, at best, little 
better than the existing Building Regulations.  This questions the value of the many 
months the Senior Steering Group spent developing the Code and surely flies in the 
face of the original intentions of the SBTG.     (Paragraph 24) 

7. We do think that the Code for Sustainable Homes should require flood risk 
measures, such as door gates, flood resistant under-floor vents and high level 
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electrical sockets, to be included as standard in all homes built in areas where the 
Environment Agency has identified a reasonable risk of flooding.  (Paragraph 26) 

8. We recommend ODPM include a requirement for legal timber to be used in all 
buildings at Level One. (Paragraph 27) 

9. WWF has said that all that is necessary to bring them back on board the Senior 
Steering Group for the Code for Sustainable Homes is, “quite simply, a statement 
that whatever results from the consultation period, the final code will be 
demonstrably stronger and go further than existing Government commitments”. We 
believe that if ODPM is to enjoy the confidence of the environmental world, 
consumers and the construction industry then this must not simply be a statement 
but a commitment that is delivered without further delay. We do not believe that the 
measures announced by ODPM on 9 March represent a significant step forward. 
(Paragraph 28) 

10. We are so concerned that, despite the so-called “strengthening” of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes, it is still not adequate and we would urge ODPM to take some 
time, properly to assess the consultation responses, and to think very hard about 
some of the crucial elements missing from the Code.  As it stands it will still fall far 
short of what is needed to ensure that future housing development is sustainable. 
(Paragraph 29) 

11. It is entirely unsatisfactory that for those building in the private sector, the Code is 
intended only as a voluntary measure.   (Paragraph 30) 

12. The reality must surely be that the effectiveness of the levels and standards set out in 
the Code become increasingly diminished if the Code itself can be largely ignored by 
the Private Sector, the sector directly responsible for the vast majority of new builds 
in England, because it is voluntary. (Paragraph 31) 

13. If the Government regards the Code as a form of draft Building Regulations, as 
Ministers have suggested, then ODPM must set out a clear timescale in which Code 
standards will be adopted into Regulations. (Paragraph 33) 

14. The whole basis of the widespread scepticism with regard to compliance with a 
voluntary Code is that there is little incentive for developers to raise their standards 
and build to the Code. Time and again we have been told that developers will do only 
what they are required to do. (Paragraph 36) 

15. We are concerned that houses have already been built, and will continue to be built, 
without sufficient regard to strong environmental standards.   Reliance on developers 
to gradually begin to “do the right thing” we believe is misplaced and is symptomatic 
of a fundamental lack of urgency in the Government’s approach to ensuring that 
new housing and new communities are truly sustainable.  We do not believe that this 
can be left to chance and we look to ODPM to provide strong leadership, not only 
across government, but in respect of developers and Local Authorities, who need 
greater support and guidance to ensure that there is no delay in introducing strong 
environmental standards.  (Paragraph 36) 
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16. The experience of Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey UK, who are regarded as 
“market leaders”, offers no support for the argument made by Ministers that 
developers will want to follow the Code because it gives them an advantage over their 
competition and a favourable selling point with their customers. Not only this but it 
shows little basis for Yvette Cooper’s opinion that use of the Code will make homes 
more desirable to buyers. (Paragraph 38) 

17. One of the Home Builders Federation’s concerns about the Code for Sustainable 
Homes is that it might, at some point in the future, become mandatory.  This does 
not promote any confidence in either the willingness or the ability of most housing 
developers to adopt a voluntary Code. (Paragraph 39) 

18. We very much welcome the fact that Defra seems to have engaged much more 
closely with ODPM on some issues relating to the creation of sustainable 
communities, such as the Sustainable Buildings Task Group.  However, the fact that 
the draft Code for Sustainable Homes is such a poor document does lead us to 
question exactly how much influence Defra was able to exert on the Code before it 
was put out for consultation.   (Paragraph 40) 

19. It was disappointing and frustrating to find that there had been no significant 
improvement in either compliance or enforcement of the Building Regulations.  We 
call upon ODPM urgently to review the resources and methods of enforcement in 
order to ensure greater compliance. (Paragraph 41) 

20. We do not believe that the fear that developers will find the Code too difficult, and so 
not comply with it on a voluntary basis, is any reason not to make it mandatory, in 
fact quite the opposite.  It would surely suggest simply that time is being wasted in 
taking the voluntary approach. (Paragraph 43) 

21. We cannot stress how important it is to get it right with regard to the existing 
housing stock.  The number of new homes built each year is dwarfed by the numbers 
of existing housing stock in excess of 20 million homes.  The Government is missing 
a huge opportunity to reduce the carbon emissions from those homes if it fails to 
grasp the nettle now and extend Part L of the Building Regulations to include the 
existing housing stock.   (Paragraph 44) 

22. Whilst we accept that the German programme to bring its pre-1978 housing stock 
up to contemporary energy standards is “extremely ambitious”, as Elliot Morley 
points out in his supplementary evidence to us, we believe that this represents the 
kind of ambitious, strategic thinking and planning that is so badly needed in the UK 
but which is so sadly lacking. (Paragraph 44) 

23. Despite our disappointment at the limitations to the revisions made to Part L of the 
Building Regulations, we applaud ODPM’s decision to force early compliance with 
them and see this move as evidence that ODPM can react with a sense of urgency on 
occasion.  By acknowledging that the impact of climate change takes precedence over 
long lead-in times to allow the building industry to get its house in order, we believe 
this also sets the precedent for ODPM to move much more quickly, not only to 
strengthen the Code for Sustainable Homes, but to apply equally tight timescales for 
compliance with it. (Paragraph 45) 
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24. When we launched this inquiry we asked whether the Government should be 
introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater 
environmental performance.  The overwhelming response to that question was yes. 
(Paragraph 50) 

25. We believe that a vicious circle currently operates in the property market.  Not only 
are there currently no incentives for home buyers to want to buy properties built to 
high environmental standards, but there are also no incentives to encourage 
developers to build them. Trying to address this problem through voluntary codes or 
publicity campaigns alone is simply not enough.  Fiscal measures which offer either 
real savings or significant penalties have to be introduced.   (Paragraph 55) 

26. We recommend that HM Treasury should consider reducing both Stamp Duty and 
Council Tax for those homes built to high environmental standards. Any necessary 
consultation process these proposed reductions might prompt should be completed 
in advance of the 2007 Spending Review so that cross-Government discussions can 
be better informed. (Paragraph 59) 

27. We recommend that HM Treasury revises the current VAT rules concerning both 
new build and refurbished homes built to high environmental standards.  Once 
again, any consultation process should be completed in advance of the 2007 
Spending Review so that cross-Government discussions can be better informed. 
(Paragraph 61) 

28. We recommend that HM Treasury  should examine the scope for a reduction of the 
rate of Planning Gain Supplement to be offered to developers who build homes to 
high environmental standards.  This work should be done in advance of the 2007 
Spending Review so that cross-Government discussions can be better informed. 
(Paragraph 62) 

29. We  find the Treasury’s desire to be “proportionate” and its reluctance to impose “a 
high administrative burden on Government agencies”, not only strategically short-
sighted but woefully inadequate.  It would also appear to contradict the Prime 
Minister’s views on tackling climate change. (Paragraph 64) 

30. The German approach to fiscal incentives contrasts sharply with the lacklustre way 
in which ODPM, Defra and the Treasury have responded to the question of fiscal 
incentives, which not only speaks volumes about the real level of importance and 
commitment afforded to this issue, but also paints a very depressing picture of 
complacency and apathy which we believe is all too evident in these departments. 
(Paragraph 66) 

31. If it is the case that the Treasury has the final decision on whether or not any fiscal 
incentives should be introduced, then the response of the Treasury to this inquiry, 
suggests to us that any roundtable discussions that do take place are very unlikely to 
result in even a commitment to consider seriously the suggestions we, and many 
others, have set out. We can only hope that the conclusions of the Stern Review, 
when published, will result in a much needed change of attitude.   (Paragraph 67) 
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32. We consider that with only ten years left before the Government’s own deadline of 
200,000 new homes per year by 2016, to delay discussing how to fund the 
infrastructure for much of that development until the Comprehensive Spending 
review in 2007 represents a massive planning failure. (Paragraph 70) 

33. Given the Government’s intention to build 200,000 new homes per year by 2016, and 
the often very long lead-in times needed for any significant infrastructure to be 
completed, there would seem to be a fundamental problem with relying too heavily 
on the Planning Gain Supplement as a method of funding.  (Paragraph 71) 

34. The answer to the problem of homelessness, overcrowding or indeed, helping people 
get their feet on the first rung of the housing ladder, is not to throw up badly 
constructed houses in areas which are poorly supported by essential infrastructure. 
To do so would be ignoring the Government’s own definition of sustainable 
communities as “places where people want to live and work, now and in the future”. 
(Paragraph 72) 

35. We remain deeply concerned that ODPM is determined to build new homes first 
and then worry later, if at all, about how the supporting infrastructure can be 
provided.  The communities that are created as a result of such a short-sighted policy 
will be anything but sustainable. (Paragraph 73) 

36. We do not believe that there is a cure-all solution to the water supply issues in the 
South East and if existing, as well as new, homes are to enjoy a secure water supply, 
and if the regions rivers and water courses are not to be decimated by the increased 
demand, then much rests on the water companies ability to meet that demand, 
reduce the amount of water lost through leakage, and raise awareness of the water 
efficiency measures people can adopt at home. (Paragraph 82) 

37. The fact that the Environment Agency is now warning that standpipes and rota cuts 
may be necessary this summer, creating a real risk that water customers will have 
their access to water rationed in some way, would seem to suggest that current water 
company plans are in danger of failing. As climate change bites in the South East we 
can expect to see these weather patterns repeated more frequently and we cannot 
help but be deeply worried about the South East’s ability to cope with the increased 
water demands as a result of the Government’s intention to build 200,00 new homes 
per year by 2016. (Paragraph 84) 

38. Thames Water has told us that from start to finish a new reservoir would take 20 
years to plan, develop and then build.  This presents a fundamental difficulty given 
that Thames is responsible for a significant proportion of the water which will have 
to be supplied to many of the new communities planned for the four Growth Areas. 
If ODPM remains wedded to the target of building 200,000 new homes per year by 
2016 then it seems clear to us that some of the necessary water infrastructure will not 
be ready in time.   (Paragraph 86) 

39. If Folkestone and Dover water company can make a successful application for “water 
scarcity status” on the basis of concerns about meeting demand over the next ten 
years, then most of the water companies in the South East of England can, and will, 
make similar cases.  Whilst this is not an issue for those buying new homes in the 
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four Growth Areas, as their homes will have meters anyway, it will certainly impact 
on existing residents in those regions who will have water meters imposed on them. 
We are certain that this possibility will not have occurred to many living in these 
regions and ODPM and Defra will need to work quickly to address the many 
questions people will have. (Paragraph 90)  

40. People suffering from serious difficulty in paying their bills should be helped through 
the benefits and tax credit system. We welcome Elliot Morley’s commitment to “pay 
particular attention to the sensitive introduction of meters to households and to the 
effects on customer bills, especially of those least able to pay". (Paragraph 91) 

41. The fact that so much water is still being lost through leakage is also unacceptable.  
Whilst we accept that water companies are working to reduce leakages, and we 
acknowledge that some of our water infrastructure is old, it is clear that unless real 
progress is made in dealing with the unacceptable levels of water lost through 
leakage, it is going to be very difficult to justify imposing restrictions on use, or 
introducing compulsory water meters. (Paragraph 92) 

42. Whilst loss of water through leakages continues at unacceptable levels it is going to 
be very difficult to convince consumers that the water companies are doing their part 
in saving water. (Paragraph 92) 

43. There is little doubt that if we are to address seriously the rising trend in the demand 
for water, a number of the options available to us represent a significant challenge 
and will only be achieved as the result of major behavioural change. We support the 
Environment Agency’s “twin track approach” to balancing the social, environmental 
and economic needs of housing growth.  (Paragraph 93) 

44. Despite the media coverage of the current and prolonged drought in the South and 
South East of England, despite the pictures of half full reservoirs, and despite the 
increasing awareness of the impact of climate change on the South and South East of 
England, public awareness of the extent to which individual households are both part 
of the problem, and the solution, is very poor. (Paragraph 94) 

45. The fact that Folkestone and Dover Water have won the right to impose compulsory 
water meters on its customers will certainly concentrate the minds of consumers and 
raise awareness of the issues around water supply and the possibility that other areas 
of the country may yet have to have compulsory water meters too.  This growing 
awareness must be exploited by Defra to really raise the profile of water supply 
issues.  (Paragraph 95) 

46. Once existing consumers in the South and South East of England begin to realise just 
how dire the current situation is, how much climate change is going to impact on 
their daily lives in the future, and that the Government’s continued commitment to 
build 200,000 new homes per year by 2016 will only exacerbate the problem, the 
Government is going to have to work very hard to win over public opinion 
(Paragraph 96) 

47. The Water Savings Group is still in its infancy and has much ground to cover in what 
we suggest should be a very short time.  Given the urgent need for action with regard 
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to water supply and demand management, we expect to see evidence of positive and 
early action emerging from the Group. (Paragraph 97) 

48. The need to build new homes is seen as an absolute imperative and is used by the 
Government as a mandate to sweep aside any concerns that people may have about 
the environmental impacts of those plans. We find it deeply worrying that there is no 
appetite within ODPM to take on the building sector and guarantee that these homes 
will be built to sufficiently high energy efficiency and environmental standards. What 
we find reprehensible is the clear signal from Government that it really does not 
matter that these homes are going to be built before supporting infrastructure is in 
place.  And we reject the implication that the people for whom these new 
communities are intended will be so grateful to have a home that they will be 
prepared to put up with substandard communities rather than sustainable 
communities. (Paragraph 98) 
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Introduction 

The Scope of the Inquiry 

1. In October 2005 we announced our decision to return to the subject of sustainable 
housing by conducting a follow-up inquiry to our predecessor Committee’s Report, 
Housing: Building a Sustainable Future, published in January 2005.1  Whilst this 
represented a very rapid return to this subject, we felt that it was justified by both the 
critical importance of the whole housing issue, and the pace of developments since the 
Report was published. Not least of these developments is the Government’s decision to 
increase the proposed rate of new build housing from 150,000 per year to 200,000 per year 
by 2016. 

2. In our press release, we expressed a desire to hear responses to the following questions: 

 Can a voluntary Code for Sustainable Buildings possibly deliver the degree of 
change needed in the building industry to achieve well-designed, energy efficient 
sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment? 2 

 Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the 
general public, ahead of its imminent introduction early in 2006? 

 Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building 
quality and greater environmental performance? 

 Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All 
demonstrate a greater recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the 
impact of increased house building on the environment or does it merely pay lip 
service to it? 

 To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of 
the geographical distribution of demolition versus new build?   

 The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings 
(LPS2020). On the basis of that consultation is it possible to determine whether the 
new standard will be a positive force for change and add value to the construction 
process?   

 Is the Government doing enough to secure sufficient funds for the timely provision 
of infrastructure, such as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth 
Areas? 

 
1 Housing: Building a Sustainable Future, First Report of Session 2004-05, HC135-1 

2 The Code for Sustainable Buildings became the Code for Sustainable Homes when it was published as a Consultation 
Paper in December 2005.  
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 Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to 
the four Growth Areas? And is concern about security of water supply, in the South 
East of England in particular, a valid one or simply a knee jerk reaction to a few 
hot, dry summers?   

 Is there sufficient effort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency 
and the water companies to educate people about water efficiency?    

3. Forty-five memoranda were received, some of which were supplementary to evidence 
sessions. Oral evidence was heard from nine individuals or organisations, including Yvette 
Cooper MP, Minister for Housing and Planning, Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
(ODPM), and Elliot Morley MP, Minister of State, Climate Change and Environment, 
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA).  We are grateful for all 
the evidence given to us in this inquiry.  There was a great deal of consistency in the 
evidence we received and it is clear that housing, and the impact of the proposed new 
communities in particular, remains an emotive issue with many of those who contributed 
to this inquiry.     

Background.  

4. Our predecessor Committee’s Report, Housing: Building a Sustainable Future, was 
published in January 2005.  The Report acknowledged the need to increase the supply of 
affordable housing in certain parts of the country, accepted that this would inevitably mean 
building new homes, but expressed deep concern about the potential environmental 
impacts associated with that housing growth.  The Report  concluded that, 

It is surely better to build sustainable housing for sustainable communities slowly, 
prudently and well than to put up poorly considered, planned, designed and 
constructed housing, which may solve an immediate problem but which will only 
lead to longer term difficulties in the future.  Gradual, careful construction of 
sustainable housing is vital if we are to operate within environmental limits.3 

5. The Report went on to identify what were considered to be imperative issues the 
Government had to address.  In our view, these imperatives have not changed and are still 
relevant today.  They are therefore worth reproducing here to set the context for this 
follow-up Report.  They were: 

 Infrastructure must run concurrently with housing construction and not follow it, 
or fail to materialise at all; 

 There have to be minimal carbon emissions during both the construction of new 
housing and during its lifetime use; 

 
3 Housing: Building a Sustainable Future, First Report of Session 2004-05, HC135-1, page 3 
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 New housing must be durable, built to last from sustainable, recycled or recyclable, 
and – where possible – locally sourced materials.  Funding must be made available 
for the research to ensure that this becomes increasingly possible; 

 New housing should be constructed to higher average densities than at present, 
whilst maximising the use of available brownfield sites; 

 Housebuilders have to be made to improve their performance across the board, to 
accept innovation and more stringent regulations for ensuring higher quality 
housing; 

 The skills base and environmental awareness of planners, architects, builders and 
all those involved in planning and construction needs to improve; 

 Local and regional planning decisions for new housing should be made by elected 
bodies, answerable to all those who live in or around the areas to be affected; 

 A National Spatial Framework for England should be drawn up to challenge the 
assumptions that currently favour over-development in the east and south-east and 
under-development in the north and west; and 

 The environmental principles within sustainable development must be better 
understood by local authorities, by developers and the construction industry, and 
by national government – and their importance taken to heart. 

6.  Just before our predecessor Committee published its Report, the Office of the Deputy 
Prime Minister (ODPM) published its Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for 
All.4  Unfortunately, this proved to be too late for our predecessor Committee to give it any 
formal consideration in its Report. More than twelve months on from publication we 
believe this is an ideal opportunity to test the value of the Plan and some of the initiatives 
and work streams which have resulted from it.     

 

Sustainable Communities: Homes for All 

7. When the Deputy Prime Minister launched the Five Year Action Plan, Sustainable 
Communities: Homes for All, his primary focus appeared to be increasing housing supply 
and getting more people on to the housing ladder.  Mr Prescott said, 

Tackling the nation’s chronic housing needs and giving people more choice is not 
just about them gaining a roof over their head – it’s about giving people a stronger 
financial future and ensuring greater social justice.  We are offering the most 
comprehensive, fair and flexible policies ever to deliver sustainable home ownership.  

 
4 www.odpm.gov.uk Sustainable Communities: Homes for All 
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It means more first time buyers, more people in social housing and more key 
workers like nurses and teachers being able to get on the housing ladder. 

We have never disputed the need to address the problem of housing affordability and 
we accept that this will inevitably result in more new homes being built, but we are 
concerned that consideration of the environmental impacts of these new communities 
ranks below a significant number of other economic and social factors.5  We will see this 
most clearly when we look at water resources for those areas later in this Report.  

8. When we launched this inquiry we asked whether the Plan demonstrated a greater 
recognition of and greater commitment to tackling the impact of increased building on the 
environment or whether it merely paid lip service to it. The response from those who 
contributed to this inquiry was mixed, with some believing that the Plan demonstrated a 
better understanding of the environmental impact, whilst others saw it as a political 
document, a high level paper that was highly aspirational but where the devil would be in 
the detail.  Mr Paul King, Campaign Director of WWF’s One Million Sustainable Homes 
and Director of One Planet Living said that “at the higher level the aspirations are genuine 
and well-intended but I do not think the consequences have been put in and sufficiently 
thought through”.6 

9. Mr Prescott did have something to say about what he described as “plans to deliver 
housing growth responsibly in the South”.  These were listed as: 

 Continued investment to deliver homes, jobs and infrastructure in four Growth 
Areas in the wider South East – delivering 1.1 million new homes by 2016; and up 
to £40 million to support other areas which want to pursue growth; 

 New measures to protect the environment: extending existing density regulations 
to cover areas of high housing demand in the South West and East, including all 
the growth areas; 

 New powers to protect the greenbelt; 

 Introducing a code to create more sustainable buildings; 

 Extending the £1.2 billion market renewal programme in the North and Midlands 
to cover new areas suffering from low demand and abandoned homes; and 

 Action to help meet housing need in rural areas, with new planning guidance 
(PPG3) enabling local authorities to allocate sites for affordable housing in rural 
communities and permanently dedicated to meeting the needs of key workers and 
local people.7    

 
5 Housing: Building a Sustainable Future, First Report of Session 2004-05, Vol1, para 42 

6 Q33 

7 www.odpm.gov.uk Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, Press Release 
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10. Chapter 8 of the Plan is entitled “Enhancing the Environment” and it is here that   
ODPM sets out the environmental elements of its vision for achieving sustainable 
communities.  In fact, Chapter 8  contains a great deal of detail about how the Government 
intends to realise that vision but it is here, more than ever, that it becomes apparent that 
the devil really will be in the detail of the initiatives and policies which are now being 
developed as a result of the plan.  Only when the flesh is on the bare bones of the rhetoric 
in the Plan we will be able to judge its value.   

11. Appendix 1 of the Plan, however, does provide both a short and long definition of a 
sustainable community.  The short definition describes sustainable communities as “places 
where people want to live and work, now and in the future”.8  The longer definition builds 
on this by explaining that sustainable communities, “meet the diverse needs of existing and 
future residents, are sensitive to their environment, and contribute to a high quality of life.  
They are safe and inclusive, well planned, built and run, and offer equality of opportunity 
and good services for all”.9  We were interested to see that ODPM has provided an 
explanation for what it means by sustainable communities but we remain deeply 
concerned at the very limited and superficial reference to the environment. For 
example, we would have liked to see explicit reference to the need for the homes within 
these communities to be built to high environmental standards, including energy and 
water efficiency.   

Demolition versus new build 

12. The Sustainable Communities Plan (SCP), published in 2003, introduced the concept 
of nine Market Renewal Pathfinder Areas. These were identified as Birmingham and 
Sandwell, East Lancashire, Humberside, Manchester and Salford, Merseyside, Newcastle 
and Gateshead, North Staffordshire, Oldham and Rochdale, and South Yorkshire. The idea 
was that the Pathfinders would tackle low demand for housing and abandonment. In the 
intervening years there has been sporadic and largely negative press coverage of the 
proposed demolition of old homes and neighbourhoods, most of which are in the north of 
England.  This would appear to contrast sharply with the proposals to build new homes in 
the four Growth Areas in the East and South East of England.  On this basis, we asked 
whether the latest Plan addressed the environmental implications of the geographical 
distribution of demolition versus new build. The Royal Town Planning Institute believe 
that the proposals for mass demolition “constitutes poor forward thinking by Government 
in social, economic, environmental and resource terms, it appears to the institute to be a 
waste.10  They argue that the Plan, 

fails to address the environmental—or the social, economic and resource—
implications of the geographical distribution of demolition versus new build.  
Government policy indicates that the majority of the new build is to be located in the 
South East, principally in the designated Growth Areas, while demolition is 

 
8 www.odpm.gov.uk Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, Appendix 1 

9 ibid 

10 EV167 
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earmarked primarily in the three northern regions.  While some of the housing to be 
demolished has reached the end of its useful life, the majority is in good order or 
could be made so with relatively modest refurbishment.  The reasons for demolition 
are either social or economic.  The former could have been addressed by locally-
based neighbourhood regeneration schemes, the absence of which might be 
attributed to lack of local initiative or resource constraints.  The latter reflects the 
Government’s continued failure to address regional disparities in England, and 
especially the continuing relatively poor economic performance of the North 
compared with the South. 11 

We also received a number of memoranda from organisations and local action groups for 
whom this is clearly a very emotive and personal issue, faced with what they believe to be 
the unnecessary demolition of local homes and the destruction of existing communities—
the very thing that Sustainable Communities, Homes for All is intended to achieve.  

13. Yvette Cooper told us that she thought the Pathfinders had suffered from bad press and 
misreporting, an argument supported by Elliot Morley who said that, having seen some of 
those homes scheduled for demolition, he could quite understand why.12 We accept that 
these are very difficult and highly emotive issues and we are aware that the ODPM Select 
Committee has been conducting an inquiry into housing affordability which we believe 
will have touched on this issue in much greater depth than we have.  However, we are 
concerned that current rates of VAT are heavily stacked in favour of demolition, as 
opposed to refurbishment, and we will look at how this should be addressed later in this 
report.  

The Code for Sustainable Homes  

14. The Code for Sustainable Homes was flagged up as one of the key levers to delivering 
sustainable communities in ODPM’s Five Year Action Plan but was in fact developed as a 
result of a recommendation made by the Sustainable Buildings Task Group (SBTG).  The 
SBTG was launched at the Better Buildings Summit in October 2003 and its membership 
announced on 21 November 2003 by the Deputy Prime Minister, John Prescott MP, 
Margaret Beckett MP, Secretary of State, Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs (DEFRA) and Patricia Hewitt MP, then Secretary of State, Department for Trade 
and Industry.  The Group was described as “the team that will deliver better, 
environmentally friendlier buildings” and was tasked with “identifying specific, cost-
effective improvements in the quality and environmental performance of buildings which 
industry can deliver in both the short and long-term, together with further actions that 
Government could take to facilitate faster progress.” 13   

 
11 EV167 

12 Q364 

13 www.defra.gov.uk/news/2003/031121e.htm 
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15. The SBTG published its report, Better Buildings—Better Lives, in May 2004.14   The 
Group had been asked to look at four specific areas: water, energy, timber and other 
construction material, and waste reduction. There were very clear reasons for focusing on 
these areas, as the Group explained in the foreword to its report.  It said, 

The energy used in constructing, occupying and operating buildings represents 
approximately 50% of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK.  Too many buildings—
old and new—are environmentally inefficient, making excessive use of scarce 
resources such as energy and water. We are experiencing an increase in single person 
households, which together with rising domestic waste production and increased 
water consumption per person, requires improved environmental efficiency just to 
limit the impact of the existing stock of buildings. To these pressures we can add 
climate change.  In the UK we must expect the increased risk of flooding by coastal 
erosion and sea level rise, as well as periods of summer drought. Our built 
environment must be constructed to withstand these pressures and limit its 
contribution.15  

The Code for Sustainable Buildings, as it was then called, was one of the Group’s key 
recommendations.  It called for a single, national Code to be established which should be 
based on BREEAM and should “incorporate clearly specified minimum standards in key 
resource efficiency criteria (energy and water efficiency, waste and use of materials)”.16 It 
also recommended that the Code should be used by the public sector in all its building 
projects. To develop and establish the Code, the Group recommended that a joint venture 
body be set up by the Government and the industry and that, once established, the Code 
should be managed and maintained by this body.17  

16. The SBTG’s recommendations were welcomed by the Government and in December 
2004 the Government’s Senior Steering Group for the Code for Sustainable Buildings was 
launched to drive forward this work.18  Unfortunately, it was to be another twelve months 
before a draft Code, now called the Code for Sustainable Homes, was published for 
consultation, in December 2005.  The Code’s publication was overshadowed, however, by 
the resignation of one of the Senior Steering Group’s members, Robert Napier, Chief 
Executive Officer of WWF.  WWF issued a press release on 1st December, before the Code 
was published, which began, 

As the Government prepares to announce the biggest house-building programme for 
two generations, WWF resigns from the Government’s Senior Steering Group for 
the Code for Sustainable Buildings in despair, as the Office of the Deputy Prime 
Minister backslides on energy efficiency and environmental standards for homes.  
Following 18 months of agonisingly slow progress by Mr Prescott’s department in 

 
14 www.dti.gov.uk 

15 Sustainable Buildings Task Group Report, Better Buildings – Better Lives, Foreword, page 2. 

16 Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method - BREEAM 

17 Sustainable Buildings Task Group Report, Better Buildings – Better Lives, Main recommendations, page 7 

18 www.odpm.gov.uk ODPM News Release 2004/0320 , for a full list of members of the Government’s Senior Steering 
Group for the Code for Sustainable Buildings 
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drawing up the Code, which is a Labour manifesto pledge, it is about to issue a draft 
that represents a Government in reverse.19  

This appears to us to represent a damning indictment of both the Code, and the role played 
by ODPM, by one of the groups fully represented on the Steering Group, before it had even 
been published.  When we spoke to Paul King, WWF, he was able to explain more fully the 
reasons behind WWF’s resignation from the Steering Group.  He spoke of issues not only 
to do with the content of the draft Code but also the process through which the Code had 
been developed.  He told us,     

…the process of drafting the Code and the way that the Steering Group was 
managed and consulted and used left an awful lot to be desired in basic logistical 
ways but also in more meaningful ways in terms of the way that advice was being 
taken on board or not.  The final straw in the process aspect of our resignation was 
that, despite assurances and promises to the contrary, we learnt that we were not 
going to be given the opportunity to comment on or review the draft before it was 
published. That was despite explicit assurances to the contrary at earlier steering 
group meetings.  Furthermore, when we finally saw the draft Code at the point when 
it was too late for us to comment as members of the Senior Steering Group, we 
realised that this was a draft Code that we could not possibly defend in the public 
domain.20 

 

17. Mr King was equally clear that WWF and others on the Steering Group had tried 
repeatedly to raise concerns about the Code with ODPM.  Whilst most of this dialogue 
seems to have been with officials, WWF told us that they also wrote to the Deputy Prime 
Minister, John Prescott MP, “expressing concern about the lack of progress with the 
process of developing the draft code”.21  However, any disquiet or disagreement appears to 
have been either discounted or ignored. WWF has since confirmed that dialogue with 
ODPM since resigning from the Steering Group has been very positive and that an 
invitation has been made by ODPM to WWF to rejoin the Group.  The resignation of one 
of the key players on the Steering Group tasked with developing the Code seemed to 
bode ill on the likelihood that critical consultation responses would be given real 
consideration.  While we welcome the fact that ODPM has issued a press release saying 
that it will strengthen the Code, and Yvette Cooper has written to us, bringing  this to 
our attention, ODPM still has a significant uphill battle to regain credibility, for the 
Code, the consultation process and itself.  

18. The consultation on the Code ended on 6 March, some weeks after we finished taking 
evidence (31 January). On 9 March ODPM announced that, as a result of the consultation 
responses, it was going to strengthen the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Leaving aside for 
the moment the very short time ODPM gave itself to consider those responses – which it is 

 
19 www.wwf-uk.org  

20 Q1 

21 Q9 
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reasonable to assume must have been overwhelmingly negative to have prompted such a 
hasty response from ODPM – we were very interested to see what changes had been made 
to the Code.  We will indicate where, as far as it is possible to tell on the basis of the very 
limited detail within the press release making that announcement, we believe any changes 
have been made to the Code.   However, at this stage it would appear that there is very little 
of real substance relating to the Code.  Most of the content in the press release refers to 
either existing commitments or an undertaking to commission further research.   

What does the Code for Sustainable Homes ask of Developers? 

19. The consultation paper on the Code said that it would have what are described as “six 
essential elements” which reflect the original four specific areas the Task Group had been 
asked to focus on.  These are: 

 Energy efficiency in the fabric of the building and appliances in the building. This 
covers, for example, the standard of insulation or the use of solar heating.  It may 
include ‘A’ rated kitchen appliances (where fitted) or low energy light bulbs; 

 Water efficiency, for example, fitting dual or low flush toilets and reduced flow 
taps;  

 Surface water management, for example, sustainable drainage; 

 Site waste management, as building construction is responsible for a significant 
proportion of waste that currently goes to landfill; 

 Household waste management.  This means providing space for bins, such as 
segmented kitchen bins for recycling waste; 

 Use of materials, for example, using low allergy materials. 

The draft Code goes on to explain that, “minimum standards will be set for each essential 
element and all of these must be achieved if a home is to meet Code standards.  Where 
there is a relevant building regulation, then the minimum Code standard will at least equal 
or exceed it”.22  A table produced by ODPM to demonstrate the minimum standards for 
the Code is reproduced below.23 

 
22 Proposals for introducing a Code for Sustainable Homes. A Consultation Paper. www.odpm.gov.uk  

23 ibid 
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Table B: Essential Elements and Minimum Standards 

Essential Element Minimum Standard 

Energy Efficiency As Building Regulations Part L1A 2006 

Water Efficiency 
(use of potable water) 

No greater than 125 litres per head per day 
(46m3/bedspace/year) 

Surface Water Management Ensure that peak run-off rates and annual volumes 
of run-off will be no worse than the original 
conditions for the development site. 

Site Waste management 
(during construction) 

Adopt and implement Site Waste Management 
Plans (including monitoring of waste) 

Household Waste Management 
(during occupation and use) 

At least 0.8m3 storage for each home. 

Use of materials Inventory of materials/products used. 

 

20. The proposal is that the Code should have five levels: 

 “a base level that meets the minimum standard in each of the six essential elements; 

 three further levels that deliver all of the minimum standards and additional levels 
of sustainability either by meeting higher standards in some of the essential 
elements or by offering some of the optional elements; or a combination of both; 
and 

 a level which delivers 80% or more of the Code.  This may be aspirational but there 
are already housing developments in England that may meet this level. So it is 
achievable.” 

21. In the draft Code the Government has maintained the original SBTG recommendation 
that all public sector builds should comply with the Code, although we understand that 
they will “enter” the Code at Level Three and will not have to comply with the highest 
standards set out in the Code.  A three-star home, one which complies with Level Three of 
the Code, is able to comply with the minimum standards established in Level One but also 
earn at least 30 extra Code points.  These points can be earned in a number of ways and 
using many combinations of measures which can be swapped around.  The Consultation 
Paper on the Code admitted that consideration had been given to whether increased levels 
of energy and water efficiency should be compulsory in order to achieve higher levels of the 
Code, but conceded that that option needed to be assessed further “because of its 
implications in terms of cost and practicality”.  The fact that ODPM judged that the 
question of whether or not to make increased levels of energy and water efficiency 
compulsory, needed further assessment, and so should be part of the consultation, is 
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surprising.  Given the desperate need to off-set the impact of the proposed increased 
numbers for new homes, the likely cost of energy in the immediate future and the dire 
state of the water resources in the South East of England, there can be no question that 
these should be compulsory.      

22. Indeed, the compulsory nature of water and energy standards appears to have been 
accepted, albeit belatedly, and is addressed in the ODPM announcement responding to the 
consultation, which states,  

The Government has decided to set minimum standards of energy and water 
efficiency for every level of the Code, rather than allowing builders to trade different 
kinds of improvement against each other.     

We are pleased to welcome, therefore, ODPM’s latest decision to set minimum 
standards of energy and water efficiency for every level of the Code but we are anxious 
to know exactly what these standards will be and when they will come into effect.  
ODPM must make these details available at the earliest opportunity.  This should 
include an assessment of the cost and practicality implications of setting minimum 
standards for each level, reflecting one of ODPM’s original concerns, as well as an 
assessment of the energy and water efficiency savings attached to each standard. 

Is the Code challenging enough to deliver the necessary 
environmental savings? 

23. The SBTG intended that the Code should be based on BREEAM and should 
“incorporate clearly specified minimum standards in key resource efficiency criteria 
(energy and water efficiency, waste and use of materials)”.24 The Code was surely intended 
to fulfil a very serious role and to perform a very difficult task and, in the context of the 
foreword of its 2004 report, Better buildings—better lives, where the SBTG said that the 
energy used in constructing, occupying and operating buildings represents 50% of 
greenhouse gas emissions in the UK, we believe that the biggest test for the draft Code is by 
how much this figure could be reduced if the Code was adopted by developers.25 

24. However, WWF has made it clear that, in their view, the Code is wholly inadequate to 
the task of reducing carbon emissions. Indeed, WWF consider the draft Code to be “less 
than existing Government commitments”, pointing out that, for some time now, agencies 
building in the public sector, such as English Partnerships, have been working to the BRE 
EcoHomes “Very Good” standard. The Housing Corporation has also committed to 
working to the BRE EcoHomes standard of “Very Good” from April 2006.26 When ODPM 
announced a “strengthened” Code on 9 March, it said that “as an interim measure all 
homes with English Partnerships or Housing Corporation funding will meet the new 
EcoHomes Very Good 2006 standard from April 1…which is broadly equivalent to the 
Code level three.” WWF had seen this commitment to the EcoHomes standard as the 

 
24 Sustainable Buildings Task Group Report, Better Buildings – Better Lives, Main recommendations, page 7 

25 Pre-Budget Report, 2005 
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Government “sending a very clear signal that it was going to lead the way and that these 
standards were significantly beyond the regulatory minimum”.27 But, by stating that the 
public sector will have to enter the code at Level Three, Paul King (WWF) told us that in 
his view, “in perhaps the most critical area of energy…the requirement is no more than the 
statutory minimum building regulations”.28 This view was supported by Mr John Callcutt, 
Deputy Chairman, Crest Nicholson, who said that “at Code standard building Star One 
you are getting precious little more than building regulations…it is not ambitious at all…in 
my mind there is absolutely no reason why Star One should be the starting point”.29    It 
remains unacceptable to us that Level One of the new Code for Sustainable Homes is 
not consistent with the BRE Ecohomes “Very Good” standard and is, at best, little 
better than the existing Building Regulations.  This questions the value of the many 
months the Senior Steering Group spent developing the Code and surely flies in the 
face of the original intentions of the SBTG.     

25. We also asked the Chartered Institute for Water and Environmental 
Management(CIWEM) and RWE Thames Water whether they thought the draft Code 
would provide an incentive to builders to raise their standards and, in particular, whether 
the two “essential elements” which relate to water efficiency (the minimum standard is for 
no greater than 125 litres per head per day) and water management (ensure that peak run-
off rates and annual volumes of run-off will be no worse than the original conditions for 
the development site) went far enough.  On the first point Mr Colin Fenn, Chairman of the 
CIWEM Water Resources Panel was unequivocal in his response.  He said, 

On the first the categoric answer is no, I think it is romantic.  People and firms do 
things for their reasons. If they are asked to push a solution which provides greater 
cost, it must either be required of them or there must be a competitive advantage 
accruing from it. I can see some top-end house builders going for a solution which 
has a high style rating household as a selling point.  It will be a niche part of the  
market…I do not believe that to ask people to exercise their own purchasing power 
is sufficient to enable a big difference to be made, and in any event, what about a lot 
of people who do not have lots of spare capacity and money to invest in 
environmental benefits the way perhaps they would like to do.  I do not see 
developers rushing to do that which is voluntary.30 

Jo Parker, a member of CIWEM’s Water Supply and Quality Panel, went on to add, 

…having worked with developers extensively in the water industry, there are two 
main drivers…the first is to minimise the cost of construction and, secondly, to gain 
occupancy as quickly as possible.  Anything else they will do if they really have to but 
their focus will be on those two issues.31  
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 Mr Richard Aylard, Director of External Affairs and Environment for RWE Thames 
Water, talking more specifically about what the Code may or may not deliver in terms of 
water efficiency, said that he would be happy to be proved wrong but that he could not see 
the proposals in the voluntary Code achieving the 20 per cent increased efficiency sought.32  

26. Many of the new communities planned by ODPM will be built on land which has some 
risk of flooding to a greater or lesser degree. In their written evidence to us, Water UK 
listed some essential elements which should be built into homes built on such land.  These 
included door gates, flood resistant under-floor vents and high level electrical sockets.33  
We asked CIWEM whether in their assessment, the Code for Sustainable Homes provided 
for those flood measures to be included as standard.  Their assessment of the draft Code 
was that it does not.  When we spoke to Elliot Morley he said that it would not be 
appropriate to require all homes built to the Code to include flood risk measures and we do 
not disagree with him.  However, we do think that the Code for Sustainable Homes 
should require flood risk measures, such as door gates, flood resistant under-floor vents 
and high level electrical sockets, to be included as standard in all homes built in areas 
where the Environment Agency has identified a reasonable risk of flooding.  

27. We have recently concluded an inquiry into sustainable timber, publishing our report, 
Sustainable Timber, in January 2006, and so we were particularly interested to see what the 
Code had to say about timber.34 One of the “essential elements” of the Code relates to “use 
of materials”.  This translates into a minimum standard (Level One) which asks for an 
inventory of materials/products used. This effectively means that all a developer needs to 
do to achieve Level One is to list the materials used.  Peter Redfern, Chief Executive, 
George Wimpey, said that he didn’t think that  “…from an environmental point of 
view…it adds an enormous amount to the required development of a house or 
development, but it does produce an enormous administrative burden which creates very 
little”.35  It would seem that it is only when the developer wants to gain additional “points” 
to move up the levels of the Code that he needs to think about the environmental impacts 
of using materials, for example, whether or not the timber used is certified.  We will be 
discussing the voluntary nature of the Code, and whether or not there will be any 
significant levels of compliance, let alone a desire to go beyond Level One, later in this 
report.  We recommend ODPM include a requirement for legal timber to be used in all 
buildings at Level One.  

28. WWF has said that all that is necessary to bring them back on board the Senior 
Steering Group for the Code for Sustainable Homes is, “quite simply, a statement that 
whatever results from the consultation period, the final code will be demonstrably 
stronger and go further than existing Government commitments”. We believe that if 
ODPM is to enjoy the confidence of the environmental world, consumers and the 
construction industry then this must not simply be a statement but a commitment that 
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is delivered without further delay. We do not believe that the measures announced by 
ODPM on 9 March represent a significant step forward. 

29. If ODPM keeps to the timetable it set out when it published the Code for consultation, 
the Code will be implemented in April 2006 but we are so concerned that, despite the so-
called “strengthening” of the Code for Sustainable Homes, it is still not adequate and 
we would urge ODPM to take some time, properly to assess the consultation responses, 
and to think very hard about some of the crucial elements missing from the Code.  As it 
stands it will still fall far short of what is needed to ensure that future housing 
development is sustainable. 

Can a voluntary Code work? 

30. It is entirely unsatisfactory that for those building in the private sector, the Code is 
intended only as a voluntary measure.  This is a decision that CPRE (the Campaign to 
Protect Rural England) describes as “inexplicable” given that the Government will be 
relying on the private sector to build the majority of the new houses it has planned.  CPRE 
considers that a voluntary Code is not “remotely adequate to the task facing us”36.  
ODPM’s own figures show that in the financial year 2004/05 there were 154,870 new 
dwellings completed in England.  Of that, 100 were built by Local Authorities, 16,637 were 
completed by Registered Social Landlords (housing Associations) and 138,133 were 
completed by Private Enterprise.  The way in which the Code is to be applied has provoked 
considerable debate amongst those responding to this inquiry and we will return to this 
issue later in the report. 

31. The reality must surely be that the effectiveness of the levels and standards set out in 
the Code become increasingly diminished if the Code itself can be largely ignored by 
the Private Sector, the sector directly responsible for the vast majority of new builds in 
England, because it is voluntary.  On this basis, therefore, when we launched this inquiry 
we asked whether a voluntary Code could ever be truly effective in helping to deliver the 
degree of change needed in the building industry if we are to achieve well-designed, energy 
efficient, sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the environment. 

32. Some of those who responded in writing to this inquiry, before the details of the Code 
were known, were able to be positive about what the Code might include and expressed the 
hope that, even though voluntary, it would constitute a step forward.  Without sight of the 
draft Code what they were saying, in fact, represented something of a “wish list” against 
which the Code would need to deliver. The Energy Saving Trust (EST), for example, saw 
the Code acting as a catalyst in a number of ways. It argued that the Code would not only 
“introduce market differentiation in a credible manner” but that it would also allow a 
process to develop whereby: 

 Local authorities set authoritative requirements in their planning policies; 
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 Developers understand these requirements and are able to invest in them for 
regular use; 

 The requirements are audited once the development is finished, to ensure 
compliance 

 Home buyers know the property is independently accredited as sustainable; and, 

 The building industry as a whole sees the direction of regulation in the medium- 
term.37     

However, we believe this view of the Code, and its potential benefits, is speculative and 
highly aspirational, rather than any reflection of what the reality of the Code, as it currently 
stands, can ever hope to deliver. EST did qualify its optimism for any potential effects of 
the new Code, however.  It said, 

 …this [voluntary]approach will only work if the Code sets meaningful standards; if 
the Government commits to introducing regulation further down the line, that is 
roughly in tune with the higher levels of the Code (on energy, this is a 25% 
improvement by 2010), if the Government leads by example, by ensuring that the 
higher levels of the Code are built in to all publicly funded developments; and, if 
support schemes, incentives and further requirements are put in place that are linked 
to the Code, to ensure its relevance within the context of a joined-up policy 
environment.38   

33. The optimism expressed by EST is shared by a few others, although it too is more often 
than not a qualified optimism. For example, the Environment Agency said that it thought 
that “the Code alone will not achieve the degree of change needed” but it qualified this 
criticism by saying that the Code “is an integral part of a necessary package of measures”.39  
One of the measures the Agency refers to, and which echoes one of the points made by the 
EST, is that the Code will “signal to industry the direction Building Regulations are 
taking”.40  This was a view shared by Yvette Cooper who said that she saw the Code as 
providing “the direction of travel for future improvements to building regulations”, a sort 
of early warning system through which ODPM can flag up to developers any possible and 
potential changes to the Building Regulations.41 This sentiment was also echoed by Elliot 
Morley.42  The Code’s ability to act in this way depends on the assumption that the Code 
will be noticed, that developers will be aware of it, and that it will be acted upon.  We will 
look at Building Regulations later in this report, however, if the Government regards the 
Code as a form of draft Building Regulations, as Ministers have suggested, then ODPM 

 
37 EV123 

38 EV124 

39 EV11 

40 EV12 

41 Q231 

42 Q296 



25 

 

must set out a clear timescale in which Code standards will be adopted into 
Regulations.      

34. Despite the optimism of the few, the majority of those organisations and individuals 
who responded to the inquiry said that they thought a voluntary Code would not be 
sufficient to deliver the kind of essential behavioural change needed within the building 
industry. The Royal Town Planning Institute said that “on balance”, keeping the Code as a 
voluntary measure, “left too much to chance”, 43 whilst the Chartered Institute of Housing 
concluded that not only could it not deliver the change needed in the building industry, but 
that it would, in fact, fail to provide any incentive for private developers to “step up the 
standards to which they build”, thereby serving only to “increase the gap between the 
sectors [public/private] as they respond to different levers”.44  

35. Yvette Cooper was very optimistic about the Code being adopted by private developers 
because she felt that they would want to get recognition for complying with the Code and 
that this would make their homes more desirable to the home buyer, thereby giving the 
developer an advantage over those who do not comply.45  With regard to the content of the 
Code and the fact that it is voluntary  Mr Morley said that whilst he acknowledged that 
there “will be some who always seek to have the minimum costs and minimum standards I 
would like to be a bit more optimistic in terms of whether or not people will build to the 
Code.”46 Indeed, Mr Morley suggested a number of ways in which developers would, as the 
result of various pressures, in the end build to the standards set out in the Code.  For 
example, he hoped that the planning authorities might decide to make compliance with the 
Code a condition of being given planning permission, or that the soon to be compulsory 
Home Buyers Packs might include reference to the Code, thereby prompting buyers to 
value a Star rating which indicated the level of compliance with the Code. Finally, Mr 
Morley said that he thought that “many builders are responsible, they do have an interest 
in sustainable development and I would have thought they would want to apply the 
Code”.47 

36. However, the whole basis of the widespread scepticism with regard to compliance 
with a voluntary Code is that there is little incentive for developers to raise their 
standards and build to the Code. Time and again we have been told that developers will 
do only what they are required to do. In its written evidence to us, WWF said that “many 
developers currently strive to meet minimum regulations…they often view regulations as a 
‘gold standard’ rather than a minimum baseline”.48  We are concerned that houses have 
already been built, and will continue to be built, without sufficient regard to strong 
environmental standards.   Reliance on developers to gradually begin to “do the right 
thing” we believe is misplaced and is symptomatic of a fundamental lack of urgency in 
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the Government’s approach to ensuring that new housing and new communities are 
truly sustainable.  We do not believe that this can be left to chance and we look to 
ODPM to provide strong leadership, not only across government, but in respect of 
developers and Local Authorities, who need greater support and guidance to ensure 
that there is no delay in introducing strong environmental standards.  

37. The idea that developers who independently decide to build to high environmental 
standards, or who elect to follow the voluntary Code for Sustainable Homes, will have 
some form of market lead was something that we had already explored with developers 
Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey UK, who appeared before the Committee in January 
of this year. Both of these companies, had been identified as “market leaders” in the report, 
Investing in Sustainability. Progress and performance among the UK’s listed house-builders – 
revisited, published by Insight Investment (the asset manager of HBOS plc49) and WWF in 
September 2005. This followed on from their 2004 report, Building Towards Sustainability: 
Performance and progress among the UK’s leading house-builder50, and looked at the 
performance of twelve of the UK’s leading house-builders in 2004.  The companies were 
scored against three criteria; strategy, governance and risk management; impact on the 
environment; and, impact on society.  The report stated, 

“These developers stand out because they take an increasingly comprehensive, 
strategic and systematic approach in responding to policy and market imperatives to 
deliver sustainable homes and communities.  They have integrated sustainability into 
their business strategies and have set clear objectives and measurable targets for the 
business as a whole.”51 

38. Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey UK were quite open about their reasons for 
choosing to build more sustainably. These are businesses first and foremost, which expect 
to make a profit at the end of the day and understand that their reputations as builders of 
good quality homes should help them to gain a greater market share. John Calcutt, Deputy 
Chairman of Crest Nicholson told us, 

We got into sustainable housing and to make a large commitment to it because we 
actually believed that at some stage in the future—we made this decision in about the 
late 1990s and we felt that there was a great deal of resistance against poor quality 
development, unsustainable development, communities that fell apart a few years 
after the physical process of building was finished, and we thought that if we made a 
very large investment in it, produced something better—not just a physical product 
but a product that was better managed, better organised, had the facilities for long-

 
49 HBOS plc Created following the merger of the Halifax and the Bank of Scotland in 2001. HBOS plc has been working 

in partnership with WWF in support of the WWF One Million Sustainable Homes campaign. 

50 This report looked at the performance of thirteen of the UK’s leading house-builders in 2003.A full copy of the 
report can be found on the WWF website at www.wwf.org.uk/sustainablehomes. 

51 Investing in Sustainability: Progress and performance among the UK’s listed house-builders – revisited. Executive 
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term sustainability, or at least started that process—it would give us a significant 
market lead against the competition.52   

Mr Peter Redfern, Chief Executive, George Wimpey UK added to that by saying, 

There are two real reasons why in the first place we have gone down this route, the 
first is a point of principle. We started off as a business, probably five years ago, 
taking a very, very serious look at our health and safety performance, and that has led 
us down almost a cultural route of how we believe it is right to run the business, and 
very much our sustainability agenda has grown on the back of that point of principle 
about how the business ought to be run.  From a more practical commercial angle 
there is also a perspective that it differentiates us in our land acquisition arena, 
particularly with Government bodies and other major land sellers . 53  

However, what they said next quickly dispelled any feel-good factor prompted by their 
stated commitment to building sustainable homes.  Despite the additional investment they 
had made, neither company had realised “commensurate dividends” and admitted to being 
deeply frustrated by the position they find themselves in. Their explanation for the poor 
return on their investment touches on a number of issues, among them public perceptions, 
poor consumer interest and the absence of a level playing field with their competitors, 
brought about because they are “doing the right thing” when others are not. The 
experience of Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey UK, who are regarded as “market 
leaders”, offers no support for the argument made by Ministers that developers will 
want to follow the Code because it gives them an advantage over their competition and 
a favourable selling point with their customers. Not only this but it shows little basis for 
Yvette Cooper’s opinion that use of the Code will make homes more desirable to 
buyers. 

39. Whilst companies like Crest Nicholson, George Wimpey and the other ten companies 
evaluated in the WWF/Insight Investment report, Investing in Sustainability. Progress and 
performance among the UK’s listed house-builders—revisited, have made progress, the 
report highlights a significant problem with the house building sector in general, observing 
that, “…other house-builders appear to be finding it difficult to keep pace with the 
evolution of government policy, particularly within the planning process, and are failing to 
put together comprehensive programmes to respond effectively; their approach is still 
principally compliance driven, and operates on a site-by-site basis.”54  The Home Builders 
Federation (HBF), an organisation which is the principal trade association representing 
private house builders in England and Wales, said that it thought the Code indicated “the 
way forward to increasingly ambitious levels of building in terms of environmental 
performance”. HBF actually saw the voluntary nature of the Code as a positive because it 
“represents a less prescriptive approach to regulation”.55  Indeed, one of the Home 
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Builders Federation’s concerns about the Code for Sustainable Homes is that it might, 
at some point in the future, become mandatory.  This does not promote any confidence 
in either the willingness or the ability of most housing developers to adopt a voluntary 
Code. However, if there are more companies like George Wimpey, who admitted that they 
had tried out certain elements of the voluntary EcoHomes standards, found them to be 
better or more efficient than their own and so adopted them, then there is some hope that 
parts of the Code will find their way into the working practices of other companies.  But 
this is a very hit and miss way of trying to achieve sustainable homes on a large scale and 
should not be relied upon.  

The Role of DEFRA 

40. During the course of our predecessor Committee’s inquiry in 2004 there was some 
concern that DEFRA appeared to have been side-lined by ODPM and had not been as 
involved in the planning and development of the Sustainable Communities Plan or, 
indeed, in the commissioning of the Barker Review, as might have been hoped or expected.  
When we spoke to Elliot Morley during the course of this inquiry he was clear that DEFRA 
was working closely with ODPM and had not only been fully involved in the Sustainable 
Buildings Task Group, of which DEFRA was a member, but also had DEFRA officials 
working inside ODPM on, for example, the Code for Sustainable Homes. When we 
suggested to Mr Morley that respected organisations, such as WWF, who resigned in 
desperation before the Code was even published, and the Energy Saving Trust had 
indicated that the Code fell short of expectations in some areas, he told us, 

I do not know all the ins and outs of the Steering Group because, of course, it is an 
ODPM matter.  I absolutely accept that there were some concerns of the Steering 
Group in relation to some of the drafts.  I thought the Steering Group’s concerns had 
been met in terms of the final draft that was issued for consultation.  I might be 
wrong on that but I thought there had been some movement .56    

This response does not suggest to us that Defra has had as much input onto the Code, or 
are as “in the loop” with the Steering Groups actions as they believe and this is of some 
concern to us.   We very much welcome the fact that Defra seems to have engaged much 
more closely with ODPM on some issues relating to the creation of sustainable 
communities, such as the Sustainable Buildings Task Group.  However, the fact that the 
draft Code for Sustainable Homes is such a poor document does lead us to question 
exactly how much influence Defra was able to exert on the Code before it was put out 
for consultation.   
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Building Regulations 

41.    Our predecessor Committee looked in some detail at the Building Regulations, and, 
in particular, the matter of enforcement of, and compliance with, the Building Regulations. 
It expressed “alarm at the apparent ease and possible extent of non-compliance with Part L 
of the Building Regulations” and called on ODPM to conduct a thorough review to 
establish the extent of the problem.  Part L of the Building Regulations refers to the energy 
standards required from buildings.  Although we had not signalled an intention to look at 
Building Regulations again in any great detail, we hoped to find evidence of some 
improvements when we returned to the subject twelve months later.  

Any newly built or refurbished home has to comply with the requirements of the Building 
Regulations and this compliance is supposed to be enforced either by the local authority or, 
as is happening more frequently now, by “approved inspectors”.  In its written evidence to 
us, the Environment Agency said that its research indicates that 30% of  homes do not 
comply with existing Building Regulations. In fact, in oral evidence, Ms Pam Gilder, Head 
of Policy Development at the Environment Agency said that some people think the failure 
rate is much higher than that.57  We explored with the Agency the relevance and quality of 
the current inspection regime and Sir John Harman told us,  

“The Building Regulations are now being asked to do a number of things about how 
the house performs.  The system was crated to mostly control the building process.  
Tha shift of emphasis automatically means that there needs to be a good look at 
exactly what building inspectors are trained and skilled to do.  I happen to believe 
that the system is rather under-resourced but there is a shift of emphasis which is 
going to have to reflect in practice”58 

Sir John also agreed that the strong element of completion now in the field of inspection 
means that “you have to be competitive in the market”. 59 It was disappointing and 
frustrating to find that there had been no significant improvement in either 
compliance or enforcement of the Building Regulations.  We call upon ODPM urgently 
to review the resources and methods of enforcement in order to ensure greater 
compliance. 

42. When it published its new Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, in 
January 2005, ODPM said that in 2005 it would “raise standards again to raise the energy 
performance of new dwellings by a further 25%—and we will review these standards at 
least every  five years”.60   However, this figure has been seized upon by some of those who 
have contributed to this inquiry, who argue that it has already been significantly eroded.  In 
its written evidence to us the Energy Saving Trust described what it called “slippage on the 
Building Regulations (20%, not 25%, with the danger of the figure becoming even lower if 
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the proportion of electrically heated flats were to increase)”.61  WWF expressed similar 
concerns, although it estimated that the new Part L of the Building Regulations would only 
lower carbon emissions by 18%, at best.  Paul King, WWF, expanded on this point when he 
appeared before us in December 2005.  Mr King spoke of the “opportunities …to tackle 
both existing and new housing stock…being given away and squandered” and said, 

We felt, as many other agencies did, that there was a particular opportunity with the 
review of Part L to implement measures for consequential improvements, which got 
a very positive reception in the consultation to Part L, the point being that where 
people extend their homes by adding a large conservatory or something they would 
look to upgrade or reduce the carbon footprint of their home overall. The fact that 
that rather rare opportunity to intervene in the owner-occupied market was thrown 
away we think is a great shame…what seems to have happened is that there seems 
almost to be an acceptance that the difficulty of enforcing current building 
regulations has had a sort of dumbing-down effect.  There is a view that because it is 
so difficult to enforce the regulations we have already got let us not push them up too 
high because we are just being unrealistic about what we are going to achieve.62   

43. The idea that because something is too difficult it shouldn’t even be attempted is very 
worrying, and in part reflects a discussion we had with Elliot Morley, although we were 
talking about the voluntary nature of the Code for Sustainable Homes at the time. Mr 
Morley said that the challenge was to make sure that the Code had “a lot of desirable 
improvements but it is not seen as so daunting, bearing in mind it is a voluntary Code, that 
a lot of builders will decide that it is just too difficult to try to build their home to that”.63 
We do not believe that the fear that developers will find the Code too difficult, and so 
not comply with it on a voluntary basis, is any reason not to make it mandatory, in fact 
quite the opposite.  It would surely suggest simply that time is being wasted in taking 
the voluntary approach.  

44.  The fact that this apparent reticence has leaked into the Government’s thinking on the 
revision of Part L is very disappointing. We cannot stress how important it is to get it 
right with regard to the existing housing stock.  The number of new homes built each 
year is dwarfed by the numbers of existing housing stock—in excess of 20 million 
homes.  The Government is missing a huge opportunity to reduce the carbon emissions 
from those homes if it fails to grasp the nettle now and extend Part L of the Building 
Regulations to include the existing housing stock.  On Part L Mr Morley said that he was 
aware that in the original consultation there was provision for Part L to apply to 
extensions, for example, but that it was limited to houses and did not apply to other, 
commercial buildings.  His hope was that the joint ODPM/DEFRA study, which will look 
at all buildings, will allow them to come back to these issues.64 This lacklustre approach to 
increasing the energy and water efficiency of existing housing stock is in sharp contrast to 
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the approach adopted by the new Chancellor of Germany, Angela Merkel.  The German 
Government has announced a 20 year programme to bring all pre-1978 housing stock up 
to contemporary energy standards. €1.5 billion has been allocated to this programme and 
the intention is that 5% of housing will be refurbished each year, concluding in 2025.   
Whilst we accept that the German programme to bring its pre-1978 housing stock up to 
contemporary energy standards is “extremely ambitious”, as Elliot Morley points out in 
his supplementary evidence to us, we believe that this represents the kind of ambitious, 
strategic thinking and planning that is so badly needed in the UK but which is so sadly 
lacking.      

45. We note that on 22 February 2006 Yvette Cooper announced that the time for the 
industry to comply with the revised Part L of the Building Regulations, due to be 
introduced on 6 April 2006, was to be cut significantly, from three years to twelve 
months.65  Despite our disappointment at the limitations to the revisions made to Part 
L of the Building Regulations, we applaud ODPM’s decision to force early compliance 
with them and see this move as evidence that ODPM can react with a sense of urgency 
on occasion.  By acknowledging that the impact of climate change takes precedence 
over long lead-in times to allow the building industry to get its house in order, we 
believe this also sets the precedent for ODPM to move much more quickly, not only to 
strengthen the Code for Sustainable Homes, but to apply equally tight timescales for 
compliance with it.  

Fiscal Incentives 

Why are incentives necessary? 

46. Paul King, WWF, told us that the key barriers to mainstreaming sustainability in UK 
housing ranged from, 

…perceptions that the current building regulations and planning regulations 
sometimes hinder rather than help sustainability, perceptions that there are 
insufficient fiscal incentives either for the developers or consumers, the perception 
that sustainable homes cost too much to build, the idea that there was no common 
standard; people would not necessarily agree on what a sustainable home would be, 
the idea that financial institutions made the investment in house building were not 
particularly interested in sustainability; and, finally, a view held by a number of 
house builders, that consumers were not interested in sustainable homes and did not 
want them, and if they did they would be building them.66 

Mr King was actually saying nothing new as this was a reiteration of conclusions reached 
by WWF, and others, in 2002. Unfortunately, these conclusions are just as relevant today 
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as they were in 2002, and offer a clear demonstration of the lack of any real and significant 
progress made in the intervening period.  

47. In 2004, the Sustainable Buildings Task Group (SBTG) had also concluded that there 
was “currently no incentive for home buyers to purchase property built to high 
environmental standards”. The Group recommended that “new homes built in accordance 
with the CSB [now the Code for Sustainable Homes] be subject to a reduced rate of Stamp 
Duty”.  The Group also said there was a need “to provide incentives to home buyers, via a 
broadly revenue neutral mechanism, to carry out the recommended energy efficiency 
measures in their Home Condition Report…” and recommended that the Government 
should “consider amending the Stamp Duty regime so that a rebate is made available to 
those home buyers who carry out such works within a reasonable time frame.”67   

48. The Government’s Response to the SBTG’s recommendations was published in July 
2004, and was signed by all three Secretaries of State (ODPM, Defra and dti).  In response 
to the call for fiscal incentives along the lines of a reduction in Stamp Duty, the 
Government said 

Incentives for improving the environmental performance of buildings are routinely 
considered as part of the Chancellor’s ongoing review of all tax policy, and the 
suggestions and views of the Task Group will be taken into account when taking 
decisions for the budget.68 

49. Given that the Task Group had been asked to consider ways to stimulate and encourage 
the public to demand more sustainable buildings, this is a thoroughly disappointing 
response. Indeed, when the SBTG undertook a review of progress against its 
recommendations, one year on from publication of its report, it concluded that there had 
still been no progress made against these recommendations. 

50. When we launched this inquiry we asked whether the Government should be 
introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater 
environmental performance.  The overwhelming response to that question was yes, 
with many of the same fiscal measures being suggested time and again. In its written 
evidence to us, the Energy Saving Trust (EST) was unequivocal in its view of the need for 
fiscal incentives.  It said, 

There are no fiscal mechanisms in place to encourage developers to build to higher 
standards than those in the Building Regulations.  Neither a voluntary Code, nor the 
Energy Saving Trust’s Best Practice programme are likely to transform the market on 
their own and additional fiscal measures could encourage developers to build to 
higher standards by a) making building to higher standards more financially 

 
67 Better Buildings – Better Lives, Sustainable Buildings Task Group Report, Chapter 8 

68 www.odpm.gov.uk Government Response to Better Buildings – Better Lives, Sustainable Buildings Task Group 
Report  



33 

 

attractive for developers, and b)making sustainable homes a more attractive financial 
option for home buyers.69  

51. The evidence from the Energy Saving Trust was echoed by a number of witnesses and 
by many of those who provided written evidence to us. All agreed that market forces alone, 
essentially the idea that better educated consumers would begin demanding sustainable 
homes, thereby forcing developers to build them, was simply not going to happen, 
certainly not in the timeframe dictated by ODPM’s stated intention to be building 200,000 
new homes per year by 2016 in the four Growth Areas.    

Public Perceptions/Public Actions 

52. Referring to the Code for Sustainable Homes, Yvette Cooper said that she hoped that 
through publicity campaigns and mechanisms like the Home Buyers Pack, people would 
become increasingly aware of the Code and its various levels and standards, in the same 
way that they had become more aware of the need to recycle their household waste.  
However, whilst we do not question the value of public campaigns to raise awareness of 
important issues, the evidence is mixed as to their ability to change deeply ingrained 
behaviour, such as having constant indoor heating, hot water on demand and lights and 
televisions on in every room.  In the housing context, Paul Donnelly, Group Environment 
Manager for Crest Nicholson, put it quite bluntly when he told us,  

Our sales and marketing people tell us that the consumers do not care. We try to 
raise awareness about SAP ratings and EcoHomes…the same people who go into 
supermarkets and buy organic carrots, when they come to buy a house they have 
forgotten all about the environment and they are thinking about power showers and 
marble kitchen worktops.  It is just forgotten about.70  

53. In fact, some of the most compelling arguments we heard were those made by 
developers Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey, some of which we have already touched 
on earlier in this report. Both companies were quite clear that the additional investment 
they had made, the ethical position that they had chosen to adopt, and indeed continued to 
work to, had failed to bring either increased dividends or a better take-up rate for homes 
built to higher environmental standards. (It is also important to stress that, despite this 
disappointment and frustration, both companies have said they intend to carry on with 
their policy to build sustainable homes so their responses were not intended as a 
justification for giving up.) 

54. Peter Redfern of George Wimpey UK conceded that the last twelve months had seen an 
increase in consumer awareness of environmental issues but that that awareness did not 
translate into a greater willingness to pay any additional costs involved in fitting a home 
with environmental components.  Mr Redfern provided an illustration of this from the US 
arm of the company.  In a development of some 100 homes, the company put together a 
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package of environmental measures that the prospective buyers could chose as an option.  
The cost of the package was around $2,500.  Only one person opted to buy the package and 
he happened to be the person who had designed it!   Mr Redfern said that the same attitude 
prevailed here in the UK. In fact, given the way in which we are inclined to put every 
available penny into the purchase of our homes, the overwhelming concern for most 
homebuyers is how to get through the first twelve months after purchase, and not on how 
much money might be saved down the line if “optional extras” are bought.   

55. The cost of these “extras” is clearly a factor and is certainly brought out as a convenient 
excuse by builders who, for whatever reason, do not want to incorporate environmental 
components into their new homes.  In its written evidence to us, RSPB  argued that “the 
only barrier to higher environmental performance appears to be reluctance amongst 
developers to bear slightly higher short term costs, which is a product of their competitive 
situation”.  RSPB concluded that “a clear market failure is occurring, with the market 
failing to deliver housing to an environmental standard that is optimal both for 
householders and society. Fiscal incentives should be introduced as soon as possible to 
correct this failure.”71 We believe that a vicious circle currently operates in the property 
market.  Not only are there currently no incentives for home buyers to want to buy 
properties built to high environmental standards, but there are also no incentives to 
encourage developers to build them. Trying to address this problem through voluntary 
codes or publicity campaigns alone is simply not enough.  Fiscal measures which offer 
either real savings or significant penalties have to be introduced.   

What form might these incentives take? 

56. There has been a great deal of work undertaken around the whole issue of fiscal 
incentives in the last few months.  In 2005, the Energy Saving Trust published its fiscal 
report, Changing Climate, Changing Behaviour: Delivering Household Energy Saving 
Through Fiscal Incentives,72 and in February 2006 the Policy Studies Institute (PSI) 
published its report, A Green Living Initiative, Engaging households to achieve 
environmental goals.73  Much of the detail to be found in these documents is repeated in 
one way or another in the memoranda we have received and there appear to be a number 
of possibilities which deserve much closer scrutiny by the Government. These include: a  
Stamp Duty rebate or a reduction in Council Tax payments for those whose homes are 
built to higher environmental standards; a restriction of the current zero VAT rate for new 
build properties to those that meet a high energy performance standard; and, a reduced 
planning gain supplement for housing developments meeting a high energy standard.74   
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57. Even without the compelling evidence from Crest Nicholson and George Wimpey UK, 
there can be few people who do not realise how very difficult and expensive it is to either 
get on to or move up the housing ladder. Most people will have stretched, or over-stretched 
their finances, and perhaps those of their parents if they are first-time buyers, to afford 
their new property.  Their priority is then going to be getting through the next few months.  
It could be argued that a reduction in Stamp Duty, although it represents a one-off 
payment which would soon be forgotten, could make a significant difference in the initial 
financial outlay when the property is bought.  

58. Similarly, a reduction in Council Tax payments for those whose homes are built, or 
refurbished to higher environmental standards, would offer a significant incentive to those 
who are able to think in the longer term about efficiency savings. In fact, something along 
these lines has already been tried by Braintree District Council.  In 2004, and in partnership 
with British Gas, Braintree District Council launched what was billed as the UK’s first 
Green Council Tax rebate. This offered residents in Braintree a £100 rebate on their 
Council Tax if they installed cavity wall insulation. A £175 insulation package included 
fully fitted cavity wall insulation, Home Energy Audit and four free energy efficient light 
bulbs. The Council and British Gas estimated that the package would produce an 
immediate £90 saving and this, coupled with the £100 rebate, could save the customer up 
to £35 in the first year. Savings over a five year period could be as much as £395.75   

59. Not all fiscal incentives have to be in the form of a reward for good behaviour, of 
course.  The Policy Studies Institute (PSI) report, A Green Living Initiative, Engaging 
households to achieve environmental goals, proposes “inefficiency charges” on products that 
use large amounts of energy or water, or generate greater amounts of waste.  PSI suggest 
that the money raised through these charges could be used to fund Council Tax reductions, 
for example.   We recommend that HM Treasury should consider reducing both Stamp 
Duty and Council Tax for those homes built to high environmental standards. Any 
necessary consultation process these proposed reductions might prompt should be 
completed in advance of the 2007 Spending Review so that cross-Government 
discussions can be better informed. 

60. Earlier in this report we discussed the issue of demolition versus new build.  We have 
received memoranda from a number of organisations and local pressure groups deeply 
concerned that demolition is taking precedence over refurbishment because under the 
current VAT system it is far cheaper to knock a house down and start again than it is to 
refit it.  At the moment there is no VAT on new homes but there is 17.5% VAT on the 
refurbishment of existing homes.  We believe, along with many others, that there is a great 
deal of scope to make building new homes to high environmental standards or, with 
existing homes, to encourage home owners to complete any refurbishment of their homes 
to the same high standards, a very attractive financial proposition.  There are a number of 
variations on a theme in the evidence we have seen. The Association for the Conservation 
of Energy, for example, suggests that the zero VAT rate which currently applies to all new 
builds should, in future, apply only to those that meet a high energy efficiency standard.  

 
75 Typical energy saving calculated for a three-bedroom house. 
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New homes which cannot meet that standard will attract the 17.5% VAT rate.  Indeed, 
consideration could also be given to increasing the VAT rate to above the current 17.5% 
rate in homes which do not comply with high energy efficiency standards. The Green 
Alliance also advocates a revision of the existing VAT rates, although its suggestion is based 
more on a levelling of the playing field between new build and refurbishment. It 
recommends that, 

To reduce the perverse incentive encouraging new build over high-quality 
refurbishment, the rate of VAT for new homes to be increased from zero to 5% and 
VAT on major refurbishments creating homes that meet at least the three-star 
standard under the Code for Sustainable Homes be reduced to 5%.  Refurbishments 
that do not involve the insulation of the fabric of the building to these high standards 
would continue to attract 17.5% VAT.76        

61. Whilst we have grave reservations about the draft Code for Sustainable Homes, and 
whether that is the standard which should be applied here, we recommend that HM 
Treasury revises the current VAT rules concerning both new build and refurbished 
homes built to high environmental standards.  Once again, any consultation process 
should be completed in advance of the 2007 Spending Review so that cross-
Government discussions can be better informed. 

62. The Planning Gains Supplement might also prove to be fertile ground. The  
Government’s Response to the Kate Barker Review of Housing Supply, published in 
December 2005, proposes consultation on a Planning Gain Supplement, which is described 
as a “new levy to capture a portion of the land value uplift created at the grant of planning 
permission.  This will help finance infrastructure and ensure that local communities better 
share in the benefits of growth. The majority of the revenue will go back into local strategic 
infrastructure projects.” 77 The suggestion made by the Association for the Conservation of 
Energy is that the Planning Gain Supplement could be reduced for those developers who 
build houses to a high energy performance standard. We have been unable to get any detail 
on exactly what “ a portion” might be, or indeed, what constitutes “the majority”.  These 
are all issues to be decided after the consultation and by HM Treasury.  Given that the 
intention, now at least, is to use some of the monies raised by the supplement to help grow 
local infrastructure to support the new communities and those most likely to be affected by 
them, we would want to see a good deal more detail about the Planning Gain Supplement 
before taking a view about whether a reduction for developments built to higher 
environmental standards would be wise. We recommend that HM Treasury  should 
examine the scope for a reduction of the rate of Planning Gain Supplement to be 
offered to developers who build homes to high environmental standards.  This work 
should be done in advance of the 2007 Spending Review so that cross-Government 
discussions can be better informed. 
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The Government Response 

63. Almost all of the evidence we have seen seems to be in direct contradiction with the 
stance that the Government is taking in this matter. We have tried to raise the issue of fiscal 
incentives and to establish a dialogue with ODPM, Defra and the Treasury.  Both Yvette 
Cooper and Elliot Morley emphasised that decisions about fiscal incentives were a matter 
for the Treasury and clearly preferred to look for alternative means for encouraging 
change, for example through publicity campaigns and education. Yvette Cooper told us 
that she felt that in the same way that people had woken up to the need to recycle their 
waste, the same would happen with housing and the environmental options open to people 
when they buy or renovate their homes.78 Whilst we acknowledge that there has been some 
movement towards a greater awareness of the need for and desirability of recycling, this 
does not mean that everyone now does it. Also, this awakening awareness has been 
achieved through a relatively slow and laboured process and is not compatible with the 
timescales we are dealing with in this instance.    

64. We wrote to Ivan Lewis MP, Economic Secretary to the Treasury in October 2005, and 
asked whether there was any work being conducted in response to the SBTG 
recommendations around fiscal incentives.  The response, from John Healey MP, Financial 
Secretary to the Treasury, in January 2006, was disappointing and even less helpful than the 
muted response given to the original SBTG recommendation.  The Treasury response said,

The Government continues to evaluate all ways to stimulate the environmental 
efficiency of housing, including the potential role of fiscal incentives.  As you will 
readily understand it would be unwise to commit public money to these schemes 
unless they can be shown to deliver environmental goals that could not be achieved 
in other ways, such as through regulation and education. It is also necessary to take 
account of wider social and economic factors when considering the use of fiscal 
schemes and make sure that these schemes are proportionate from a regulatory point 
of view and do not impose a high administrative burden on Government agencies.79  

According to the SBTG, the energy used in constructing, occupying and operating 
buildings represents approximately 50% of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK.  The UK 
Government is committed to reducing carbon emissions by 20% by 2010. When the Prime 
Minister appeared before the Commons Liaison Committee, in February 2006, he was 
asked if he could say at what point we might go past the point of no return, the tipping 
point beyond which it does not really matter what steps you take to alleviate the effects of 
climate change.  The Prime Minister said that he thought 2012 would be that point.  We  
find the Treasury’s desire to be “proportionate” and its reluctance to impose “a high 
administrative burden on Government agencies”, not only strategically short-sighted 
but woefully inadequate.  It would also appear to contradict the Prime Minister’s views 
on tackling climate change.  
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65. The HMT response would also seem to contradict the Government’s own Sustainable 
Development Strategy, Securing the Future, which devotes a whole chapter to “Helping 
People Make Better Choices”. The Strategy acknowledges the fact that “behaviour change is 
a complex subject” and that “information alone does not lead to behaviour change or close 
the so-called “attitude-behaviour gap””.80  The Strategy outlines an approach which focuses 
on the need to “enable, encourage and engage” people and communities to become more 
sustainable and recognises that Government should lead by example. However, the 
Strategy also recognises that this approach may not be sufficient to deliver the degree of 
change needed and that Government may need to go further and develop policies which 
“catalyse people to behave differently”. To illustrate this the Strategy uses the example of 
the congestion charge in London, where a charging regime has resulted in a 30% reduction 
in congestion as people moved to other forms of transport.  

66.  We referred earlier to the 20 year refurbishment programme of pre-1978 housing 
stock announced by the German Chancellor Angela Merkel. The German Government has 
said it intends to quadruple the annual budget for encouraging energy efficiency from 
€360m (£240m) a year to €1.5bn (£1bn) a year.  Interestingly, it has also switched from 
financing loans to funding direct subsidies because it believes that direct fiscal incentives 
are more likely to have an impact.  The German approach to fiscal incentives contrasts 
sharply with the lacklustre way in which ODPM, Defra and the Treasury have 
responded to the question of fiscal incentives, which not only speaks volumes about the 
real level of importance and commitment afforded to this issue, but also paints a very 
depressing picture of complacency and apathy which we believe is all too evident in 
these departments.   

67.   When she spoke to us Yvette Cooper made it very clear that the Chancellor was in the 
lead on fiscal matters and Elliot Morley also told us that the responsibility sat squarely with 
the Chancellor.81 We believe that all of these options are worthy of serious investigation by 
ODPM and Defra, as the departments with the greatest responsibility for delivering 
sustainable communities, who should then put their case forcefully to HM Treasury.  
However,  if it is the case that the Treasury has the final decision on whether or not any 
fiscal incentives should be introduced, then the response of the Treasury to this inquiry, 
suggests to us that any roundtable discussions that do take place are very unlikely to 
result in even a commitment to consider seriously the suggestions we, and many others 
have set out. We can only hope that the conclusions of the Stern Review, when 
published, will result in a much needed change of attitude.   

The Timely Provision of Infrastructure 

68. Our predecessor Committee concluded that, “infrastructure must run concurrently 
with housing construction and not follow it, or fail to materialise at all”.82  We still believe 
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this to be an essential element of any new community, made even more important since 
the publication of the Government’s Response to the Barker Review of Housing Supply in 
December 2005. This Response included the announcement that the target of building 
150,000 new homes per year by 2016 was to be increased to 200,000. Clearly this will place 
further demands on an already overstretched infrastructure. When we launched this 
inquiry we asked whether the Government was doing enough to secure sufficient funds for 
the timely provision of infrastructure in the four Growth Areas.  This means the creation of 
essential new infrastructure, such as nurseries, schools, hospitals, GP’s surgeries and 
dentists, as well as the local transport links to enable residents to have access to these 
facilities.  Equally important is the provision of transport links that take residents out of 
their local area and into their place of work. For the four Growth Areas at least, this place 
of work is likely to be London. Speaking to our predecessor Committee, Sir John Egan, 
Chairman of the Egan Review of Skills Task Force, was quite clear that these new 
communities, and in particular the Thames Gateway, would exist largely to house those 
million or more individuals heading for the Capital to work.   

69. Talking about the building of the new communities, Sir John was clear that there had to 
be a sense of urgency attached to the plans for sustainable communities in the four Growth 
Areas, and that sense of urgency applied equally, if not more so, to the provision of efficient 
transport links into Central London.  Sir John said: 

It has to be done very quickly…this has to be very urgently tackled if we are going to 
do it well…The first practical point is that the people are on the way, those one 
million people are coming and many of them are here already.  They are not coming 
to Saffron Waldon, they are actually coming to London.  That is where the huge 
wealth is being created.  The second thing we have to be practical about is, if you 
have rapid transport into Central London, you can develop the community very, 
very quickly.  You do not need to search for jobs.  The jobs are there. Fifty per cent of 
the people can get jobs by getting on to a train. So you develop the community very 
well indeed.83     

70. Many of those who responded to our inquiry said that they felt that the Government 
could be doing more both to plan, and provide funding, for vital infrastructure. The 
Environment Agency, for example, told us that, “the Government needs to secure 
sustained investment, from private and public sources, for the environmental 
infrastructure to overcome the predicted environmental impacts, climate change and 
deliver good basic services in water, waste and flood protection.”84 Yvette Cooper  
acknowledged the importance of providing “very different kinds of infrastructure 
requirements in different areas” and explained that it was for that reason that no firm 
decisions had been taken on the timetable for the increased house building in the South 
East.  Ms Cooper said that the assessment of the various infrastructure needs would be 
carried out as part of the 2007 Spending Review.85  We consider that with only ten years 
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left before the Government’s own deadline of 200,000 new homes per year by 2016, to 
delay discussing how to fund the infrastructure for much of that development until the 
Comprehensive Spending review in 2007 represents a massive planning failure.     

71. However, ODPM has trailed one of the ways in which some local infrastructure may be 
funded, which is through the Planning Gains Supplement, already referred to earlier in this 
report.  As the consultation on the Planning Gains Supplement is still ongoing we reserve 
judgement on how effective this may prove to be as a way of funding infrastructure. We 
will, for example, want to know how much the Government envisages giving back to the 
local authorities and what conditions will be put on any funds provided. We also have 
other concerns.  The Minister was clear that, if agreed, the Planning Gain Supplement 
could not be introduced before 2008.  Clearly, without knowing just how much reliance 
there will be on the Planning Gain Supplement, without knowing too how this will sit 
within the existing system whereby local authorities capture funds through the existing 
Section 106 system, it is difficult to judge what impact the Supplement will have. Given the 
Government’s intention to build 200,000 new homes per year by 2016, and the often 
very long lead-in times needed for any significant infrastructure to be completed, there 
would seem to be a fundamental problem with relying too heavily on the Planning Gain 
Supplement as a method of funding.   

72. We were not reassured by Yvette Cooper’s response to our questions about the timely 
provision of infrastructure in general, and the future of the Planning Gains Supplement in 
particular.  Ms Cooper argued that as there was existing infrastructure in place which was 
not reliant on the introduction of the Planning Gains Supplement, she “did not think it is 
right to say that we cannot do any of the additional increases in new homes that are badly 
needed in order to help the first-time buyers or in order to address problems of 
homelessness and overcrowding because we have not introduced yet a Planning Gain 
Supplement.” 86 We find this argument unhelpful in the extreme, and frankly alarming, as 
it would suggest to us that there is indeed every intention to build homes regardless of the 
state of the supporting infrastructure. The answer to the problem of homelessness, 
overcrowding or indeed, helping people get their feet on the first rung of the housing 
ladder, is not to throw up badly constructed houses in areas which are poorly supported 
by essential infrastructure. To do so would be ignoring the Government’s own 
definition of sustainable communities as “places where people want to live and work, 
now and in the future”.  

73. Whilst we do not dispute the fact that there is existing infrastructure in place that will 
share some of the burden imposed by these new communities, we are concerned that there 
is not sufficient recognition of the strain under which that infrastructure already operates.  
One need only arrive at any one of the mainline Central London railway stations during 
rush hour, for example, to understand very quickly that you have a system which is already 
failing to cope. Thinking back to Sir John Egan’s comments about the importance of 
having infrastructure in place to get people from these new communities into London 
where he assumes they will all be working, this would seem to represent a significant 
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problem.  We remain deeply concerned that ODPM is determined to build new homes 
first and then worry later, if at all, about how the supporting infrastructure can be 
provided.  The communities that are created as a result of such a short-sighted policy 
will be anything but sustainable. 

 

Water Infrastructure   

74. It is important to stress that the fact that we decided to look at the water infrastructure 
does not mean that we consider the provision of hospitals and schools, for example, as 
somehow less important. Rather, by focusing on water we simply recognise that it is the 
one fundamental resource without which none of the other forms of infrastructure can 
possibly function. Water is the one natural resource for which there is no alternative and 
anxiety about its continued availability is understandable and justified. 

Background 

75. Concerns about the security of the water supply and the state of the water 
infrastructure are not new. In 2001 the Environment Agency  published its report, Water 
resources for the future: A strategy for England and Wales, in which it summarised the 
position as follows: 

Rainfall amounts vary across England and Wales. Most of our weather systems come 
from the west, and this means that the higher land in the west receives more rain 
than the flatter land in the east. The average rainfall in England and Wales is 897 
mm/year, but the total amount ranges from over 4000 mm/year in the mountains of 
Wales to less than 550 mm/year in parts of East Anglia. 

However, year-to-year variability in rainfall can be significant. Long dry periods that 
span several years can also be important. England and Wales are commonly 
perceived as wet. The natural variability of our climate means that we experience 
extremes of flood and drought. While on average some parts of England and Wales 
receive relatively large volumes of rain, we also have a high population density. The 
result is that, for each person, there is relatively little water. 

In particular, parts of south east England have to cope with very limited rainfall per 
person. This is an important fact, and one which is not often recognised. 87 The area 
most likely to experience water supply problems, therefore, is the south east of 
England.  This is dictated by its geographical position, not something that can be 
changed, but is not helped by the fact that this also happens to be the area that has a 
high population density and, of course, the area which will bear the brunt of the 
Government’s plans to build 200,000 new homes per year by 2016, which only 
exacerbates the problem.   
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76. In October 2005, when we were considering what aspects of infrastructure we might 
need to focus on, water, or rather the lack of it, was receiving a lot of media attention.  The 
South East of England was in the grip of a very dry spell of weather, hosepipe bans had 
either been applied, or were threatened, and pictures of seriously under-resourced 
reservoirs were frequently published. We judged it timely, therefore, to assess the security 
of the water supply and whether the water companies were doing enough to secure the 
supply of water resources, not only to the four Growth Areas, but to existing customers in 
the South East of England. We also asked whether it was thought that the water companies, 
the Environment Agency and the Government were doing enough to educate people about 
the need for water efficiency.   

77. In fact, since we launched our inquiry the position with regard to water supplies in the 
South East of England has worsened.  In a news release, on 2 February 2006, the Met Office 
stated that England and Wales had had the driest January for almost a decade, with some 
parts of the UK receiving less than a third of their average rainfall so far this year.  
However, this is not just one dry month but the latest in a 15 month dry spell which 
stretches back to November 2004. The Met Office reports that since November 2004, “13 
out of the last 15 months have recorded below 1961-1990 average rainfall for south east 
and central-southern England, with the worst affected areas being Hampshire, Sussex, 
Surrey, Middlesex and Kent, which have received around 70% of their normal rainfall”.88   

78. Reports of shrinking reservoirs and depleted ground water levels have continued 
unabated and 2006 looks set to be equally challenging for the water resources of the South 
East, in particular. These dire circumstances were highlighted by the Environment 
Agency’s Chief Executive, Barbara Young, who was quoted in an article on 2  February 
2006.  Under the headline “ Standpipes threat after driest winter since 1976”, the article 
claimed that “millions of families face water shortages following the driest winter for  30 
years”.  The article goes on to say, “ last night the Environment Agency warned that John 
Prescott’s plans for a million new homes in the South East could lead to water supplies 
running out”, and that Britain was “drinking in the last chance saloon”, unless it found 
ways to limit the impact of such a huge population rise.  Barbara Young is quoted as saying,  

As the drought progresses we can expect to see more environmental impacts, with 
deteriorating water quality in some rivers and fish kills.  If the rest of winter and 
spring remain below average in rainfall, we will expect to see restrictions on water 
use over much of the South East in summer.  That means hosepipe and sprinkler 
bans and more drought permits and drought orders to help water companies 
manage supplies.89      

79. We had spoken to Elliot Morley on 31 January, just two days before Barbara Young’s 
statement. We had asked him whether he could envisage a time when water would only be 
available for part of the day.  Mr Morley was quite clear that this would represent a 
planning failure.  He told us, 
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I think that would be a major failure of planning the supply if we were ever in that 
situation.  I do not envisage that, it would be a failure if we were in that situation.  To 
avoid being in that situation we need to raise awareness of the fact that there is a need 
to use water wisely and we also need to encourage the most efficient use of water, 
which is why we have the Water Saving Group.90  

On the same day that the articles appeared, and in response to press speculation about the 
on-going drought in the South East, Mr Morley issued a press release urging consumers, 
businesses and water companies to be mindful of their own role in preventing a serious 
water shortage in the South East.  Mr Morley was quoted as saying, 

People will remember the hosepipe bans of last summer, when low rainfall was a 
cause for concern.  Six months on some of those bans are still in effect as the dry 
winter adds to pressure on the water supply. Speculation this week about the 
prospect of serious drought across the region is not misplaced. Emergency measures, 
such as the use of standpipes, aren’t inevitable this summer however if we take steps 
to ensure that we are using water sensibly91 

Since Mr Morley’s statement, however, the situation has deteriorated. On 24th February, the 
Environment Agency issued a further press release which called on water companies in the 
South East of England to introduce hosepipe bans as of April.  The Agency judged this a 
necessary move if “more extreme measures, such as standpipes and rota cuts”, were to be 
avoided in the summer months.92  

Security of water supplies in the South East and the four Growth 
Areas – can the water companies cope with demand? 

80. The Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management (CIWEM) 
submitted its evidence to us before the Government published its response to the Barker 
Review, and before it was announced that, in fact, the intention to build 150,000 new 
homes per year by 2016 had been revised to 200,000 homes per year.  CIWEM told us,   

There is no escaping that the growth areas of the Sustainable Communities Plan have 
been assigned to those parts of the country which are driest, have the greatest water 
demand and are most vulnerable to the impacts of climate change in this context.  
The imposition of ambitious water efficiency targets on new developments in these 
areas may mitigate the problem, but doesn’t remove it, as the achievement is only a 
reduction in the overall increase in total demand.93  

81. In its written evidence to us, the Environment Agency said that “accelerated 
development in the South and East of England, in particular, will stretch the capability of 
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some environmental infrastructure to cope”.94  Given the statements made by the Chief 
Executive of the Environment Agency, this predicted stretch is already well under way and 
there would appear to be every reason to be worried about the security of the water supply 
to the South East of England.   

82. Therefore, it is clear that there is little prospect of the South East of England escaping 
the increasingly damaging impact of climate change.  It is equally clear that, regardless of 
any environmental concerns, a significant number of new homes will be built in the region 
in the next ten years.  In water supply terms these two facts do not make happy bedfellows. 
We do not believe that there is a cure-all solution to the water supply issues in the South 
East and if existing, as well as new, homes are to enjoy a secure water supply, and if the 
regions rivers and water courses are not to be decimated by the increased demand, then 
much rests on the water companies ability to meet that demand, reduce the amount of 
water lost through leakage, and raise awareness of the water efficiency measures people 
can adopt at home.  

83. All water companies have to submit water resource plans as part of the periodic review 
of water company prices.  These plans are a 25 year forward look at how the companies 
intend to provide sufficient water to meet customer’s water needs, whilst at the same time 
protecting and enhancing the environment. For those water companies operating in the 
South East these plans would automatically take into account the possible range of 
conditions arising from the natural geography of the region and its climate.  These plans 
are then assessed by the Environment Agency and are subject to an annual review.  The last 
set of water resource plans were submitted in April 2004, before the water companies 
would have known about the planned increase in new build from 150,000 to 200,000 per 
year.  We were curious to know whether, on this basis, the water companies might find 
themselves in some difficulty. In his evidence to us, Sir John Harman, Chairman of the 
Environment Agency, said that the fact that the water company plans are for twenty or so 
years ahead meant that “there is in no case an issue where we are going to hit the buffers in 
the next couple of years”.95  When we spoke to RWE Thames Water we asked them 
whether they thought their plans would be able to cope with the inevitable increase in 
demand for water. Richard Aylard, Director of External Affairs and Environment for 
Thames, said that as the plans cover a 25 year period, and that these plans are reviewed 
annually and up-dated every five years, he was sure that the company would have factored 
the additional numbers into the plan.  Rob Harrison, Director of Asset Management for 
Thames Water, said that whilst the increase was a “significant issue…it can be 
accommodated provided the phasing of developments is correct”.96   

84. Certainly the way in which the new communities are phased in will be crucial if  
supporting infrastructure, including water, is to be available in time.  When we spoke to Sir 
John Harman, we asked him whether he thought the Government was planning ahead and 
making the provision of infrastructure a precondition of growth.  He said that “it was not 
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doing as well as it might”.97  Sir John illustrated his point using the example of Corby, 
where the intention appears to have been to build 30,000 new homes “on top of an area 
with no main river to take away the sewage”.  Sir John said that solutions to this problem 
should have been thought of “ a bit earlier” in the process and that “these things are being 
thought about later than they should be”.98  However, the fact that the Environment 
Agency is now warning that standpipes and rota cuts may be necessary this summer, 
creating a real risk that water customers will have their access to water rationed in some 
way, would seem to suggest that current water company plans are in danger of failing. 
As climate change bites in the South East we can expect to see these weather patterns 
repeated more frequently and we cannot help but be deeply worried about the South 
East’s ability to cope with the increased water demands as a result of the Government’s 
intention to build 200,00 new homes per year by 2016. 

Managing demand—does this have to mean new infrastructure? 

85. The Environment Agency has told us that it is likely that there will need to be an 
additional four or five new reservoirs in the East and South East of England in the next 15 
years. Thames Water is one of those water companies which has said it will need to build a 
new reservoir and when we spoke to Richard Aylard (Thames Water) he explained the 
position the company finds itself in and why it believes that a new reservoir will be essential 
if Thames is to keep up with demand.  He said, 

 It is really three things.  First of all, it is the impact of climate change, which we 
expect to be getting really quite severe by 2020 with longer, drier springs and 
summers.  The second is population growth.  In our supply area alone we expect to 
have an extra 800,000 people to supply water to by 2016, that is in ten tear’s time.  
The third thing is our existing customers are using around one per cent more water 
every year which compounds over time.  More and more people are using power 
showers, most people now have dishwashers, water use is going up despite our best 
efforts with water efficiency campaigns and also, of course, our top priority which is 
to get leakage down in London.99  

86. However, timing is a crucial issue when planning essential infrastructure like water 
supply and waste water disposal, which we believe must be in place in advance of any new 
developments being built. A perfect illustration of this was given to us by Thames Water.  
Thames Water have told us that from start to finish a new reservoir would take 20 years 
to plan, develop and then build.  This presents a fundamental difficulty given that 
Thames is responsible for a significant proportion of the water which will have to be 
supplied to many of the new communities planned for the four Growth Areas. If 
ODPM remains wedded to the target of building 200,000 new homes per year by 2016 
then it seems clear to us that some of the necessary water infrastructure will not be 
ready in time.       
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87. In its written evidence to us, RSPB expressed concern that there was too great a reliance 
on creating new infrastructure, whether that is new reservoirs, desalination plants like the 
one Thames Water has applied to build, river abstraction or inter-basin transfers, to secure 
the supply of water to the new Growth Areas. None of these options are environmentally 
benign. In its written evidence, WWF  said, “water supply concerns represent an increasing 
and very real long-term pressure, with significant negative impacts on the freshwater 
environment.”100 Over-abstraction of rivers and groundwater supplies, by as much as 10% 
and 26% respectively, could also mean that England and Wales will fall foul of the Water 
Framework Directive. In fact, failure to comply with the Directive could mean that water 
companies will lose access to particular sources of water, making the problem even worse.  

88. Building our way out of this problem, therefore,  is not the solution—or at least not the 
only solution. Like many of those who have contributed to this inquiry, RSPB argue that it 
is vital that the Government does more to manage the rising trends in demand. Thames 
Water illustrated just how important demand management is going to be for them in the 
next 25 years.  Rob Harrison told us,  

If we look at our plans over the next period to about 2028-30, if we did nothing on 
demand management then demand would rise by about 21 per cent. By tackling 
leakage, by metering, by water efficiency measures, that increase is reduced to seven 
per cent.  A very significant part of our water resource and supply demand plans is 
water efficiency and leakage management.101 

89. One  instrument for managing demand is the use of water meters.  The Water Industry 
Act 1999 provided household customers with the option of a free water meter fitted in their 
homes.  The water companies were able to install meters at the point at which a home 
changed hands or in those homes with exceptionally high usage because of swimming 
pools or large watered gardens. However, the Act also made provision for a water company 
to make a local case for compulsory metering for water conservation reasons.   

90. On 1st March Elliot Morley announced that the Government had agreed for the first 
time to an application for “area of water scarcity status”, made by the Folkestone and 
Dover Water Company.  This means that the company can compulsorily meter all of its 
customers and it has announced that it intends to increase the number of households 
which have meters from the current level of 40%, to 90% in the next ten years.  
Announcing the move, Elliot Morley was clear that his decision was “a considered 
response to the long-term challenges facing Folkestone and Dover Water Company; it is 
not a reaction to the short-term problem of low rainfall in the South East of England”.  Mr 
Morley went on to say that the company had “established the case that, in its area over the 
next ten years, it will face great difficulty in assuring that limited supplies will cover 
increasing demands for water”.102  This decision has created a huge amount of interest and 
media coverage, which we will discuss later in this report when we talk about public 
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awareness of the water supply issues in the South East of England, but what it has also done 
is open the door for other water companies in the South East of England to make similar 
applications.  If Folkestone and Dover water company can make a successful application 
for “water scarcity status” on the basis of concerns about meeting demand over the next 
ten years, then most of the water companies in the South East of England can, and will, 
make similar cases.  Whilst this is not an issue for those buying new homes in the four 
Growth Areas, as their homes will have meters anyway, it will certainly impact on 
existing residents in those regions who will have water meters imposed on them. We are 
certain that this possibility will not have occurred to many living in these regions and 
ODPM and Defra will need to work quickly to address the many questions people will 
have.   

91. But meters are by no means the solution to the whole problem and they are certainly 
not an easy option in many respects.  There is a very real concern that water metering will 
put pressure on low-income consumers. This is something our predecessor Committee 
looked at in its Report, Water: The Periodic Review 2004 and the Environmental 
Programme, published in May 2004.103  Echoing a recommendation made by the EFRA 
Committee in its earlier report, the Committee said that, “people suffering from serious 
difficulty in paying their bills should be helped through the benefits and tax credit 
system”. We believe that this is still relevant today and we welcome Elliot Morley’s 
commitment to “pay particular attention to the sensitive introduction of meters to 
households and to the effects on customer bills, especially of those least able to pay.”  
The vulnerable groups scheme already in place will provide protection from high metered 
bills for customers with large families or certain medial conditions who are in receipt of 
certain benefits.”  There are also practical difficulties to be overcome in trying to fit meters 
in some shared homes, such as flats, but there is also some concern that having a meter 
installed simply promotes the idea that as long as you can afford to pay for what you 
consume you can use as much water as you want to.  Clearly this is not the intended or 
desired outcome. 

92. The fact that so much water is still being lost through leakage is also unacceptable.  
Whilst we accept that water companies are working to reduce leakages, and we 
acknowledge that some of our water infrastructure is old, it is clear that unless real 
progress is made in dealing with the unacceptable levels of water lost through leakage, 
it is going to be very difficult to justify imposing restrictions on use, or introducing 
compulsory water meters. During our evidence session with Thames Water we were told 
that about a third of Islington’s water is lost through leakages, and this is despite Thames 
Water’s current programme for dealing with leaks.104  To combat this loss, which is 
repeated across North London, Thames told us that it is replacing 850 miles of mains, at a 
cost of £540 million and spending £90 million per year on finding and fixing leaks. 
Islington and other  London Boroughs are not alone in being blighted by this level and 
frequency of leakage, however; it is a scenario played out across the South East of England. 

 
103 Water: The Periodic Review 2004 and the Environmental Programme, Fourth Report of Session 2003-04, HC416 
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Whilst loss of water through leakages continues at unacceptable levels it is going to be 
very difficult to convince consumers that the water companies are doing their part in 
saving water. 

93. The Environment Agency advocates what it calls a “twin track approach” which it sees 
“as essential to balance the social, environmental and economic needs of housing 
growth”.105 The Agency believes that this approach, balancing the need for new reservoirs 
with the use of lower cost, more flexible opportunities to secure more efficient use of the 
existing water resource, is going to be essential.  The Agency has said that the success of 
this approach will depend on a  number of things, such as: 

 More rapid household metering penetration 

 Higher water efficiency standards in new housing stock 

 The development of incentives to encourage retrofit of existing stock 

 More public awareness 

 Water labelling of fixtures, fittings and appliances 

 Market Transformation strategies to accelerate adoption of more efficient products 
in the do-it-yourself and retrofit markets  

Some of these measures would not actually require too much effort or, indeed, sacrifice on 
the part of the individual.  Paul King, WWF, listed a number of very simple changes which 
would not involve too much effort or expense on the part of the individual, such as 
replacing conventional toilets with dual flush toilets, or inserting sprays into taps and 
shower fittings, for example, which could save as much as 30 per cent on a household’s 
water use.  Clearly some of these water saving measures will become common place as they 
become the only options available in the DIY stores and trade wholesalers, certainly that is 
the case with dual flush toilets. The gradual awakening to the implications of possible 
widespread compulsory water metering in the South East of England will also help this 
process along. However, there is little doubt that if we are to address seriously the rising 
trend in the demand for water, a number of the options available to us represent a 
significant challenge and will only be achieved as the result of major behavioural 
change. We support the Environment Agency’s “twin track approach” to balancing the 
social, environmental and economic needs of housing growth.  

Public Awareness     

94. Despite the media coverage of the current and prolonged drought in the South and 
South East of England, despite the pictures of half full reservoirs, and despite the 
increasing awareness of the impact of climate change on the South and South East of 
England, public awareness of the extent to which individual households are both part of 
the problem, and the solution, is very poor.  One problem, of course, is that most people 
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believe that the UK has a very wet climate. When we see television coverage of some of the 
devastating flash floods that have occurred in various parts of the UK in the last few years it 
is not hard to see why they would think that that is the case.  Certainly there are parts of the 
UK which are not starved of water and where the local reservoirs are full or almost full. But 
this does not apply to large parts of the South and South East of England where the 
increasingly damaging effects of climate change will be most severely felt. How many 
people know, for example, that London gets less rainfall than Rome, Istanbul or Dallas?106     

95. Colin Fenn, Chairman of the CIWEM Water Resources Panel said that there was “a 
need for us as a nation to encourage our people to value water more highly than they 
currently do…the need for us to arrest, perhaps, this rush towards this profligate water 
using lifestyle”.107  Of course, the fact that Folkestone and Dover Water have won the 
right to impose compulsory water meters on its customers will certainly concentrate 
the minds of consumers and raise awareness of the issues around water supply and the 
possibility that other areas of the country may yet have to have compulsory water 
meters too.  This growing awareness must be exploited by Defra to really raise the 
profile of water supply issues.  

96. We believe there is much the Government could be doing to encourage public 
awareness and to curb the rising trend in water demand. Indeed, once existing consumers 
in the South and South East of England begin to realise just how dire the current 
situation is, how much climate change is going to impact on their daily lives in the 
future, and that the Government’s continued commitment to build 200,000 new homes 
per year by 2016 will only exacerbate the problem, the Government is going to have to 
work very hard to win over public opinion.  

97. The Government created the Water Savings Group last year in order “to try and 
encourage more water conservation and further the promotion of water efficiency”.108  The 
Group is Chaired by Elliot Morley and is attended by representatives from Defra, ODPM, 
Ofwat, the Environment Agency, water companies, the Consumer Council for Water. 
Water UK and waterwise.  The Group only met for the first time in October 2005 so we 
were not able to get much of a sense about any early progress the Group may have made in 
its first few months. However, it does now have an Action Plan which sets out various 
work streams which will be taken forward by the various officials and organisations 
involved and who will then report back to the Group at the next meeting.  But, these 
meetings are held only every six months and there is no indication in the Action Plan as to 
how long these work streams will take.  The Water Savings Group is still in its infancy 
and has much ground to cover in what we suggest should be a very short time.  Given 
the urgent need for action with regard to water supply and demand management, we 
expect to see evidence of positive and early action emerging from the Group.   
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Conclusion 

98. Whenever the decision to build 200,000 new homes by 2016 in the East and South East 
is questioned, the Government response is that people need somewhere to live.  It is 
difficult to argue against that response. We have never denied the need for additional 
housing capacity and agree that more housing is needed.  However, this is perhaps the only 
agreement we can find between ourselves and the Government. The need to build new 
homes is seen as an absolute imperative and is used by the Government as a mandate to 
sweep aside any concerns that people may have about the environmental impacts of 
those plans. We find it deeply worrying that there is no appetite within ODPM to take 
on the building sector and guarantee that these homes will be built to sufficiently high 
energy efficiency and environmental standards. What we find reprehensible is the clear 
signal from Government that it really does not matter that these homes are going to be 
built before supporting infrastructure is in place.  And we reject the implication that 
the people for whom these new communities are intended will be so grateful to have a 
home that they will be prepared to put up with substandard communities rather than 
sustainable communities.  
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Draft Report (Sustainable Housing: A Follow-up Report), proposed by the Chairman, brought 
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Paragraphs 1 to 98 read and agreed to.  
 
Resolved, That the Report be the Fifth Report of the Committee to the House. 
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Oral evidence

Taken before the Environmental Audit Committee

on Wednesday 14 December 2005

Members present:

Mr Martin Caton David Howarth
Colin Challen Mark Pritchard
Mr David Chaytor Dr Desmond Turner
Mr Tobias Ellwood Joan Walley

In the absence of the Chairman, Joan Walley was called to the Chair

Memorandum submitted by WWF-UK

Introduction

WWF welcomes the opportunity to respond to this enquiry. WWF’s Living Planet Report1 highlights that
if everyone on the planet were to consume natural resources and generate carbon dioxide at the rate we do
in the UK we’d need three planets to support us! Our homes and lifestyles have significant impacts on the
environment. Through our One Million Sustainable Homes campaign WWF is working with government,
industry and consumers to bring sustainable homes from the fringes of the housing sector to the mainstream.

Enquiry Issues

A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

In a word no! Given the scale of the challenge posed by climate change, WWF strongly believes the
Government should legislate to require all new developments to meet zero carbon standards.2 Through its
One Million Sustainable Homes campaign, and in particular the WWF/Insight Investment sustainability
benchmarking studies of the leading house-builders in the UK,3 WWF has learnt that many developers
currently strive to meet minimum regulations. Indeed, they often view regulations as a “gold standard”
rather than a minimum baseline. Therefore, we believe that recalcitrant developers will not change their
practices unless legislation requires them to.

However, WWF also maintains that the two legislative systems that govern how and where new homes are
built, the Planning system and the Building Regulations are currently inadequate for delivering sustainable
development. Although WWF welcomes the statement in Planning Policy Statement 1 which places
sustainable development “at the heart of the Planning system”, we still do not believe planners have been
given enough of a clear mandate or suYcient guidance to enable them to “require” the highest standards of
sustainability rather than merely “encouraging” them. Similarly, WWF was disappointed that the new Part
L of the Building Regulations will only lower carbon emissions in the domestic sector by 18% over 2002
standards, rather than the 25% target proposed in the ODPM’s “Five Year Plan”, Sustainable Communities:
Homes for all.

WWF and other organisations have frequently highlighted4 the lack of “joined up thinking” between the
Planning system and the Building Regulations, and the subsequent disjuncture between Planning OYcers
and Building Control OYcers in Local Authorities. Given the importance of a holistic approach in tackling
sustainable development issues, WWF believes that over the medium to long term, the Planning System and
Building Regulations must be overhauled to enable a joined-up and holistic approach. Such a reform would
probably require new legislation and therefore in the short term, WWF accepts the voluntary Code
approach, but believes the private sector must be oVered incentives to meet it through the Planning and fiscal
system. WWF recognises that the development industry needs time to update its practices in order to be able
to deliver zero carbon standards, and we will fully support the introduction of a robust Code for Sustainable
Buildings, containing incremental levels towards zero carbon standards.

1 http://www.panda.orgnews—factslpublications/key—publication/living—planet—reportlindex.cfm
2 Developments that maximise the energy eYciency of buildings (and appliances) and ensuring that any residual energy demand

is met from new renewable energy capacity, either from within our outside the development area.
3 WWF and Insight Investment (2005) Building towards Sustainability (Jan 04) and Investing in Sustainability.
4 WWF & TCPA, 2003, Building Sustainably, how to plan and construct new housing for the 21st century.
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WWF welcomes the Government’s commitment to require the Code on all publicly funded new homes as
of April 2006. We believe that the base level of the Code must be equivalent to the EcoHomes “Very Good”
standard, since anything less will be a backward step in terms of the existing commitments of English
Partnerships and The Housing Corporation.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

Again the answer has to be no. Very few stakeholders, particularly at the regional and local level, appear
to have heard of the Code for Sustainable Buildings. Furthermore, those who have heard of it often vent
their frustrations at the lack of information from ODPM, and the lack of opportunities to input into its
development.

WWF believes it is important for consumers to be aware of the Code, so that they can begin to diVerentiate
between homes that meet it, and those that don’t, and recognise the benefits of buying a “Code compliant”
home (ie cheaper bills, healthier indoor environment etc).

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

Absolutely. At the start of the OMSH campaign, WWF initiated an independently facilitated stakeholder
dialogue to identify the barriers to sustainable homes. The lack of fiscal incentives was cited by stakeholders
as one of six key barriers. WWF has been calling for fiscal incentives to be introduced since the start of the
OMSH campaign in August 2002. In our report, Fiscal Incentives for Sustainable Homes,5 WWF called for
the introduction of:

— Stamp duty relief for homes meeting EcoHomes “Very Good” standard (and now the Code for
Sustainable Buildings);

— Reduced rate of VAT on new homes meeting “Very Good”, others to be taxed at 17.5%;

— Reduced VAT of 5% on accredited supplies; and

— Capital allowances for expenditure on conversion of premises into “sustainable” residential
dwellings for the rental market (this has now been introduced through the “Green landlords”
scheme.

WWF also strongly supports the work of organisations such as the Energy Saving Trust in promoting
council tax rebates for home-owners who carry out energy eYciency measures in their home.

B: Sustainable Communities: Homes For All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

In its vision of sustainable communities, in relation to the environment, the ODPM states that
communities should be:

— Environmentally sensitive—providing places for people to live that are considerate of the
environment.

— Well designed and built—featuring a quality built and natural environment.

— Well connected—with good transport services and communication linking people to jobs, schools,
health and other services.6

WWF would fully support these sentiments; however, we remain to be convinced of how the Government
will ensure that these aspirations are met. For example, although we support the development of the Code,
it is nonetheless only voluntary, and the Government has so far failed to specify how it will incentivise the
private sector to meet it. Furthermore, the watering down of Part L of the Building Regulations also serves
to undermine its commitment to reduce carbon emissions from new homes. In addition, the system that is
best placed to promote sustainable development and protect the environment, the Planning system, seems
to be under threat from initiatives such as the Barker Review which sees it more as an obstacle towards
development than a safeguard against unsustainable development. And despite the assertion in PPS 1 that
sustainable development is at the heart of Planning, in reality the pressure on Planners is arguably to speed
up the decision making process, rather than adding in extra “sustainability” considerations and risk slowing
the process down further.

5 WWF, 2002, Fiscal Incentives for Sustainable Homes.
6 ODPM, 2005, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All. A five year plan from the ODPM.
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On a more positive note, the ODPM is part-funding, with WWF, the development of Regional
Sustainability Checklists for Developments, based on the BRE/SEEDA model for the south east. WWF has
been encouraged by the commitment of the Code Steering Group to ensure close links between the Code
and the Checklists. The Checklists currently complement the BREEAM/EcoHomes standard and consider
the wider sustainability aspects of new developments, such as community consultation, transport links,
energy generation for the development and business development issues. WWF is working closely with
regional stakeholders to develop the Checklists, ensuring a close fit with regional policies and existing tools.
WWF has also received positive feedback from the ODPM Planning Division that they would support
Regional Assemblies in encouraging the use of the Checklists in the developing Regional Spatial Strategies.

WWF also fully supports the aspirations in the Five Year Plan for “making existing homes more
environmentally friendly, including energy eYciency improvements to over 1.3 million social homes between
2001 and 2010.” It is, after all, the existing stock which is the real problem in terms of carbon emissions (and
another reason for all new developments to be carbon neutral, to help oVset emissions from the “hard to
treat” existing stock) and WWF welcomes the Government’s commitment to upgrade social housing.
Nevertheless, WWF was very disappointed that the Government failed to require “consequential
improvements” to be made by homeowners when they were increasing the “carbon footprint” of their home
(eg by adding a conservatory) through the new Part L. WWF feels this was a wasted opportunity to address
an area over which the Government currently has very little impact—the energy eYciency of the privately
owned home.

5. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

The Five Year Plan does not appear to discuss the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build at all.

WWF is currently undertaking two pieces of work in the West Midlands aimed at assessing how best to
carry out “sustainable regeneration” of an area ear-marked for regeneration funding, and another study
assessing how to “retrofit” the “One Planet Living” principles (see attached briefing for further information)
into an existing, middle-class wealthy community.

It is hoped that these pieces of work, due to be published next May, will build on the work carried out by
organisations such as the Sustainable Development Commission and Oxford Environmental Change
Institute and, amongst other issues, examine the case for demolition and new build versus refurbishment/
regeneration.

C: LPS2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

WWF has little knowledge of the above initiative, but in principle, it sounds like a positive force for
change. We do however feel that it has not been very well publicised.

D: Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

WWF’s report,One Planet Living in the Thames Gateway highlighted the need for adequate infrastructure
if residents in the four Growth Areas were to avoid being locked into high carbon lifestyles for generations
to come. This extract is taken from the follow up report written by our partners BioRegional, Enabling One
Planet Living in the Thames Gateway.7 The report provided a detailed feasibility study into developing a
“zero waste, zero carbon” community (Z-squared) in the Thames Gateway. The report found that:

“Lack of infrastructure is currently constraining development in the Thames Gateway. By bringing
energy generation onsite, treating wastewater locally and maximising reuse, recycling and recovering energy
from waste, Z-squared places minimal additional pressure on Thames Gateway infrastructure. This has
come at an additional cost to Z-squared against a base case development but this is oVset by reduced car
parking requirement and associated infrastructure. Any conventional development will require oV-site
investment in, among other things, the national grid, electricity generating capacity, gas distribution
networks, reservoir capacity, wastewater treatment, residual waste disposal in the form of landfill capacity.
We have not been able to cost these oV-site investments but KBR have undertaken a rough economic

7 http://www.wwf.org.uk/filelibrary/pdf/z-squared2004.pdf



3247788001 Page Type [E] 23-03-06 12:31:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 4 Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence

appraisal which demonstrates that the overall capital investment is reduced and the annual benefit is more
than £2 million per year. If Z-squared was adopted across just 50% of the Thames Gateway, the economic
benefit over a 30 year period would be in excess of £l billion.”

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

Water supply concerns represent an increasing and very real long-term pressure, with significant negative
impacts on the freshwater environment. Assessments carried out for the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) indicate that 10% of the rivers and 26% of the groundwater of England and Wales are at risk of
failing the Directive due to over-abstraction. While particularly acute in the South East, challenges to public
water supply and threats to ecosystems from over-abstraction are present in many areas of the country. The
combination of projected increases in demand and changes in patterns of precipitation due to climate change
are likely to exacerbate this situation. At the same time, the WFD requires not only that there is no further
deterioration in freshwater quality, but that existing damage is reversed.

WWF believes that approaching this problem through the construction of more infrastructure is
fundamentally the wrong—and most expensive—approach. Significant measures are available to reduce
demand for water, and international experience demonstrates the possibilities and relative ease with which
this can be achieved. Measures require political will and co-ordinated action across government
departments, independent and regulatory agencies, and water companies. Much higher standards of water
eYciency and new build housing should be required, and incentives for home owners to improve water
eYciency should be improved. Significant consideration needs to be given to the introduction of incentive
pricing for water for both domestic and industrial consumers.

These water-eYciency measures are far more cost-eVective and less environmentally damaging than
alternative, infrastructure-based solutions.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

No, largely people do not consider water to be a problem, except perhaps in the height of summer when
they may experience a hose pipe ban. As well as oVering fiscal incentives for water eYciency, the
Government should invest in public advertising and consider the potential for a Water Saving Trust, along
the same lines as the Energy Saving Trust. WWF welcomes the establishment by the water companies of the
Water-wise initiative.

November 2005

Witness: Mr Paul King, Campaign Director, One Million Sustainable Homes, and Director, One Planet
Living, WWF-UK, gave evidence.

Q1 Joan Walley: Mr King, I would like to welcome perceived to be. These range from perceptions that
the current building regulations and planningyou and thank you for coming along and giving

evidence to what is in fact the first session of our regulations sometimes hinder rather than help
sustainability, perceptions that there are insuYcientinquiry. I think it is very important to get on record

how important this inquiry is in relation to the whole fiscal incentives either for developers or consumers,
the perception that sustainable homes cost too muchissue of sustainability. Given the work that you and

WWF have been doing, would you like to make a to build, the idea that there was no common
standard; people would not necessarily agree onvery brief statement by way of introduction? One of

the issues that we are really concerned about is your what a sustainable home would be, the idea that
financial institutions who made the investment inlack of membership of the Government’s Senior

Steering Group on the Code for Sustainable Homes. housebuilding were not particularly interested in
sustainability, and finally, a view held by a numberMr King: Thank you very much for inviting me

along to give evidence. I have been leading WWF’s of house builders, that consumers were not
interested in sustainable homes and did not wantOne Million Sustainable Homes campaign which we

launched at the World Summit on Sustainable them, and if they did they would be building them.
What we have been doing over almost the last fourDevelopment in the summer of 2002. Although it is

called One Million Sustainable Homes, we are less years is working with a wide variety of partners in
various positions of power and influence overtransfixed by a particular number and the campaign

is really all about mainstreaming sustainable homes. diVerent aspects of that debate to try and tackle
these barriers and change people’s perceptions. In allTo that end we spent quite a lot of time at the outset

trying to understand what people perceived to be the of that our dialogue with Government and ODPM
in particular has been critical as the main regulatingbarriers to mainstreaming sustainability in UK

housing. That led us to an understanding that I think department responsible for planning and building
regulations and we were invited to join theis quite widely shared of what the key barriers are
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Sustainable Buildings Task Group that was set up as standard for some time, and publicly committed to
move to the EcoHomes “Very Good” level as ata result of the Better Buildings Summit a couple of

years ago. Members of the Committee will know April 2006. In doing that the public sector was
committed to a standard that was significantlythat the report from the Sustainable Buildings Task

Group recommended a number of things but one of beyond building regulations and the minimum
requirements. EcoHomes as a standard isthe key recommendations was the establishment of

a single national code for sustainable buildings. That constitutionally committed to being beyond
regulation, so by signing up to that standardrecommendation was welcomed by Government last

summer and a Senior Steering Group was Government was sending a very clear signal that it
was going to lead the way and that these kinds ofestablished in December and WWF was invited in

the form of Robert Napier, my Chief Executive, to standards were significantly beyond the regulatory
minimum. What we saw in the draft code was fivebe represented on that group. We have been a

member of that group from that point up until 30 levels. Level three would be the entry point for the
public sector agencies and at that level, in perhapsNovember when Robert decided to resign. There

were essentially two reasons for that resignation. the most critical area of energy (although there are
a number of important areas), the requirement is noOne was to do with process and one was to do with

content of the draft code. Our feeling is that the more than the statutory minimum building
regulations.process of drafting the code and the way that the

steering group was managed and consulted and used
left an awful lot to be desired in basic logistical ways

Q4 Joan Walley: Can I be quite clear that what youbut also in more meaningful ways in terms of the way
are saying is that the content of the code is of a lesserthat advice was being taken on board or not. The
quality than the BRE EcoHomes standard? There isfinal straw in the process aspect of our resignation
no doubt about that?was that, despite assurances and promises to the
Mr King: That is right. Obviously, the EcoHomescontrary, we learnt that we were not going to be
has diVerent standard levels but if we are comparinggiven the opportunity to comment on or review the
the draft code to the EcoHomes “Very Good”draft before it was published. That was despite
standard the draft code is less than that standard.explicit assurances to the contrary at earlier steering

group meetings. Furthermore, when we finally saw
the draft code at the point when it was too late for us Q5 Joan Walley: Just so that I am clear in my mind,
to comment as members of the Senior Steering did you put all of this to ODPM, this procedure that
Group, we realised that this was a draft code that we you have qualms about, before the content of the
could not possibly defend in the public domain. draft code was published? Was there an opportunity

for ODPM to comment on what you were saying to
them? Did you raise this with them?Q2 Joan Walley: In terms of its content, what could
Mr King: The issue was raised repeatedlyyou not subscribe to?
throughout the life of the Senior Steering Group byMr King: There was an awful lot of rhetoric around
WWF and other members of the steering group.what the code should be and we supported that. We

supported the idea of a very strong, single, national
code. The idea was that it should set a stretching Q6 Joan Walley: What was ODPM’s response?
standard, a realistic and achievable but stretching Mr King: The specific point that was made
standard nonetheless, that would signpost the future throughout the process was that whatever it
direction of building regulations and the future produced had to be seen to be going further than
trend of sustainable building in the UK, and that it existing commitments; otherwise all the rhetoric
should also be a requirement of the public sector, the surrounding the code would be pointless, and the
agencies, such as English Partnerships and the assurance was repeatedly given that, of course, it
Housing Corporation, who eVectively use public must reach that level and in fact that we would be
money to fund housing in this country and indeed given the evidence before any public consultation
dispose of public land and so on. What we ended up that would demonstrate very clearly that the new
with was a draft code for sustainable buildings which draft code would be more than the previous
was less than existing Government commitments. commitment.

Q3 Joan Walley: How was it less than existing Q7 Joan Walley: And you say that that is not the
Government commitments? case?
Mr King: For some time public agencies have been Mr King: That is not the case.
committed to the BRE EcoHomes standard for
housing. For some considerable time English
Partnerships have been committed to that standard Q8 Joan Walley: Who else on the steering group

shares your view on this? Do you know?at a minimum of EcoHomes “Very Good” level. The
EcoHomes standard has “Pass”, “Good”, “Very Mr King: I would say that that discussion was had

several times in the Senior Steering Group meetingsGood” and “Excellent” levels. They committed at
the “Very Good” level on all of their land and in fact, and numerous members of the committee endorsed

that view. Everybody felt that if we were to go outfor the Millennium Communities Programme, at the
EcoHomes “Excellent” level. The Housing and be representatives of the Senior Steering Group

and ambassadors and advocates for this new code,Corporation has been committed to the EcoHomes
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we had to have pretty clear evidence that what we Q14 Mark Pritchard: What do you think they need
to do to attract you back into the process? Whatwere promoting was better than what already

existed. objective, hard measures need to be put in place to
bring you back on board?
Mr King: Quite simply a statement that, whatever

Q9 Joan Walley: Can I ask whether or not that results from the consultation period, the final code
message was conveyed to ministers or whether or not will be demonstrably stronger and go further than
it was dealt with at oYcial or oYcer level? existing Government commitments.
MrKing: It was dealt with at oYcial level. There was
one occasion where WWF wrote to the Deputy

Q15 Joan Walley: And you will be setting out whatPrime Minister expressing concern about the lack of
it would take for that to happen?progress with the process of developing the draft
Mr King: Yes.code, but most of the dialogue was at oYcial level.

Q16 Colin Challen: I am wondering if this episodeQ10 Joan Walley: Are you now completely out of
with your departure from the steering committee isthe loop on this or do you see yourselves going back
just a one-oV episode or would you say that it mightinto the fold?
be a more systemic characterisation of the way thatMrKing:Our aim is quite simply that we want to see
ODPM treats these issues?a strong code.
MrKing:What I would say is that WWF thinks long
and hard before taking a step like this. We prefer to

Q11 Joan Walley: Are you intending to discuss this be at the negotiating table having a structured
with ministers now that you have resigned? discussion rather than throwing our toys out of the

pram and we thought carefully about our decision toMr King: Yes. On the day that we resigned from the
resign and therefore it was really a case of the finalgroup we had numerous conversations with oYcials
straw in this particular process.at ODPM. They expressed great disappointment

that we felt the need to leave the group and they
expressed the hope that we would rejoin the eVort to Q17Colin Challen:Only on this particular occasion?establish a good code down the line and we remain In your general dealings with ODPM, which must beopen to that. We want to engage constructively in extensive over a long period of time, have you foundthis process in whatever way we can, so we will them to be more helpful in other regards? Is this just
respond to the consultation publicly but we are also a one-oV?
quite happy, obviously, to re-enter discussions Mr King: No, it is not just a one-oV. It has been
about how, during the consultation period, this code frustrating on a number of points.
can now be improved.

Q18 Colin Challen: Before I get to the main meat of
Q12 Joan Walley: Just before I bring in Mr my questions I want to ask whether you think a
Pritchard can I ask if there is a very clear list that you voluntary code is suYcient anyway or should it not
have of issues that you would want to be addressed all be built into regulations on a statutory footing?
by this code? It would be very helpful if we could Mr King: The question of a voluntary code versus
have a copy of that on the committee, further to the regulation is one that goes back a very long way. The
evidence that you have already given us. Sustainable Buildings Task Group took the view
Mr King: Absolutely. that it was the right approach to recommend a

voluntary standard, albeit that to make any kind of
voluntary standard stick or have any kind of impactQ13 Mark Pritchard: You say that you have had
it would need to be accompanied by some prettyconversations with ODPM and various meetings.
powerful incentives and also some considerableHave they written to you formally responding to the
marketing so that this became something that theconcerns that you have raised and the reasons for
end consumer would understand and recognise thatyour withdrawal from their committee?
it was something that added value in the same wayMr King: No, we have not had anything in writing.
that perhaps energy labelling of white goods hasOne thing that I should emphasise is that a critical
transformed that market, but also, to kick-start thepart of the process was the stage at which ODPM
kind of change that we need to see with the industry,would form a working relationship with the BRE
we really needed to see from Government some fiscalbecause, going back to the original recommendation
incentives to accompany the introduction of thefrom the Sustainable Buildings Task Group, which
code.said that the new code should build clearly on the

EcoHomes standard because it would be
nonsensical to re-invent the wheel in that respect, Q19Colin Challen:We will come back to that. Given
everybody agreed that it was critical that an its voluntary nature and the need for marketing you
agreement be reached with BRE. That agreement seem to have suggested that it has not been
was only reached extremely late in the day and that promoted very well, that many of the key
is why the final draft code was so radically diVerent stakeholding groups, the planning and building
from earlier drafts and the papers that the Senior sectors, for example, simply do not know about it. Is

that really the case?Steering Group had been able to discuss.
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Mr King: It is. A lot of stakeholders within the Mr King: It does not at present, no. There does not
seem to have been very much progress on thehousebuilding industry and outside it have been very

frustrated by what they have felt has been a rather introduction of fiscal incentives to support the code
at this time. That is pretty critical becauseopaque process and they have found it diYcult to

engage in the process of developing the draft code up Government itself has been quite critical of the take-
up to date of the EcoHomes standard which hasuntil now. Obviously, they now have an opportunity

with the public consultation period to do so but I been largely driven by compliance. That is to say
that the take-up of the EcoHomes standard is largelythink a lot of people do feel frustrated that there has

not been more opportunity to engage earlier. attributable to the public sector agencies which have
required it of development partners, so you have to
ask: what is going to make this code any diVerent if

Q20 Colin Challen: How do you think that the code the only people required to moot it again are going
should be sold to the key stakeholders? Has it all to be those same public sector agencies? That, of
been left a bit late? course, is compounded by our concern that the code
Mr King: It has been left a bit late. I do not think it may be less than the previous standard. There is a
is irretrievable. I still think there is the opportunity, clear question to be answered, which is: what is
not least because in terms of the basic methodology going to make this code diVerent from what has gone
an agreement has been reached with BRE to build a before? How is it going to be better as a standard and
strong code within the next three to four months. On how is Government going to drive take-up?
the back of a strong code I think a wide range of
stakeholders, including ourselves, could get behind

Q23Colin Challen: I asked a parliamentary questionit and promote it to the media and the public so that
last week to ODPM about whether they could tell usit does become something that figures in the public
how many homes are currently being built toconsciousness when people think of buying a new
EcoHomes standards and they said it would behome.
information gained only to proportionate cost. Are
we simply unaware how many homes in the country
currently each year are built to EcoHomesQ21 Colin Challen: It strikes me that WWF’s

decision to leave the steering group is probably the standards? Is it so diYcult to establish that fact?
Mr King: No, it is not at all.greatest publicity that the code has so far received,

which might make some people rather cynical about
the content of it. Indeed, you are yourselves still Q24 Colin Challen: Are the figures in the public
critical of the content. How would WWF go about domain?
promoting the code or would you say, “We do not Mr King: The figures are in the public domain and
want to promote it because it does not go far they can be obtained from BRE who can give a
enough”? What position are you now left in with complete breakdown of homes that have been
regard to promoting it? assessed and built to their diVerent standards. I have
MrKing:We want to take an optimistic view, which to say the numbers are relatively small.
is that we will end up with a code that we are happy
to promote. We are not happy to promote it at the Q25 Colin Challen: Can you say how many there
moment but we think it can be improved upon are? Do you know oV hand?
significantly. In fact, it would not take very much at Mr King: I would want to check the precise figures
all if the will were there to improve it significantly but we are talking of small numbers of per cent.
because a code based very clearly on an EcoHomes
methodology could easily adopt the very best of the

Q26 Colin Challen: Outside of the code, in terms ofEcoHomes methodology and improve upon it and
fiscal incentives, do you get any encouragementthat could be done quite quickly. One of the things
from what is coming out of the Treasury? Forthat WWF has been doing over the last few years is
example, did the Pre-Budget Report in your viewhaving conversations with other actors in the market
contain any serious incentives?place to see what could be done in terms of creating
MrKing:We hoped that there might be rather more.market-based incentives for take-up of the code in
We hoped that there might be some kind ofaddition to the public finances by way of fiscal
incentive, some sort of system which wouldincentives. For example, we work very closely with
encourage developers not only to take up the codethe Halifax/Bank of Scotland talking about the
but also to stretch to the higher levels of the code.opportunities to introduce things like preferential
That does not seem to have appeared. There do notmortgages and insurance products that could be
seem to be any new direct fiscal incentives of the kindlinked to the code so that the code would become a
that have been called for by a number of agencies forbenchmark to trigger preferential rates in terms of
quite a long period of time. The ones most oftenthose sorts of products, so that the end user is faced
referred to are preferential rates of stamp duty orwith a suite of benefits that come along with the label
stamp duty rebate. The Energy Savings Trustof a better home.
amongst others has promoted the concept of council
tax rebates for homes which meet a higher level, and
obviously that would need to be administered at aQ22 Colin Challen: You obviously discussed fiscal

incentives in the steering group. Do you think that local level but with some form of central government
support. There has been talk about the introductionthe code that we have now contains any serious fiscal

incentives? of a form of VAT on new-built homes which, of
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course, does not currently exist, and the idea that Q30 Joan Walley: Lastly from me on this section, in
terms of the other mechanisms that you were talkingyou could introduce a reduced rate of VAT for

homes which met a code standard to provide an about that could be used to get higher standards
were things like local development frameworks andincentive and at the same time be a disincentive for

new homes to be built to anything less than the code getting planning guidance embedded in local
authorities with the housing market renewal areasstandards.
looked at? It seems to me that we have got such an
opportunity there with all the housing marketQ27 Colin Challen: In the consultation paper on the
renewal areas to get this code embedded.proposals for introducing a code of sustainable
Mr King: Through the Senior Steering Group wehomes reference is made to WWF and BRE working
never really got into those sorts of discussions abouttogether to develop a region-specific sustainability
how the code would be embedded.check list for developers. Are you still going to be

involved in that despite having left the steering
Q31 Joan Walley: So we are not looking at how wegroup?
do it? It is still out there somewhere?MrKing:Absolutely, yes. The project is 50% funded
Mr King: That was not taken forward by the Seniorby ODPM so as long as that continues we will
Steering Group. Separately WWF, with initiativescontinue with the project. The aim of this, which was
such as the regional sustainability check list, onsomething that I became interested in when we were
which we have been in discussion with regionalinvolved with the Egan review of skills, was to look
authorities about embedding it within regionalfor a tool that would aid the dialogue between
special strategies and so on, is looking at those kindsplanners and developers to aid a shared
of mechanism.understanding of what sustainable development

means at a housebuilding and development level. It
is a tool really to help that dialogue in the pre- Q32 Mark Pritchard: Before I come on to
planning process. As such we see it as something that Sustainable Communities: Homes for All can I come
should be directly complementary to the code in back to the VAT point that you raised? Do you agree
terms of taking a broader view of some of the spatial with me that VAT on new homes might make it more
dimensions, although we are concerned that, of diYcult for people to enter the property market, in
course, the check list in itself would not be, as particular first-time buyers? What is the view of
currently envisaged, any sort of requirement of WWF on VAT on new homes?
anybody. It would be a tool that would aid this Mr King: It is one of a number of measures that we
dialogue for those planners and developers provisionally recommended in a report we produced
interested in building to code standards but it would nearly three years ago now. There are some
not form a requirement of any kind. distributional issues that probably need to be looked

at more closely, if I am honest, in terms of the pros
and cons of introducing VAT on new homes. OneQ28 Joan Walley: Just before we leave the code,
can look at the distributional eVects in terms of thecould you perhaps tell us why it took so long for
social consequences overall but I do think in termsODPM to reach an agreement with BRE?
of kick-starting something with the newMrKing: I really do not know. There are clearly two
housebuilders it could have a desirable eVect.sides to the story. We and other members of the

steering group found it quite a frustrating process.
There were obviously concerns on the BRE side Q33 Mark Pritchard: In your view does the Five
about intellectual property rights surrounding BRE Year Action Plan Sustainable Communities: Homes
and EcoHomes but our understanding is that they for All represent a genuine attempt to address the
were very open and willing to co-operate and environmental impacts of increased housebuilding
collaborate and we are not clear what the or do you think it merely pays lip service to them?
obstructions were at ODPM. MrKing:We believe that many of the aspirations set

out from the Sustainable Communities plan onwards
have been quite genuine at one level, but I do notQ29 Joan Walley: Can I check again: you seem very
think there has been suYcient attention paid to whatoptimistic about getting some kind of good code and
is required to deliver this. One of the key issues,getting back on track with it all. If it has taken this
obviously, is the sustainable infrastructure requiredlong to get to where we are now are you being over-
to support this housing. There are obviously bigoptimistic? Do you think it really is feasible if your
questions about the regional distribution of housingpleadings have not been taken on board so far? Is
proposed as well that other agencies are betterthere the will to do it?
qualified than I am to comment on. At the higherMrKing: I believe that a very strong code could have
level the aspirations are genuine and well-intendedbeen produced in a very much shorter time than we
but I do not think the consequences have been put inhave currently had in this process. I think that from
and suYciently thought through.the point at which the SBTG issued its

recommendations probably a very strong code could
have been developed within a three-month period. I Q34 Mark Pritchard: You refer to the “watering

down” of Part L of the building regulations which,would say now that we have the EcoHomes
methodology underpinning the code we could to quote your document, “serves to undermine [the

Government’s] commitment to reduce carbonresolve the situation within three months if there is
suYcient will. emissions from new homes”. Why do you think the
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Government has pulled back from its original Q36 Colin Challen: On that point, I am just
wondering if you would be able to shed any light onposition and what do you think the implications will
an article I read in this month’s Energy in Buildingsbe of this reduction?
and Industry. I do not know if you read thisMr King: To some extent WWF feels that you have
magazine. On Part L it says that ODPM often makesto look at this in the bigger context. We have
the claim that the overall impact of the change is acurrently a Government that is patting itself on the
40% improvement in the energy eYciency of newback for a positive outcome in Montreal, and we are
buildings. Do you go along with that 40% figuretalking about big picture politics on climate change,
because it says here that other commentators put theand then we have our housing which contributes
actual improvements from next April 1 at 18 rathersomething rapidly approaching a third of our CO2
than 40% I would be interested in your reaction toemissions in the UK, and you then look at the
that.opportunities that we have had to tackle both
Mr King: The discrepancy in those figures is thatexisting and new housing stock and it seems to us
ODPM has recently started quoting a 40% figurethat opportunities are being given away and
which takes into account the improvement that wassquandered. We felt, as many other agencies did,
made at 2002, so 40% is a composite figure of thethat there was a particular opportunity with the
improvements made in 2002 and now to be made inreview of Part L to implement measures for
2006. The other figures are to do with whether it wasconsequential improvements, which got a very going to be a 25% or an 18% improvement overpositive reception in the consultation to Part L, the 2002.

point being that where people extend their homes by
adding a large conservatory or something they

Q37 Colin Challen: Do you think that 40% over thatwould look to upgrade or reduce the carbon
period of time is good?footprint of their home overall. The fact that that
Mr King: It has got to be welcomed. The question israther rare opportunity to intervene in the owner-
whether it goes far enough. Having said that, what Ioccupied market was thrown away we think is a
would say, and I think this is quite an importantgreat shame, and to some extent perhaps that
point in relation to the code, is where are we goingtriggered the commitment to have another review in
with all of this? We are quite open to the view ofthe spring of next year of future incentives that could
many people in the industry that you can only everbe put in place to address energy eYciency in existing
go so far in wringing more and more energyhousing. Similarly, in terms of new housing
eYciency out of an individual building, and wherestandards Part L, a figure of 25% in terms of a
that means we need to go, particularly in terms ofpercentage improvement over the 2002 regulations new development, is looking at new developmentwas very widely discussed and was often used as a much more holistically. We need to be looking at

figure by ministers, and we ended up with a figure energy savings at that level because the potential
more like 18% (and some people would say that even energy savings at a development level are far greater
those numbers are slightly optimistic), but you get than any further incremental improvements we are
into very technical detail when you start to unpick going to be able to wring out of Part L.
them at that sort of level. What seems to have
happened is that there seems almost to be an

Q38 David Howarth: Can I bring you on to theacceptance that the diYculty of enforcing current
Barker Review and the Government’s response tobuilding regulations has had a sort of dumbing-
the Barker Review last week? You did not have adown eVect. There is a view that because it is so
chance in your written statement to comment ondiYcult to enforce the regulations we have already
that because it came out afterwards. I was hopinggot let us not push them up too high because we are
you might have some comments on thejust being unrealistic about what we are going to
Government’s response. Was there anything in theirachieve here. Of course, we would not think that was response that was encouraging or surprising or werethe right approach. We would think it was all the there any issues left hanging over from the Barker

more reason to tackle the enforcement issue, not to Review that the Government did not deal with?
water down the future direction of building Mr King: One of the elements of surprise, I have to
regulations. say, was the housing numbers that were talked

about. It is fair to say that quite a lot of people feared
that the housing numbers might be an awful lot

Q35 David Howarth: Before you leave Part L, is it higher than the numbers that were announced, and
your view that by not tackling the extensions issue that is somewhat curious given one of the key
the situation is getting worse because people who do agendas for building more houses, which is the
extensions in fact increase the amount of energy aVordability argument. I suppose that just leaves me
their housing is using and the reason for having the wondering whether the kind of increase that was
energy review of the house was to overcome the talked about in the Pre-Budget Report would have
increase rather than to try and make things better? Is any marked influence on aVordability. There were
that the problem? reports published both on the aVordability aspects
MrKing:Absolutely. It is both a missed opportunity and on the sustainability aspects of Barker that were
to tackle the existing stock, but it is also exacerbated published on the same day and I am still ploughing
by the fact that you are increasing the carbon through some of the detail of those reports. I slightly

wonder where the aVordability argument is at.footprint of those homes.
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Q39 David Howarth: Have you any comment on the Mr King: To some extent they could be avoided. I
think it is a chicken and egg question because, ofneed for planning gain supplements? The CPRE was

reported as saying that that would just increase the course, it all depends on the standard to which the
homes are built. We produced a report called Oneincentives for planners to choose greenfield sites

over brownfield sites. Is that your view as well or do Planet Living in the Thames Gateway a couple of
years ago which showed that homes built to theyou have no such views?

Mr King: I think it is still a little bit unclear about EcoHomes “Very Good” standard could on
average save about 40% of water use. If you arewhat the eVects of the planning gain supplement

would be. Obviously, one of the stated purposes and saving that amount of water or more, which can be
done extremely cost eVectively, clearly thebenefits of them would be to help to subsidise or

support or fund the infrastructure that is required to additional pressure on water is going to be reduced.
On the other hand I would not want to suggest thataccompany new housing. What we would say on

that front is that we need to fundamentally rethink we do not need more water resources because at the
moment we do not have the assurances that we areour infrastructure. We seem to be slightly stuck in a

“business as usual” model in terms of infrastructure going to achieve those sorts of standards.
funding. The Environment Agency has produced
some figures which suggest that— Q43 Dr Turner: It is, as you say, very diYcult to
Joan Walley: We will come on to the infrastructure disentangle those points. I take it that you would
in a moment. agree that there needs to be a considerable public
DavidHowarth: I think we should come on to it now. awareness campaign to get people to change their

habits in order to want to have homes of those
standards and demand them. Have you made anyQ40 Dr Turner: Do you think that the Government
eVorts in that direction?has done all that has been needed to secure
Mr King: There are issues to do with behavioursuYcient funds for the infrastructure for all this
change inevitably. We can all change our behaviournew development?
and live far more sustainably. We could use lessMr King: No, I do not think it has but, as I say,
energy, less water and so on. Also, there are veryI think that conversation could be better informed
simple things that could be done. For example, byin any case about the most cost eVective way of
replacing conventional toilets with dual flushmeeting our infrastructure needs. What I mean by
toilets, by inserting sprays into taps and showerthat, if I can refer to the Environment Agency’s
fittings, making them more water eYcient, it isfigures estimating roughly somewhere between
possible to save roughly 30% of your water use at£35,000 and £65,000 per new home in terms of
no additional cost and therefore these things shouldprovision of infrastructure, is that we worked with
clearly be regulated for. I understand there is anBioRegional, who were the catalysts behind the
ongoing debate in Government about whether it isBedZED development, a concept development that
necessary to regulate for these sorts of measures,has been commercially costed, which was a
whereas to my mind it would seem an obvious andproposal called Z-squared for 5,000 homes in the
simple step to take.Thames Gateway which we hope will become a

reality within the next 12 months. What that
Q44 Dr Turner: So it all leads back logically todevelopment does is internalise all the energy
having an exacting code in the first place andgeneration, water and waste treatment
making it statutory?infrastructure. It also requires the homes to be built
Mr King: Yes, an exacting code accompanied by ato a minimum of EcoHomes “Excellent” level and
public awareness campaign, so that you are givingthe cost per dwelling of meeting all of that
people the wherewithal to reduce theirinfrastructure internalised in that way and of the
consumption in an optimal way.higher building standards is about £22,000, so we

believe that taking a diVerent approach to
infrastructure provision means that you can Q45 Dr Turner: Are you satisfied that the water

companies are playing their part in this process?achieve sustainable communities at a fraction of the
cost of building more “business as usual” standard Mr King: To be honest, I am not an expert in that

area so I would not seek to comment.homes with traditional infrastructure provision.

Q46 Joan Walley: Just to go back to what you wereQ41 Dr Turner: So clearly the answer is no, but it
saying about the tighter regulations in respect ofis not a simple “no” because it is not just a question
toilets and taps and water use and so on, have youof providing more water pipes or whatever, but by
been involved in talks with manufacturers or anythe internal design of the projects?
of the manufacturers’ associations because clearly,Mr King: Yes.
if you are looking towards incorporating new
design and innovation into the whole building
process, that is something whereby everybodyQ42 Dr Turner: Clearly you are not happy with

estimates by the Environment Agency, for instance, needs to be on board in order to be able to plan
ahead with the certainty that manufacturers needof the need for as many as four or five new

reservoirs in the South East. Do you think that they for that? Have they been part of the discussions
that you have been having about these scarceare unnecessary? Do you think that those sorts of

infrastructure developments could be avoided? resources and how to deal with them?
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Mr King: WWF specifically has not had those eVectively already. All it needs is a cleared switch
either through the Water Fittings Directive ordiscussions with water fittings manufacturers.

However, what we do know is that already there through the building regulations to make that
happen.are these products in the market place and they are

now cost comparable with less eYcient products. It Joan Walley: On that point may I thank you so
much for coming along. It has been very interestingis a classic case, it seems to us, where a simple

regulation would drive the market that way. We and illuminating. It is the first of our sessions, so
thank you very much indeed and we look forwardknow the technology is there. It can be done cost
to receiving the list that we referred to earlier.

Memorandum submitted by the Environment Agency

Summary

The residential sector consumes significant levels of resources. Homes use two-thirds of water put into the
public supply network. They use 30% of energy and are responsible for 24% of greenhouse gas emissions.
We need to improve the environmental performance of buildings and neighbourhoods. In particular:

— the quality of new housing, particularly the standard of environmental performance, must be part
of any proposals for accelerating household growth;

— the Government must deliver its commitment to the introduction of minimum water eYciency
standards;

— the environmental performance of existing housing stock must be addressed;

— buildings need to be located in the right place. We welcome consultation on draft PPS25
Development and Flood Risk;

— we need long term planning and funding for necessary environmental infrastructure to support
housing development;

— we look forward to the public consultation and forthcoming delivery of the Code for Sustainable
Buildings by April 2006. The Code for Sustainable Buildings is one part of the package necessary
to deliver sustainable communities; and

— fiscal measures should reward higher building quality and improved environmental performance.
We would welcome incentives for industry and residents to take action.

1. Introduction

1.1 We are the Government’s leading advisor on the environment. We work with national, regional and
local government to ensure that current levels of planned housing growth are sustainable and that the
environmental risks of development are clearly understood and addressed.

1.2 Through the planning process we:

— contribute to national, regional and local planning frameworks to ensure planning policies are in
place to protect the environment, mitigate impacts and increase the potential for environmental
improvement;

— contribute to the sustainability appraisal of planning policies, including their Strategic
Environmental Assessment;

— highlight to local authorities the environmental risk—including flood risk—of individual planning
applications; and

— provide guidance to developers on avoiding and reducing the environmental impact of their
proposals and on maximising environmental benefits.

1.3 We also advise the Government on the adequacy of Water Company Water Resources Plans, regulate
the treatment of contaminated land and the treatment and disposal of waste, and are responsible for the
strategic planning, management and delivery of flood risk infrastructure.

2. Inquiry Issues

The Code for Sustainable Buildings—can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed?

2.1 The Code alone will not achieve the degree of change needed. If housing growth is to be sustainable,
the impacts on critical environmental factors such as water supply, sewerage systems, waste disposal
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facilities, greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity and flood risk must be identified and addressed as an
integral part of delivery plans. The Government has acknowledged this in its manifesto. All these factors
fall outside the scope of the proposed code.

2.2 However the code is an integral part of a necessary package of measures. It will:

— deliver high (above Building Regulations) standards for all new homes funded through public
private partnerships;

— signal to industry the direction Building Regulations are taking;

— make the industry more familiar with innovative approaches and techniques.

2.3 Alongside the Code there should be :

— improved standards of resource eYciency for all new and existing homes;

— arrangements put in place to ensure houses are not built in areas of environmental risk;

— the timely provision of the necessary associated infrastructure.

Building Standards

2.4 The residential sector consumes significant levels of resources. Homes use two-thirds of water put into
the public supply network. They use 30% of energy and are responsible for 24% of greenhouse gas emissions.
We need improved minimum standards of building delivered nationally through regulation to achieve the
level of change needed.

2.5 The demand for water created by new and existing homes could be substantially reduced through
improved standards of water eYciency. Our work shows that water eYciencies of up to 25% per household
can be gained by ensuring pipework, fittings and appliances maintain standards of performance and use less
water. The cost of these eYciencies is modest. In some cases the cost of eYcient units is less than conventional
or standard items.

2.6 High water eYciency standards applied to all the one million new homes currently planned for south
east England could save more than 60 million litres a day—enough to supply water for 500,000 people. But
voluntary initiatives will not create the step change necessary. We urgently need the review of Building
Regulations (Part G) to deliver national minimum standards for water conservation in all new homes. The
code should stretch standards, signpost likely future changes to Building Regulations, and encourage
innovation. It should, as the Government intends, be the minimum required for all publicly funded housing.

2.7 We need to encourage local authorities to apply code standards to private homes. We are currently
unsure how the Government intends to take this forward.

2.8 We also need high standards for flood resilience and resistance in homes that are vulnerable to
flooding. This means they should be:

— designed to manage flood water on the site, for example using parks and green spaces for
temporary storage;

— safe for occupation and use during flood, with safe access in and out for occupiers and emergency
services, including if defences were to overtop or fail;

— flood resilient (for example use of stone floors that do not need to be replaced after a flood) or
resistant (that is, where water is prevented from entering the building);

— not dependent primarily upon the construction of new, or improvement of existing, flood defences
to manage the risk;

— where technically possible, use sustainable drainage systems to reduce risks.

2.9 We are currently working with ODPM on how to establish flood resilience in Building Regulations.

Adequate enforcement

2.10 Over 30% of new homes do not comply with the Building Regulations. To achieve the required
resource eYciencies the Regulations must be adequately enforced.

Retrofitting

2.11 About 75% of the current housing stock will be around in 2050. A reduction in the environmental
impact of existing homes could release some “environmental headroom” for new houses. For example,
improving the eYciency of water use in the existing housing stock could oVset the demand for water that is
created by new housing. Our preliminary research shows that retrofitting existing housing with water
eYcient devices could provide around 40% of the extra demand.

2.12 The majority of households could save up to one quarter of their current water use—between 8%
and 16% by simply retrofitting toilets. Houses over five years old are likely to present highest water eYciency
opportunities.
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2.13 In September, ODPM Ministers announced a review of incentives for improving the eYciency of
existing stock. This review will cover both water and energy eYciency. We look to this study to provide
clear recommendations to encourage residents to take action to improve the environmental eYciency of
their homes.

Location

2.14 Depending on where they are located and the standards to which they are built, planned new housing
has implications for water resources, water quality, and flood risk, as well as waste management and air
quality.

2.15 Flood risk is a critical location issue that needs to be addressed. Over five million people and
two million homes and businesses are currently at risk from flooding in England and Wales. Recent floods,
storms and drought have shown how vulnerable we are to the weather. The floods this summer in Europe
and the events in New Orleans illustrate this very well.

2.16 We have made significant progress in flood risk management through increased investment, both in
defences and flood warning, and in mapping the risk of flooding, but the additional risks and costs could
be reduced if new building in high flood risk areas is carefully managed. The Government’s Foresight Future
Flooding report highlighted that, in the face of climate change, the risk of flooding over the next 30–100
years increases significantly, and the damage could be very costly if flood management policies remain
unchanged. It also concluded eVective land-use planning to manage flood risk could reduce the aggregate
cost of flood defences from £52 billion to £22 billion until the 2080s.

2.17 Research by the Association of British Insurers has shown that one-third of designated development
sites (up to 108,000 homes) in the Government’s south east growth areas are located in the floodplain, and
10,000 properties may be built in areas with significant flood risk.8 Spatial planning must direct homes to
places where exposure to environmental risk is least. The review of PPG25 on Development and Flood Risk
(and the intention to give clear advice to local authorities on the need to avoid development in areas of flood
risk) is therefore welcome.

2.18 Spatial planning should also flag up where new facilities—like waste handling facilities and sewage
treatment works are needed and signal where these types of infrastructure are a precondition of housing
growth (see section D on infrastructure).

Is the Government doing enough to promote the code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

2.19 It is unfortunate that there has been a delay in the publication of the draft code for consultation.
The construction industry would have benefited from an early indication of the scope of the code and how
it will work in practice. However, once it is in place the code will be a pre-condition of any housing
development involving public funds so the construction industry will have to respond quickly.

2.20 If the code is to have wider application, and we believe that it should, it will need to be actively
promoted by national, regional and local government and be underpinned by incentives or made a planning
requirements. Developers have, in the past, indicated that they are unlikely to adopt voluntary standards.
Their preference is for an unambiguous regulatory floor.

Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

2.21 Yes. There is a place for fiscal measures alongside other instruments (for example information, such
as labelling schemes and the Home Information Pack, regulation and standards, the code, and Government
led procurement) to reward and encourage better environmental design. Fiscal measures, such as council
tax or VAT reductions, could drive up standards, particularly in existing housing. Government should
investigate the creation of incentives for investment in technologies and integrated approaches to
environmental infrastructure that deliver multiple benefits. These could include grants, loans or fiscal
incentives such as Enhanced Capital Allowances.

2.22 The aVordability of a home includes both its initial cost and its running costs. Higher environmental
standards in new homes will make houses more aVordable, and more comfortable, to live in, particularly
for those on lower incomes. Our research has shown that a house designed to be 25 per cent less wasteful
in water, energy and waste delivers savings of £138/year to run. Even if the householder were to pay the full
additional cost of these measures (about £800) they would get their money back in six years. With an
appropriate fiscal incentive the householder will be repaid in less time.

8 ABI, Making Communities Sustainable p 7 http://www.abi.org.uk/display/File/Child/554/Making—Communities—
Sustainable—housingsummary.pdf
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Infrastructure—is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of
infrastructure?

2.23 Accelerated development in the south and east of England, in particular, will stretch the capability
of some environmental infrastructure to cope. But a great deal more of the nation’s existing environmental
infrastructure is also in need of investment. There has been a historic legacy of under investment and
maintenance in public and private sewerage infrastructure resulting in leakage, collapse, overloading and
sewer flooding. The need to reduce waste going to landfill requires waste minimisation and major investment
in alternative waste treatment.

2.24 The Government needs to secure sustained investment, from private and public sources, for the
environmental infrastructure to overcome the predicted environmental impacts, climate change and deliver
good basic services in water, waste and flood protection. This investment needs to be planned ahead and in
some cases will need to be a precondition of growth.

2.25 Tomorrow’s infrastructure may look very diVerent to yesterday’s. For example smaller scale, more
decentralised facilities that provide multiple benefits. Funding and institutions need to be more flexible to
support innovation.

Water quality, sewerage and waste water

2.26 Concentrated housing growth in some places will mean that the capacity of sewers will have to be
extended if residents are to benefit from acceptable levels of waste and foul water drainage and we are to
meet current and future water quality standards.

2.27 We estimated that up to 80 sewage treatment works will need to be upgraded in the south east to
service the demand from existing and new housing being discussed in the draft south east plan. This figure
could be much higher if there is a step change in housing growth to meet aVordability goals.

2.28 Demand management can reduce the need for capital investment in costly infrastructure. For
example, the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) can reduce the need for more traditional forms
of wastewater facilities.

Waste

2.29 Building new homes creates waste. We estimate that plans for new homes in the south and east of
England could result in between 10.12 and 13.33 million tonnes a year of construction demolition and
excavation waste. Up to 20% of this could be hazardous waste. We estimate that up to seven incinerators
or 50 waste treatment facilities will be required to deal with waste from new homes in the South and East
of the country.

2.30 We need to drive down waste arising from construction through: better on-site sorting, storage and
management of materials and waste; re-use of excavated inert waste; on-site remediation; and the use of
sustainable construction techniques.

Water resources

2.31 For water resources, traditional resource side options, such as reservoirs, are generally expensive,
inflexible and have high social, economical and environmental costs. Large infrastructure projects may take
up to 20 years to develop—committing customers and society in general to an ongoing high energy/cost
solution.

2.32 Some new reservoirs may prove to be necessary. (We currently think four or five in the east and south
east in the next 15 years.) But this must be balanced by lower cost, flexible opportunities to secure more
eYcient use of the existing water resource. Demand management is key to establishing an appropriate mix
of schemes and should mitigate or at least defer the need to develop some new resources. This twin track
approach is essential to balance the social, environmental and economic needs of housing growth. It will
depend on:

— more rapid household metering penetration;

— higher water eYciency standards in new housing stock;

— the development of incentives to encourage retrofit of existing stock;

— more public awareness;

— water labelling of fixtures, fittings and appliances;

— market transformation strategies to accelerate adoption of more eYcient products in the do-it-
yourself and retrofit markets.
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Energy

2.33 Alongside energy eYciency, local and small-scale generation of low carbon heat and power will play
a far larger part in meeting the needs of communities in future. Building-integrated systems and local sources
of heat and power can reduce overall emissions of greenhouse gases, contribute to security of supply, help
provide aVordable warmth, and promote competition in the energy economy. We support adoption of
microgeneration in ways that are sensitive to the local environment as an obvious component of sustainable
building and communities.

Funding

2.34 New development puts pressure on existing infrastructure and may require new infrastructure to be
built. While better demand management (for example through better water eYciency) can reduce the levels
of infrastructure that will be required, we are concerned that adequate funding for environmental
infrastructure may not be forthcoming. Funding for these types of infrastructure is complex. There will be
a mix of private and public investment, funded through consumer charges, developer contributions and
general taxation. Existing charging structures for water, flood risk management and waste mean that the
homeowner or occupier does not pay the full costs of these pressures. Estimates for infrastructure per house
are around £35,000–£45,000. In some places, like the Thames Gateway, it could be as high as £65,000 per
house. We believe that there is a case for developers to contribute more in some cases.

2.35 The proposed Planning Gain Supplement is one vehicle that could be used to meet some of these
costs. Whatever form of planning contribution is created in the future (for example Section 106, revised
section 106, Planning Gain Supplement, Development TariV etc) it should provide suYcient funds for
essential environmental infrastructure. We need better recognition of the role of the developer in designing
out the need for expensive and unsustainable infrastructure, especially for flood defences, and take into
account the impacts of climate change over the lifetime of the development.

Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas? And
is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply a
knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

2.36 Our research shows that Water Companies have underestimated by 20% the level of housing growth
in their water resources plans. This is not an immediate problem but will need to be addressed in future
strategic planning cycles. Government policy is for water resources to be met through a combination of
demand management and investment in new resources.

2.37 Southern England has just had its driest ten months since 1976. River flows and groundwater levels
are low across southern England, causing environmental problems such as distressed fish, damage to
wetland bird breeding grounds, algal blooms and loss of habitats. Water companies plan for droughts like
this, but the high population density and the low rainfall mean that the water available for each person in
south-east England is lower than in many parts of Mediterranean Europe.

2.38 We are concerned about continued security of water supply in south-east England. This is the driest
part of the country. The water environment is particularly valuable: chalk streams and rivers are rare and
some of the best in Europe are in south-east England. Population is growing and individual demand for
water is also increasing. This adds to the pressure on the water environment in areas where there is little
additional water available for abstraction.

2.39 There are options for further water resource development in the south east. Water companies have
identified sites where new reservoirs could be built or existing reservoirs could be extended. There is also
scope for more water to be transferred from other parts of the country. However, all of these developments
are costly and have a detrimental eVect on the environment. They also take between 10 and 20 years to
construct.

2.40 Water resources can be made available for growth areas in the south east, but at a cost. We are
concerned to make sure that this is properly planned so that any new development has the lowest possible
environmental and social impact. Managing demand in new and existing homes and businesses can help to
minimise these eVects and make the best use of the limited volume of water we have.

2.41 Metering can make a significant contribution to the management of water resources in England and
Wales. It raises customers’ awareness of how much water they are using and, providing appropriate tariVs
are charged, encourages them to reduce their water use. Emerging research suggests metering can reduce
demand by between 8% and 21%.9 Suitable safeguards are required to protect the vulnerable groups.

2.42 All new properties are metered and water companies have several opportunities to meter existing
households. But there are large diVerences in metering coverage between water companies—from 5% to
60%. The current annual rate of progress in meter installation ranges from 0.79% (Thames Water) to 4.95%

9 Impact eVect of metering—UK evidence summary (draft). Herrington, 2005.
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(South West Water). Five companies project metering coverage of less than 50% by 2030. Two of these are
in the south of England. We need to encourage more rapid and widespread metering of household water
supplies, with more sophisticated tariVs.

Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

2.43 The Environment Agency is actively engaged in the Government’s Water EYciency Group, which
has been established to take forward and deliver water eYciency in homes and businesses. In addition we
are engaged with:

— Public awareness campaigns. As part of our drought plans, we work with others on public
awareness campaigns on water eYciency.

— Water EYciency Awards. The fourth Environment Agency Water EYciency Awards were held in
March 2005. Sectors covered include leisure and tourism, building and construction, industry &
business, public sector, education and community work.

— World Environment Day. The Environment Agency has promoted United Nations World
Environment Day for 2004 and 2005. Saving water has been a major feature of the campaign in
both years and is certain to be a major issue in 2006 too. We estimate that 114 million litres of water
would be saved directly from the promises made.

3. Conclusions

3.1 We need improved the environmental performance of buildings and neighbourhoods. In particular:

— the quality of new housing, particularly the standard of environmental performance, must be part
of any proposals for accelerating household growth;

— the Government must deliver its commitment to review Part G of the Building Regulations and
the introduction of minimum water eYciency standards;

— we must tackle the environmental performance of existing housing stock;

— buildings need to be located in the right place. We welcome consultation on draft PPS25
Development and Flood Risk;

— we need long term planning and funding for necessary environmental infrastructure to support
housing development;

— we look forward to the public consultation and forthcoming delivery of the Code for Sustainable
Buildings by April 2006. The Code for Sustainable Buildings is one part of the package necessary
to deliver sustainable communities but it is not enough on its own;

— fiscal measures should reward higher building quality and improved environmental performance.
We would welcome incentives for industry and residents to take action.

November 2005

Witnesses: Sir John Harman, Chairman, and Ms Pam Gilder, Head of Policy Development and Promotion,
Environment Agency, gave evidence.

Q47 JoanWalley:May I welcome you, Sir John, and simply arises from the observation that the built
environment, of which housing is an important part,Ms Gilder. It is always good for the Select

Committee to have the Environment Agency here. I has a big environmental impact. I do not need to
rehearse the figures. All of you on the committeethink it has been quite useful and helpful too that

you were in for our first session just now. By way of know about the carbon impact of housing, the water
impact and so forth. It is a very straightforwardintroduction, given that we are just kicking oV on

this inquiry, if you have any comments in the light of conclusion from that that we would take an interest
in three major features of housing development: firstwhat you have just heard or on the general position

of the Environment Agency, we would be very of all, its location for obvious reasons, which include
flood risk; secondly, its standards, and that was thepleased to hear them. Perhaps you would introduce

your colleague as well, Sir John. discussion you were having with Paul just now; and,
thirdly, infrastructure. They all seem to me to beSir JohnHarman:Thank you very much, Chairman.

I am accompanied by Pam Gilder, who is the Head relevant to you. The only thing in addition I would
say is that I listened with interest to about the first 20of Sustainable Development Policy in the

Environment Agency. I am very grateful for her minutes of your previous session on the code. I
would claim to be joint godparent of the code. If wepresence today because, as you can tell from my

voice, I cannot guarantee that it will last out. By way get on to that, Chairman, all I want to say is that I
am quite happy to answer on my own behalf and onof a brief introduction because I think it will be the

direction in which members wish to take the behalf of the code and the Sustainable Buildings
Task Group. You will get perhaps diVerent answersquestions, first of all, the Agency’s locus in this
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(though I hope not too diVerent) from the Agency. particularly on energy and water eYciency, I might
say, and to ensure that the advancing levels of theMy locus with the code is not the same as my locus

with the Agency. code signalled advancing levels of eYciency in
energy and water so that you could not, as Paul King
was saying was one of the weaknesses of the presentQ48 Joan Walley: Am I right in thinking that the
proposal, get perhaps to level three without havingEnvironment Agency was not a member of the
gone beyond the regulatory base on energy, forSenior Steering Group for the code but that Sir John
instance. It needs to be progressive. Otherwise howHarman in a personal capacity was?
will people know that a three-star is better than aSir John Harman: No. I co-chaired the Sustainable
two-star or a five-star is better than a four-star? If weBuilding Task Group report which delivered its
can get that kind of progression I do think it will helprecommendations in May 2004. Since then I have
to drive, together with regulatory improvements, thehad no formal role with the code. As a godparent I
sort of vast improvement in the performance ofhave watched it very carefully but I have had no
housing stock that we require.formal role in that. My role with the SBTG was not

on behalf of the Agency. It was in a personal
capacity. Q51 Mr Caton: I hear what you say about

regulation, but the fear is that most builders will not
Q49 Joan Walley: Just skipping to the Agency, has comply with a voluntary code and even those that do
the Agency sought to influence the outcome of the will go for the minimum requirement and not for the
code and where it is at at the moment in any way, or higher standard.
have you just been witnesses from afar? Sir John Harman: That is certainly the fear, and the
Sir John Harman:Not being a member of the Senior problem that the task group felt it had to try and
Steering Group, our ability to influence has been resolve was that clearly you would want in those
rather from a distance. We have kept in touch with circumstances (and I think that is a reasonably good
oYcials from time to time but it has been more of a description of the mindset that the industry has as a
distant relationship. The Agency, of course, is quite whole, although I could find honourable exceptions)
keen to ensure that there is a satisfactory code, for to construct a really demanding regulatory base and
obvious reasons. say, “That is how we do business around here and we

are all going to play by those rules”, but that in
practice you would never advance a regulatory baseQ50 Mr Caton: Now that your godchild has gone
to reach for the sky, so to speak. There will alwaysout for consultation and in the light of the reasons
be the possibility of people out-performing thethat you have just heard WWF give for its
regulatory base. If it was so demanding that itresignation from the Senior Steering Group, what
brought everybody to BedZED standards, forchance do you think there is that the code will make
instance, would it ever be practical to have it as aany real beneficial impact?
regulatory base? What we wanted to do, therefore,Sir John Harman: I think we have to be very
whatever regulatory base one set, was to fightoptimistic. It certainly should make an impact. I go
against this idea that okay, that is what we will allback, if you will permit me, to the original report
do, by providing first of all some measurements andwhich I took the precaution of bringing with me but
then some incentives—and that is the key part—byI could almost recite it, I believe. The
which people would be incentivised to go further.recommendations were not just for a code, and it is
The most powerful incentive, of course, is what yourimportant to recognise that and I think we can talk
client wants and if your client is the public sector,about the code to the exclusion of the other parts of
fine; the public sector can be tasked to set a standardthe recommendations which were a substantial
which is above the regulatory floor. If your client isincrease in the regulatory base for housing
the private house buyer then you need something inperformance; they were also to provide a structure
the market which will incentivise that person,whereby clients and developers could do better with
whether they think it is a good quality house becausea series of incentives and information measures
it has got three stars or because there is some small(“information” sounds a bit woolly) and the use of
fiscal incentive in order to move the market that way.the code levels, whatever they are to be called (and
The members of our task group as a whole believedwe are now talking stars, are we not, so let us talk
that, given the right signals, the industry could movestars), as a means of communicating to the public, to
so that a substantial proportion of it could performordinary house purchasers, what it was they were
above the regulatory floor. One of the issues in thatbuying. We were oVering the code partly as a ladder
is that there is a perception that to do so is costly andby which clients could show above-regulatory
the market will not accept that additional cost.performance in environmental terms but also as a
There are only two answers to that. One is to providemeans of getting public demand going. One of the
the market with the information that can make surediYculties about both regulation and code is that
that buyers are properly balancing the short termthey are both supply side mechanisms and you really
capital premium against the long term savings theydo need somebody on the demand side to drive
will make. The second is to ensure that by volume,demand for better quality housing in environmental
economies of scale, I suppose, the industry couldterms. To come back to your question, yes, I do hope
deliver these additional requirements at the lowestthe code can be eVective. To be eVective it will need
possible cost, and our assessment was that this wasto do what the task group originally required, which

was to start from a good regulatory basis, not going to be a king’s ransom.
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Q52 Mr Caton: So is there any diVerence between Q55 Mr Caton: In your submission you talk about
the need for local government to extend the codethe lower level proposed for the code and existing
standards to private homes but you indicate that youbuilding regulations?
are not sure how the Government intends to do this.Sir JohnHarman:The task group envisaged the code
Have you raised this issue with Government?taking oV above the regulatory floor, so you had the
Sir John Harman:We have in our own evidence on aregulatory floor and the first rung of the code was
number of things. Pam may be able to give you moreabove it.
detail but yes, we have. An issue which I do not think
has yet been resolved in the private housing market,

Q53 Joan Walley: That was not contested by our as I have already mentioned, is how you get
previous witness, was it? incentives, perhaps through labelling. Another way
Sir John Harman: I think it is a question of that has been demonstrated in, for instance, Merton
semantics, to be honest. If you have a five-stage is to make (and they will not use the code; there was
programme, of which stage one is the regulatory no code to use) an equivalent request part of a
floor, providing everybody understands that one planning specification. There has been a lot of
star is the regulatory floor and they are not sold it as debate about whether this is appropriate use of the
something else then I do not think it matters much. planning system. It is my view and the Agency’s view
What matters is that you have a structure where you that it can be and that it ought to be, that we should
can move forward and that has to be progressive, as not be forcing local authorities to use the code in all
I have said. I have no particular axe to grind about circumstances but it should be available for them to
making one star equal to the regulation providing say, “These are the standards we require in borough
that we realise that there are no no-star buildings. X and we will use our planning powers to help

achieve them”. The code then would give them a
measure, a standard, if you like, which would enableQ54 Mr Caton: Continuing with comparisons,
that to be an easier thing to do. This is very much awhich is more demanding: the highest level set out in
question on which I have a view but no more thanthe code or the Building Research Establishment’s
that. I have no particular lever on that one.EcoHomes?

Sir John Harman: At the moment the way the code
is set out you cannot tell. I cannot tell from the Q56 Joan Walley: Can I press you on that point? I
consultation paper. I am sorry; I had the page open understand entirely about local authorities being
when Paul was talking and I have closed it again, but free to do whatever is in the best interests of their
it makes it clear somewhere in the consultation locality but is there not a danger of reinventing the
paper that the question of what will define the levels wheel so that for every planning decision that has
appears to be still out for full consultation. Certainly been taken a huge amount of work is going to have
that is what I am hoping because as it presently to be done to incorporate or embed this basic floor
stands it would not satisfy the requirements I level of standards into every single development that

is coming about? We have got a tradition of planningmentioned a moment ago about progressivity. We
guidance, in whatever guise it is adopted. Surely wewould certainly need a code where you could
should be setting a minimum standard?identify a level that was approximately equal to

current EcoHomes “Very Good” for the very point Sir John Harman: I agree with you: we should be
using it to set standards. One of the purposes of allthat Paul King made, because you need to have a
this was not to create yet another measurement forlevel that you can peg public clients to and it must
the building industry to get confused over. It was tonot be worse than the present commitment of
displace the possibility of burgeoning diVerentEnglish Partnerships and the Housing Corporation
standards coming up and to have a nationallyto go for EcoHomes “Very Good”. Where do I think
uniform standard, if you like, which the industry—the top of the code will get? I really cannot tell until
and I include in that the planning industry—couldthe end of the consultation, but I would be very keen
use and we would all know what we were talkingto ensure that it was stretching. We were talking
about. We have not got such a tool because we haveabout points. I am looking at the consultation paper
not got a code yet. We have got proposals.and you need 80% of the points to get to the top level.

That would be EcoHomes “Excellent”, I think,
under any circumstances. Again, I am not answering Q57 Joan Walley: But there is agreement that the
for the Environment Agency here but the task group code should be the highest possible standard?
wanted to cut out the diYculties of creating a new Sir John Harman: The code should certainly get you
system by using the existing BRE aim, so I am happy to the highest possible standard. Five stars should
with that, and in so doing what we ended up with get you to the highest possible standard.
was something which would give the same sort of
reliable measurements of performance as EcoHomes
gives but do it on a scale which would be far greater. Q58 Mr Caton: Many of the memoranda we have
In answer to an earlier question, Paul said he could received agree with your own submission that the
not tell you, and neither can I, how many homes are Government needs to put in place fiscal measures to
now being built to EcoHomes standards of any sort, reward and encourage better environmental design.
but 18 months ago when we completed this work it Have you seen any evidence that the Treasury is

prepared to go down this route?was 5,000. That is not enough.



3247788004 Page Type [O] 23-03-06 12:31:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 19

14 December 2005 Environment Agency

Sir John Harman: Very little. have made. I am getting the impression that you too
find that you have reservations as to what has been
achieved in this key area so far.

Q59 Mr Caton: Is there anything in the Pre-Budget Ms Gilder: We have experience of not only the baseReport that leads you to feel encouraged? line of housing growth that is planned for the southSir John Harman: On the fiscal side? No, not
and east of England and now the Sustainableparticularly. There are other things, yes, but not on
Communities level of growth on top of that andthe fiscal side.
potentially more with the Government’s response to
the Barker Review. What we are finding is that there
are gritty issues that have to be tackled. We are anQ60 Mr Ellwood: If I can move over to the

Sustainable Communities: Homes for All publication independent adviser to Government and we have
by the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, the Five made the case when we feel a development will result
Year Action Plan, could you give the committee a in environmental problems and deterioration which
general overview of your impression of this is probably not acceptable. In most of those cases,
document? and I have to say they are relatively few, we have had
Sir John Harman: Can I hand over to Ms Gilder at fairly thorough and frank and honest discussions
this point, partly because of my throat but partly with Government and in many of those cases I think
because she is better placed to answer that? we can come away saying that we helped negotiate a
Ms Gilder: We have been tracking the progress of better solution as a result. I think it is important to
Sustainable Communities as a Government policy be honest and mature about these things and say
for some time so the publication of the Five Year that there are going to be gritty issues and we need
Plan is just one punctuation mark in a policy to tackle them, not pretend that there are not any
development area that has been going on for three or because that does not get us very far at all.
four years now. Our honest interpretation to
Government and to this committee is that for all of

Q62 Mr Ellwood: Can I try and tease out of youthese things the devil is in the detail—global figures
whether or not you would advise a more robustabout housing numbers, the extra 200,000 posed in
approach? In your evidence you have made athe Sustainable Communities plan, the ones that we
comment about the fact that over 30% of homes dosaw last week for the Barker response, an extra

50,000 homes by 2016. So much in terms of the not comply with building regulations. Do you see
environmental dimension depends on where those that there is scope for us to have building regulations
homes go, the infrastructure that supports them and in force in a much tougher style than we currently
the standards to which they are built. As we found have?
with your previous questioning, there is that Ms Gilder: Yes. It is interesting that we do focus on
dependency and connectivity between all those building regulations in terms of upping the standard.
things. Our approach since publication of that If we up the standard without thinking about
document and before has been to argue for better compliance we may find that we do not deliver
recognition of the environmental risks associated necessarily anything that is better on the ground. I
with poor location of new homes, making sure the know the Government is thinking long and hard
environmental infrastructure, some of which about the future of building regulations in the round
probably is less glamorous than others if you are but one thing is for sure: if there are 30% of homes
talking about sewage pipes as much as flood risk and (and some people think it is more than that) that are
roads and schools, is in place in advance of the currently built which do not comply with building
houses going in. Thirdly, and what we have already regulations that is a pretty worrying aspect. Our
been focusing on in the first part of this discussion, argument is, as well as looking at improving the
is the standards to which those homes are built. regulatory floor, particularly in some areas where

there is not a good regulatory floor like water
eYciency, the code for sustainable homes as it is nowQ61 Mr Ellwood: That is interesting because the
called, to really pull up and develop a much moreresponse by a number of NGOs, including the

organisation we have just heard from, has not been innovative approach by industry and compliance,
very promising at all. There has been a discrepancy you start to get a better package. These things have
between the Sustainable Communities approach and to be looked at as a broad package of measures that
that of sustainable development. There is a slightly have to go forward.
diVerent emphasis on whether you focus on
developing from a sustainable position or whether it

Q63 David Howarth: On building regulationsis involving the community as a whole on the
compliance, do you think there might be a problemdirection in which you go and also the stress on
in the way building regulations are enforced? Thewhether it is voluntary or best practice or whether it
system which I still think of as the new system whereshould be slightly more draconian. The feedback
there is competition between various buildingthat we have had from a number of non-
inspectors to supply the servers of buildinggovernmental organisations is that they have not
regulation inspection—do you think that is the rightbeen very impressed with this. You say this
model if we move to a far more environmentalparticular publication is a benchmark or a line in the
regulation model of what building regulations aresand, but it is actually an indictment of the direction

in which we are currently going and the progress we supposed to do?
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Sir John Harman: There is an even bigger change. Ms Gilder: The work we are doing with the ODPM
is essentially starting to test materials that we couldThe building regulations are now being asked to do

a number of things about how the house performs specify through building regulations that are flood
resilient. Having done some research in preparationafter it is built. The system was created to mostly

control the building process. That shift of emphasis for today, my understanding is that we are building
and helping to fund test facilities to look at theautomatically means that there needs to be a good

look at exactly what building regulation inspectors resilience of certain materials against certain levels
of flooding so that those materials could be specifiedare trained and skilled to do. I happen to believe that

the system is rather under-resourced but there is a in building regulations. We are doing the early
analysis work.shift of emphasis which is going to have to reflect

itself in practice. That is regardless of whether you
have the previous system or this competitive system Q70 Mr Ellwood: We will not see anything for a
and that is very relevant. little while?

Ms Gilder: It is probably a programme of liaison
Q64 David Howarth: One possible relevance is that, with the ODPM that goes on over about a two-year
because of the element of competition, the resource period but I will check that and report back.
that goes into building regulations inspections
between local authorities is constantly being put Q71 Joan Walley: It would reassure me to know
under pressure. I remember when I was leader of a whether or not that work includes the idea of water
council I was constantly under pressure to reduce eYciency savings and is not just looking at the use of
costs in that area because otherwise they would not water or the amount of water that is needed, but
get the business at all. ways in which water usage can be prevented.
Sir JohnHarman:That is also true. It is all recovered MsGilder:The work on flood resilience we are doing
from fees and therefore you have to be competitive with the ODPM is for incorporation in building
in the market. regulations at some point in the future. The

Government is already committed to including
Q65 Mr Ellwood: You mentioned in your water eYciency in either building regulations or
memorandum that the ODPM was conducting a water fittings regulations.
review of the incentives for improving the eYciency
of existing stock. That was announced in September. Q72 Joan Walley: The Environment Agency is able
Are you involved in that review? to give assurances that the amount of work that
Ms Gilder: We are very interested in the review. We might be needed on that score which was referred to
are not one of the original founding members of that in the previous session is being already included in
group. When it was originally announced, it was an the remit?
ODPM, Defra and Treasury tripartite arrangement. Ms Gilder: Of the retrofitting group?
Since then you will not be surprised that we have
made advances to ODPM saying we think we have

Q73 Joan Walley: Both groups.something to oVer that group. They will be looking
Ms Gilder: I can reassure you on the remit of theto us to contribute our input, particularly on
retrofitting group that water is included, looking atretrofitting for water eYciency, where we have quite
existing homes. We are also quite reassured by thea considerable level of expertise. We will be looking
Government’s statement last Monday to look atat some of the broader issues.
water eYciency in all new homes.
Sir John Harman: That means delivering both

Q66 Mr Ellwood: You have not been formally through building regulations and water fitting
invited to participate in the review? regulations. Part of it at least must go through
Ms Gilder: No. We have seen the terms of reference building regulations. In relation to Mr Ellwood’s
so we know what scope that group will cover. first point on the sustainable communities plan, it so

much depends on location. It is very hard for us to
Q67 Mr Ellwood: Do you know if it includes comment just on sheer numbers. For instance, Pam
private housing? referred to specific areas where we have been able to
Ms Gilder: It does because that is where the bulk of do work. We might have been asked to do it earlier,
the savings from retrofitting will sit. but Corby is a case in point. Twenty-something

thousand houses were proposed but we have had to
Q68 Mr Ellwood: Do you know when the review is do at least a year’s work to establish what the water
due back? cycle requirements are for Corby. It would have
Ms Gilder: From memory, it is a fairly speedy piece been better had that been done ahead of time but it
of work. I can ask my colleagues in Defra and the has demonstrated that there was a problem with that
ODPM to make you aware of the timetable for that. particular proposal. It has had to be resolved. It has

delayed some of the timescales for development but
it has been resolved. Until you see it side by sideQ69 Mr Ellwood: My final question is to do with

your comment to us regarding the work the ODPM almost, it is very hard to know what the impacts are
going to be. That is not on the houses’ performanceis doing in relation to flood resilience in building and

building regulations. Can you update us on how this as houses; it is on their sewerage requirements, their
water supply requirements, flood defences and sois progressing and if there is anything emerging from

a concrete perspective? forth. One thing we did welcome last week was the
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announcement that we are going to be involved in at it requires quite a lot of work with Catalyst Corby,
the borough council, the government oYce, waterleast the first screening of locations. That is an

advance because up to now we have been kind of companies and so forth. Yes, that work is being
done. It ought to have been foreseen a bit earlier. Itcatching up. It is really important that we identify

where it is going to be so diYcult to provide the ought to be a bit more systematic, that we are going
to sort these things out in advance. That is what Iproper infrastructure that it is really not worth

going there. took to be the intent of last Monday’s
announcement on this, which we welcome. To someJoan Walley: If there are other issues that relate to

the site-specific nature of where you need to be extent, these things are being thought about later
than they should be. The three areas for us are theinvolved at the earlier stage and you think there are

other issues which could be raised within the remit of sewage and drainage infrastructure, flood defence
and water supply. Water supply is very diYcult. Youour inquiry, we would be very happy to have that

from you because that site-specific nature is very can get so much in terms of good standards for
housing from water eYciency and management butimportant.
it is very hard to guess how much you are going to
get in the timescale in which you would have toQ74DavidHowarth:We are talking quite a lot about
develop new resources. You quoted our evidencethe Government’s response to Barker. I was
where we said we thought that, of the dozen or sowondering whether you have been involved in
proposals in water company plans for newdiscussions with the Treasury and the ODPM in the
reservoirs, maybe four or five will come to pass butrun up to the government’s response?
not soon. There is much talk of an upper ThamesMs Gilder: We were involved in several ways. I sat
reservoir. That could take, in any reasonableon one of the oYcial sub-groups that looked at the
estimate, until 2020 to have in place. On somethingBarker work and we were one of a rather extended
like that you need a lot of foresight. We can providenumber of stakeholders involved in the
the committee with details of where, in the south eastsustainability study that the government
of England, the water supply areas are in goodcommissioned, which was another document that
balance and there is a good excess of supply overwas published last Monday.
development and where that is much thinner. I am
sure you have seen these maps. In many supply areas

Q75DavidHowarth: Is there anything else about the there is suYcient headroom for development. Given
response to the Barker Review that you want to that the water resource plans for the water
mention now that came out of that work or the companies are 20 year plans anyway, there is in no
response itself? case an issue where we are going to hit the buVers in
Ms Gilder: To reiterate the point that we have the next couple of years. We need to see what is going
already made, the devil will be in the detail of a lot to be extended, particularly in the Thames region, to
of this. Although the sustainability report looked at extend the supply side or to meet new demand. That
the environmental impact and the social impact of was the reason Thames Water brought forward
extra Barker numbers, they were only looking at the recently a proposal for a desalination plant in the
extra on top of an existing, quite pressurised estuary. There are short term fixes and long term
environment in some parts of the country, fixes. If you are going to require a long term fix, you
particularly in the south east. They were not location need to start in good time. The issue of water supply
specific and that will always, for us, be a very is one where the timescale is most challenging.
important aspect. They did not cover necessarily all
of the things that we are finding through our day to

Q77Dr Turner: Would it be fair to say that the workday work are important about water quality as much
should have started at least two years ago if you areas water resources, sewage as much as flood risk. It
going to get the results in time?is interesting early information that we can use but
Sir John Harman: To some extent the work shouldwe have to think about this as something that will go
have started 15 years ago, but I do not know that Ion and on until we see the devil in the detail about
would put a particular date on it. There is an issue inwhere these individual homes will go.
that water companies have to make a return on
capital. They are not going to make unnecessaryQ76Dr Turner:Your memo is very concerned about
investment, quite rightly, and there is an economicinfrastructure investment. You say that for secure,
regulator that oversees that. The five year pricesustained investment the government needs to get
settlements are not the ideal mechanism for planningresources from private and public sources so that
20-year infrastructures. I think it would be helpful toenvironmental infrastructure can overcome the
have a look at the infrastructure planning up topredicted environmental impacts of development.
SR2007, to have a longer term framework ofYou go on to say that this investment must be
investment intent within which these decisions couldplanned ahead and even be a precondition of
be taken.growth. Is the government doing this?

Sir JohnHarman: It is not doing it as well as it might.
Yes, it is doing some of it but, to go back to the Q78 Dr Turner: The water companies have to agree

with you their 25-year water resource plans so thereCorby example, a solution is being found. The
problem in Corby is that you want to put nearly is an opportunity for you to pick up a lot of these

issues there. Have you been satisfied with their30,000 houses on top of an area with no main river
to take away the sewage. In order to find a solution, plans?
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Sir John Harman: When we are not we say so. The and hard in diVerent arenas. Only the Government
can resolve this but I would hope there could be alast generation of water resource plans had our

approval after a degree of coming and going between national infrastructure plan which said, “We
anticipate as a country that in the next twoourselves and diVerent water companies. Since then

things have moved on. The sustainable communities generations we will have to supply this, that and the
other.” Of course, the Thames flood defences wouldplan has come along; the Barker numbers have now

come along as well. The last approved plans are now come into such a plan, I would guess. If that was
clear, it would make the job of the water companiesshorter. They were adequate at the time but, talking

about the whole conglomerate of Environment and OFWAT in calculating the timescale for their
assets much easier. They are bringing forwardAgency, water companies, government and so on, if

we had foreseen the housing growth that was proposals for reservoirs but since the beginning of
the current asset management plan and price fixingneeded, we would have sought to have approved

greater supply requirements. That was then but the regime there has been no major water
infrastructure built.next review is going to have to demonstrate how

supply is going to be extended or demand
management is going to be extended or both in order

Q83 JoanWalley:Presumably on that whole issue ofto meet reasonable supply development plans. It is
the asset management plan, you would be urging thequite tight.
points made by the previous witness about the water
eYciency that is needed? It is not just about building

Q79 Dr Turner: This rather suggests that there is an new reservoirs. That is something that should be
urgent need to draw up a completely new set of looked at through the OFWAT duties in this new
resource plans. Is that happening? legislation as well?
Sir John Harman: I think the cycle is due to recur in Sir John Harman: Yes. There is a group now set up
three years’ time. I can check that. by and with Defra called the Water Savings Group,

on which OFWAT is represented, which is looking
Q80 Joan Walley: You said there seemed to be an precisely at the evidence base for this whole issue of
arrangement that was fit for purpose but with these what water companies can do about water use and
new developments it is going to put more pressure on water eYciency at the domestic level.
the forward and the long term planning that is
needed for the water resources. Do you think

Q84 Colin Challen: I wanted to ask a little about theOFWAT is suYciently on board for all of this? Have
work you have been doing with the Government’sthey understood the sustainable development issues?
Water EYciency Group.This committee certainly in previous reports has
Ms Gilder: It is a fairly new gathering together ofbeen very focused on trying to instil in OFWAT the
people who have a common interest in waterneed to put the environmental and sustainable
eYciency. My understanding is that that group hasdevelopment issues into the long term planning
now identified a range of issues that need moreframework. Are they on board with this suYciently?
thorough analysis so that they can reconvene andSir John Harman: I think they would say they are.
agree around the table what actions need to be taken
to drive water eYciency as the other part of theirQ81 Joan Walley: I am asking you.
demand management side as opposed to the supplySir John Harman: I do not think it has been as
side. That covers issues to do with metering, publicevident as it should have been. That is demonstrated
campaigns, tariVs, white goods, some of the issuesby the fact that they are getting a sustainable
you raised earlier about some of the facilities thatdevelopment duty under the Water Act. That would
you can put into your homes. Clearly there is a bigonly be necessary if it was necessary to make the
link to the other piece of work we have talked aboutpoint, I suppose. I do not want to be over-critical of
today, which is retrofitting homes that other bits ofOFWAT on this occasion because a lot of what they
Government are running. The group has a lifehave done could be evidenced as taking account of
expectancy of several years and it is intended thatsome of these issues. Their five-year rhythm is not
each member of that group will take forwardwell adapted to some of the longer term issues. I do
particularly allocated tasks to identify what can benot think it is a criticism of the organisation or the
done across that water eYciency work.individual, because it is a single person who is the

regulator at the moment, but more the structure
within which they are working. Q85 Colin Challen: You say it has a lifespan of

several years. Does that mean we will have to wait
several years for a report or is it going to makeQ82 Joan Walley: Your advice to us, if I read you

correctly, is that we should be pressing OFWAT to interim reports and recommendations?
Ms Gilder:No. My understanding is that there is ansee how they are going to be interpreting that new

duty under the water legislation? action plan being drawn up by that group which will
identify who is going to do what to drive forwardSir John Harman: There are two things. That is one

of them. Interpreting that has a big impact on how water eYciency and, once accepted, that action plan
will form the basis of those individual groupwater companies will deal with water eYciency. The

other thing is, where it is a new infrastructure, that members taking the action that has been
apportioned to them. It is a collective eVort but withcould be either a new reservoir or the Thames

interceptor sewer which we have argued over long specific actions allocated against the members.
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Q86 Colin Challen: Will it include in its remit the really wants to take the first step. To be honest, you
are not rewarded by the regulator or by yourpossibility of compulsion or is it simply looking at
shareholders for being brave on water eYciency.technical solutions which may be market based or

voluntary?
Q87 Colin Challen: You have been involved in aSir John Harman: Yes, the element of compulsion
number of public awareness campaigns. How dohas to be an option. I do not sit on this group and it
you measure the eVectiveness and the eVect of thosehas had one meeting so far. It is a bit early to talk
campaigns?about its conclusions. If you look at the current
Sir John Harman: On water eYciency particularly?arrangements for water metering, the Folkestone

and Dover Water Company have an application in
Q88 Colin Challen: Across the board. We arefront of the Secretary of State at the moment, I
entering into a new campaign with Defra, with thebelieve. I have forgotten the exact name of the
mass communication strategy on climate change.instrument but it allows them to install metering
There may be some lessons for them from thecompulsorily in all domestic dwellings. There is an
Environment Agency.element of compulsion already allowed for. The
Sir John Harman: The one for which we aretrouble is it is such a performance to get to that stage
responsible is the flood awareness public campaignthat water companies have not wanted to do that
which is a 10 year eVort. It spends about two millionunless they had to. We need for companies in areas
pounds a year and has progressed—we are now inof water stress within the south east of England
year six—from awareness raising to much moreparticularly to have at their disposal a range of specific information targeted at people in flood riskinitiatives of which more vigorous metering is one. I areas and what they can do to mitigate their owndo not think you need compulsion on that. The pace flood risk. There were national television

at which metering is set to advance in water advertisements at one stage. We have measured the
companies varies from company to company but for eVectiveness of that campaign. It has been very good
some the progress is stately in the extreme. at awareness raising and less good at changing
Something which would increase the level of people’s behaviour. That is probably par for the
penetration of metering and perhaps get two or three course. If you look at successful public information
particular areas where metering was more or less campaigns in the past, drink driving, seatbelts and so
universal would allow companies to demonstrate forth, they have been successful because they have
what could or could not be done by way of inventive been well invested in and have given a consistent set
tariVs. The point of metering, although we have of messages over a period of time. I only draw the
some evidence to demonstrate that metering of itself lessons that any other lay person can draw from that
leads to some behavioural changes which cut water observation. We would say the same on flood risk. If
consumption by a certain proportion, maybe 10%, is you remember the much loved but now defunct
to get yourself into a position where you can start to going for green campaign on changing
tariV water in the way that some continental environmental behaviour, it observed the same
economies do, which will permit basic rights on rules. It has to be well invested in and consistent over
water but will also make it increasingly expensive to a period of time.
be profligate with it. That is the position we need to JoanWalley:On that note, may I thank both of you.
get to. I would hope that the Water Savings Group As this is the last formal session before Christmas,
would give us the ability to have evidence based on can I take the opportunity to wish everybody a very
a few pilots of that nature which could inform the happy Christmas and all the recycling in the world?

Thank you very much indeed.industry as a whole, because at the moment nobody

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Environment Agency

In oral evidence to the Committee we committed to clarify/provide the following points:

— The review of existing building stock (scope attached) is currently expected to report back in the
summer of 2006.

— The timescales for Water Companies’ resource plans is subject to confirmation by Defra but we
expect to see draft plans late in 2007 and final plans early in 2009.

— Flood resilience work with ODPM: we are involved with ODPM and the Construction Industry
Research and Information Association in a joint science project to develop scientifically-based
information on the performance of a range of products and building techniques that could increase
the flood resilience of buildings. The focus is on new development and the current work will
complete in 2007.

— Water supply maps (attached).



3247788005 Page Type [E] 23-03-06 12:31:54 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 24 Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence

Review of Sustainability of Existing Buildings

Outline specification for scoping study

The scoping study will be split into three work streams, each carried out by a diVerent contributor:

— Energy eYciency of existing dwellings (Energy Saving Trust).

— Energy eYciency of other (non-domestic) existing buildings (Carbon Trust).

— Other sustainability issues (water, waste, etc.) for all buildings (Environment Agency).

For each work stream, the following is required:

— Summary of work required:

— Overview of existing building stock.

— Number of buildings, scope for improvements, etc.

— Identification of likely eVects on existing buildings of the four principal climate change scenarios.

— Literature review:

— Existing guidance—what there is, ease of access to information, market penetration,
eVectiveness, etc.

— Identification and evaluation of existing programmes, eg Warm Front, ECA, etc.

— Gap analysis.

— Consultation with key stakeholders:

— Advisory organisations, trade bodies, government departments [Question—move to main
study, but identify key stakeholders during scoping study?]

— Identification of potential improvements:

— Emphasis on “quick wins”.

— Identification of potential barriers to improvements:

— Costs, cost benefits, need for legislation, enforcement, behaviour.

— “Future proofing”:

— Impact of proposed measures and materials on wider performance of the buildings.

— EVects of climate change on these measures.

— Recommendations for further work:

— Scope, initiatives, draft specification for main study etc.
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Figure 7

PROJECTED WATER RESOURCES SURPLUS-DEFICIT FORECAST, 2025:
HIGH HOUSING GROWTH, PROVISION OF NEW WATER RESOURCES,

8% REDUCTION IN PCC IN NEW HOMES
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Figure 8

PROJECTED WATER RESOURCES SURPLUS-DEFICIT FORECAST, 2025:
HIGH HOUSING GROWTH, NO NEW RESOURCES,

NO IMPROVEMENT IN WATER EFFICIENCY
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Figure 9

PROJECTED WATER RESOURCES SURPLUS-DEFICIT FORECAST, 2025:
HIGH HOUSING GROWTH, FURTHER RESOURCES,

21% REDUCTION IN PCC IN NEW HOMES
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Wednesday 18 January 2006

Members present:

Mr Tim Yeo, in the Chair

Ms Celia Barlow Mr Nick Hurd
Mr Martin Caton Mark Pritchard
Colin Challen Emily Thornberry
Mr David Chaytor Dr Desmond Turner
Lynne Featherstone Mr Edward Vaizey
David Howarth

Memorandum submitted by Crest Nicholson

ENQUIRY ISSUES—WRITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS PROVIDED

1. Additional question

How did Crest Nicholson achieve it leading position on sustainable development (CSR)

(PND)

Crest Nicholson started to diVerentiate itself in the home building sector before 2000 with a business
strategy that included core values of building communities, quality construction and high standards of
customer service. ODPM Gold and Silver “Building for life awards” at flagship developments such as
Ingress Park (Thames Gateway), Port Marine (Bristol) and Park Central (Birmingham) were the beginning
of putting into practice the delivery of high quality, high volume, mixed use, viable community renewal
developments. The Board established a Committee for Social Responsibility and Group Environment
Manager position in 2002. A review of the social and environmental aspects of the company’s activities,
products and services was undertaken to create a relevant Sustainable Development policy. This policy
allowed integration of social, economic and environmental aspects of the business into existing management
practices or procedures from land buying through design and build to Sales and Marketing. Environmental
and social performance data was collected and benchmarked. Strengths and weaknesses were identified.
Improvements were made to increase performance on an annual basis. Our Corporate Responsibility report
is published and verified annually following global and national guidelines.

A: Code of Sustainable Buildings (RP)

1. Can a voluntary code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

A1.

R.P. Experience shows that voluntary sustainability measures are not generally implemented by the
speculative housebuilding industry largely because of the need to maintain the levelness of the competition
playing field throughout the process of change. It only responds reliably to mandatory legislation.

A concern in this case is the degree to which the Code will be voluntary. The Government commitment
is quoted as “From April 2006 all new housing receiving government funding will meet the new Code for
Sustainable Buildings and we will encourage local authorities to apply similar standards to private houses.”

P.T. Promotion in the private house-building sector where Government funding is not involved will rely
on voluntary participation in the hope that product diVerentiation, competition and marketingwill convince
house-builders to participate.

The more enlightened house-builders who already consider sustainability and environmental policy at
the core of their business will embrace the Code but it is hard to see a commitment from smaller or less
enlightened house-builders where the Code will add additional cost (£608 per dwelling) to achieve even a
one star rating. Often they are delivering price sensitive homes at the lower end of the market. There is more
awareness of sustainability issues amongst the public but anecdotal evidence would suggest aVordability for
first time buyers is still more of an issue.

Real change to achieve well designed, energy eYcient sustainable homes would require mandatory
compliance and it is diYcult to see why this cannot be delivered through enhanced Building Regulations or
Planning. Of the six essential elements four are already covered in part by Building Regulations, leaving site
waste management and water. New Planning Policy Statements (PPS1, PPS3 and PPS22), Sec 106
agreements, Local Development Frameworks, Regional Spatial Strategy, Development Plans and
Sustainable Checklists; a whole plethora of planning documentation and initiatives make reference to design
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codes and the delivery of sustainability. Planning authorities are already using their powers to invoke
change. There is a contradictory message if the Code remains voluntary; the burden of regulation on house-
builders is already there, there needs to be consolidation and clarity.

It seems a pity when Ecohomes was establishing itself as the building industry standard for environmental
labeling that a new Code for Sustainable buildings has been newly invented, especially when it remains
voluntary. With Housing Corporation and English Partnerships amongst other agencies being directed to
use the new Code it is hard to believe Ecohomes can survive beyond the transitory period after 2008.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early 2006?

A2.

R.P.A related reason why the industry has not conscientiously adopted voluntary sustainability measures
is because customers are not generally prepared to pay for them. For them to become so there needs to be
a much heightened public awareness of the crucial importance of sustainability issues, suYcient to justify
the introduction of and payment for commendable but expensive mitigation measures.

As far as the general public is concerned I do not think that the Government is doing enough either to
raise the level of understanding of the problem or to promote the Code which is designed to address it.

(It is possible however that as fuel prices rise to critical levels, market forces will do the job for it.)

The industry is aware of the imminent introduction of the Code, and is currently considering a
consultation paper for which the deadline for responses is 6 March 2006. The Code itself is due to take eVect
in April, which barely allows suYcient time for the consultation responses to be adequately considered
before its introduction.

This apart however, the promotion of the Code has so far raised a number of doubts and uncertainties
which the ODPM should be doing more to resolve or eliminate, viz:

— The Building Regulations are a Statutory Instrument and Eco-Homes is steadily (albeit slowly)
becoming the industry standard. In sustainability terms the Code broadly covers the same issues
as they do, so how exactly will it relate to, complement, or replace them?

— The consultation paper for the Code acknowledges its debt to Eco-Homes upon which it has been
closely modelled, although it will have a diVerent name, structure and scoring system. Why?
Wouldn’t it be simpler to adapt the next issue of Eco-Homes to a suitable level? Why increase the
confusion by introducing another document?

— How voluntary will the Code be? The consultation paper introduces significant ambiguities as
follows;

— “. . . all new homes built by RSLs (or others) with Housing Corporation funding will comply with
higher levels of the Code . . .”

— “. . . we will require new dwellings developed by these bodies to be at least as sustainable as the
Eco-Homes Very Good standard, which means they will meet our level three.”

— The Government will “. . . encourage local authorities to apply similar standards to private
homes.”

— “That does not mean however that we intend that building to meet Code standards should become
a condition of planning consent.”

— So, will LPAs be able to enforce compliance with the Code or not, and if so at what level?

P.T.Within the industry there has been adequate consultation and awareness although the timescales are
tight, the consultation period ends in March2006.

Ecohome assessors were asked to comment on the document towards the end of 2005. It should be noted
that the BRE organisation for Ecohome assessors will be re-trained in the use of the new Code. Training
has not commenced yet the Code is to be rolled out and implemented in the early part of 2006.

With regard to the general public there does not seem to be much promotion ahead of its imminent
introduction. Any marketing diVerentiation strategy used by House-builders will rely on increased public
awareness of the new Code and significance of the rating system. The roll out of the Home Information
Packs in June 2007 seems to have had better promotion; the opportunity should not be missed to link levels
of sustainability and energy eYciency between homes achieved by the new Code and the standards achieved
by the second hand homes market.
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3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

A3. Yes

R.P. There is already some ambiguity about the relationship between the Building Regulations and
compliance with the Code at entry level, particularly if through planning the Code becomes eVectively
mandatory. Assuming (and suggesting) however that levels above entry compliance do remain voluntary,
and given that the industry has hitherto been prepared to adopt mandatory measures only, the idea of fiscal
incentives to reward higher attainment would seem well worth exploring.

P.T. There is more of a case to introduce fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance if the scheme is to remain voluntary. If it became mandatory there is less of a
need unless it is an incentive to take dwellings beyond just a minimum standard. This could be reduced stamp
duty rates for purchasers or reduction of company taxation for those companies willing to go beyond the
minimum.

Planning gain and Sec 106 agreements could be another area of reward, where the planning gain package
could favour high levels of sustainability and lessen other contributions eg aVordable housing, transport,
etc.

There should be the continuation and increase of subsidy and grant to assist in greater use of renewables
when trying to attain carbon neutral homes (5star rating).

B: Sustainable Communities

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

PND

The ODPM five year plan (Section on the Environment, Chapter 8) does not go into detail on how
sustainable communities will be developed by joined up thinking. It refers to the Code for Sustainable
Buildings which relies heavily only on one of the BRE rating tools, the BRE EcoHomes rating system, which
deals mainly with the environmental aspects of homes. As new sustainable communities of the future will
rely heavily on guidance/regulation linking each step in the whole development process then the code has
an excellent opportunity to sit above and link up:

Sustainable land buying/

Land selection and planning—www.Sustainabilityworks.org.uk Housing Corporation;
BRE Sustainability check list
Regional variations of BRE checklist eg, SEEDA
Climate Change Partnership, Checklist for developers

Architecture—Urban Design Code.

Design—BRE EcoHomes ! BREEAM for OYces ! Retail ! Hospitals etc.

Specification—BRE EcoHomes ! BREEAM for OYces ! Retail ! Hospitals etc.

Supply chain—BRE EcoHomes ! BREEAM for OYces ! Retail ! Hospitals etc.

Build/construction—Constructing Excellence KPIs ! DTI Waste Management plan.

Sales and marketing—Creating sustainable home buyers and the markets.

Customer care—Providing Home Information Pack (HIP) including SAP certificates (Energy eYciency
of building notices), EcoHome certificates and sustainable life style manuals).

Although there may be other excellent guidance/rating tools, their use should be made part of planning
regulation/mandatory. In order to gain optimum sustainable development improvement they should be
linked up through out the whole development process/cycle in order to create sustainable communities.

Once their use is mandatory under the Building Code then the BRE (and/or others) could collect the data
and benchmark annually to draw a baseline for improvement across the industry setting realistic and
manageable targets.
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5. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

The plan does not appear to “address the environmental implications of the geographical distribution of
demolition versus new build” in detail.

There may be a need for a more early strategic planning guide, under the new sustainable building code,
going beyond the listed building grades, to aid developers and take into account relevant environmental
criteria. The tool should be able to evaluate and balance the social, economic and environmental criteria of
areas within a renewal or regeneration region for the most sustainable outcome being either renovation or
demolition and rebuild.

C: LPS2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the
basis of that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for
change and add value to the construction process?

C6.

R.P Innovative construction techniques oVer a key mechanism to shorten constuction times and by so
doing, to reduce costs; and consequently they are seen as of crucial importance in the programme to address
the current housing shortfall. However non-traditional construction systems have not had an entirely
successful history so a confidence gap has developed within the consruction industry itself, in its customers,
and in its insurers and lenders.

In order to regain their confidence the BRE is developing The Standard for Innovative Methods of
Dwelling Construction, LPS (Loss Prevention Standard) 2020, with the help of industry stakeholders
including The Association of British Insurers, Council of Mortgage Lenders, NHBC and HBF. It will
provide a route to certification for innovative building systems, sub-assemblies and elements which are not
wholly covered under current recognised standards and codes for dwelling construction, and which have a
limited track record of service in the UK. It will also cover performance in use, particularly in the face of
disaster (fire, flooding, exceptional storm etc), the ease and practicality with which repairs can be carried
out and their cost, ease of adaptation and extension, and behaviour when subjected to everyday use eg
having things fixed to it (such as hanging baskets etc) or chip pans going up in flames.

I have today spoken to Oliver Novakovic at BRE Certification Ltd who advised that the standard has
been prepared and that the consultation period is over. Responses were very supportive, the Certificate has
been drafted and that calibration of the standard is now under way. This eVectively means that a trial
assessment is being carried out on five candidate systems, whose manufacturers have paid for it.

Once the final approved standard is published, manufacturers and suppliers will be able to apply to BRE
Certification and its licensees for the certification of their systems and components against it.

On the basis of the consultation, which was very positively supportive, it is reasonable to expect that
LPS2020 will perform as designed, to instil confidence in Modern Methods of Construction so that they can
fulfil their potential and add value to the constuction process.

P.T. The new Loss Prevention Standard (LPS) 2020 has been developed by BRE Certification Ltd and
major stakeholders at the request of insurers, mortgage lenders, regulators and manufacturers. The standard
will provide a means to assess the performance and design of new methods of construction that do not have
an adequate track record in the UK.

The new standard will be a positive force for change as the demand for Modern Method of Construction
increases, partly from the pressures of Government and partly from commercial pressures to deliver volume.
The standard should give confidence to the institutions and purchasers alike and dispel some of the historic
prejudices and concerns about MMC from the past.

It will add value to the construction process providing innovation, higher quality within shorter time
scales of construction giving equal treatment for insurance and lending as given to conventional dwellings.

The new standard will give confidence and control in choosing innovative building systems.
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D: Infrastructure (Including Factual Information, Referrals to Water Companies and

Recommended Actions for Government or Others)

7. Is the government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth areas?

Not answered.

8. Are water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?

1. Milton Keynes and the South Midlands

2. The London-Stansted-Cambridge corridor

3. Thames Gateway

4. Ashford

8A. Some Water Companies are not active players in the planning process until the later stages when
unexpected changes to the programme can cause major delays. These delays may involve a development
company having to make significant financial contributions to the construction of a water reservoir or
additional sewage treatment. Although regional experiences diVer, there is an opinion that Water
Companies are most comfortable with supplying traditional services that include, sewage treatment, supply
leakage repair and metering services.

8B. Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) have been proposed at an early stage in planning to
recharge rivers and aquifers at a natural rate, as an alternative to traditional storm run oV sewer diversions
that can deplete natural ground aquifers and contribute to floods. SUDS meet local planning requirements
and are often cost eVective. These sustainable plans may be rejected at a later date due to the EA, Water
Company or Planning Authority not wanting to adopt a SUDS drainage system. If the Planning authority
does adopt the system, then they may apply heavy commuted sums which makes it prohibitively expensive
for the developer. This impedes progress. Some frustration is expressed by our strategic land planners that
after lengthy periods of debate the development plans then receive a “no commitment” decision in the
later stages.

8C. Hence where developers seek to utilise best environmental practice and exploit the natural drainage
characteristics of a site in response to their Sustainable Development policy, the ongoing responsibility for
the scheme should be defrayed to an adopting Authority. This should not require large amounts of
commuted sums being paid to a Local Authority. A significant change in planning policy and relationships
between Local Planning Authorities and the EA is required to ensure that there is a national framework for
the assessment, implementation and final adoption of eYcient water management systems on all sites against
flood risks or drought conditions.

8D. Water UK Briefing (November 2005)—New sustainable water resources need to be planned by the
EA and water companies in line with the planned residential and mixed-use growth areas to maintain secure
public supply. Investment is required in developing sustainable water resources such as:

— Increased storage—expanding existing reservoirs;

— Increased natural storage eg, wetlands, restoring floodplains, lakes;

— Coastal desalination; and

— Improving the management of catchments.

Is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply a
knee-jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

8E. Crest Nicholson has a Sustainable Development policy (2002) and is aware of the global
environmental pressures, in particular Climate Change, and how this may impact our industry at a national/
local level. We are also aware of the overwhelming scientific consensus that the UK’s climate is changing
and the Southeast and East of England is at the forefront to this change. The Water UK supply outlook for
2006 is “normal for the UK but serious in some parts of the Southeast where for a year rainfall has been
well below average. Long-term prospects are good as long as the management of water resources is fully
recognised in development planning. To the water industry this means making sustainable development the
first priority.”

8F. Crest Nicholson has participated (November 2004) in the consultation stages of the Three Regions
Climate Change group’s “Adapting to climate change: a checklist for development” by The Sustainable
Development Round Table for the East of England, the London Climate Change Partnership and the South
East Climate Change Partnership. Documents such as this should also be taken into consideration in
building policy development, if not already taken into account.
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9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the Water Companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

9A. The eVorts being made by Government to educate people about water eYciency appear to be less at
present than the eVorts being made to raise awareness and educate the public about climate change, carbon
emissions and energy eYciency (via the Carbon Trust and/or the Energy Saving Trust). This is evident from
advertisements on television, in the press and in public places. The emphasis on carbon emissions is
understandable considering the significance negative impact this may have on the survival of future
generations. In times of drought there have been memorable reactive eVorts to educate people through
publicity on water eYciencies such as hose pipe bans and the use of showers for bathing. Perhaps there needs
to be a consistent and prolonged publicity programme for water eYciency through a Water Trust. The
Commission forArchitecture and theBuilt Environment (CABE,WWF&HBOS, July 2004) communicated
a report on the “Attitudes and Decision Making among Home Buyers”. Quantitative research on the
environmental aspects of design, found that 48% of those surveyed thought that water eYciency, as assessed
by EcoHomes, was very important. At local government level Crest Nicholson and other stakeholders were
invited and gave evidence to the KCC Strategic Planning Policy Overview Committee: Select Committee—
“Water and Wastewater, particularly in Ashford” on 13 July 2005. Questions were regarding water eYciency
and new housing developments (the management of 31,000 new homes and the rise in water demand and
wastewateroutput.Numerouscouncilsarecommunicating their sustainabledevelopmentguidanceandplans
to developers and the public that includes good water eYciency practices

9B. TheEnvironmentAgency(EA) ismakinganeVortbyconductingastakeholderconsultationon“water
infrastructure for new developments” (December 2005). Crest Nicholson has contributed written answers to
their questionnaire on decentralised and/or innovative water infrastructure solutions as envisaged under the
Government’s Sustainable Communities Growth Areas. This consultation discusses technical options and
barriers to such infrastructure implementation. The EA web site section on “Water Resources” is a passive
form of education for people in general about water eYciency on how to save water in the home, garden and
at work. There are sub-sections on “Water EYciency Awards” and “Water Company resource plans which
focus on mains supply water leaks, households metering, abstraction targets and drought plans. Innovative
watereYcient technologiesappear tobebeingencouraged throughannual awardsonavoluntarybasis.There
appears to be a need for the EA, Planning authorities, Water Companies and developer to come to an
agreement on how to prepare for sustainable new development scale water resources (supply and treatment).

9C. Some regional Water Company web sites (supply and sewage treatment) have sections to educate
peopleabouthowtosavewater in thehome,gardenandatwork.Their annualSustainableDevelopmentand/
or Environmental Reports also communicate wider water service issues. However, there is a need for them to
communicate and educate their closest stakeholders and the wider public concerns on their plans for secure
innovative and sustainable water resource supplies to address the needs of the planned urban renewal
expansion.

January 2006

Witnesses: Mr Peter Redfern, Chief Executive, George Wimpey, Mr Paul Garber, Planning Director,
George Wimpey, Mr John Callcutt, Deputy Chairman, Crest Nicholson Plc, and Mr Paul Donnelly, Group
Environment Manager, Crest Nicholson Plc, gave evidence.

Q89 Chairman: Gentlemen, welcome, can I start by in about the late 1990s and we felt that there was
apologising for the fact that you have been waiting, a great deal of resistance against poor quality
which was partly our fault, but only partly, because development, unsustainable development,
there was a division in the House, unfortunately, communities that fell apart a few years after the
just as this meeting was due to start, just after half physical process of building was finished, and we
past two, which set us back a bit. It was not our thought that if we made a very large investment in
intention to be discourteous and we are grateful to it, produced something better—not just a physical
you for coming in, both companies. You are here product but a product that was better managed,
because you have been identified as market leaders, better organised, had the facilities for long term
as you are well aware, in the second annual review sustainability, or at least started that process—it
of listed house builders conducted by Insight would give us a significant market lead against the
Investment and WWF. Welcome to the Committee competition. As, of course, time unfolded, these
and thank you for your time. Can I kick things oV things have come more and more to the fore—I
with a very general question to both companies, as would just add as an appendage that in fact we
to why you have committed your businesses to have been quite disappointed that it has not
sustainable housing, what the decision-making delivered the commercial results, that such a huge
process was and what the factors were that led you investment that we have made really has not paid
to make that decision? commensurate dividends.
Mr Callcutt: Good afternoon. We decided to go
into sustainable housing and to make a large

Q90 Chairman: It has not done so?commitment to it because we actually believed that
at some stage in the future—we made this decision Mr Callcutt: No.
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MrRedfern: I have a lot of commonality with John’s Q92Chairman:You have a lack of consumer interest
or consumer cynicism, plus a cost factor, which areperspective. There are two real reasons why in the

first place we have gone down this route, the first is both against you.
a point of principle. We started oV as a business, Mr Callcutt: Yes, indeed.
probably five years ago, taking a very, very serious
look at our health and safety performance, and that

Q93 Chairman: Are there any other factors that arehas led us down almost a cultural route of how we
actually an obstacle to trying to achieve greaterbelieve it is right to run the business, and very much
degrees of sustainability? Are there any planning orour sustainability agenda has grown on the back of
building regulations or anything like that that is anthat point of principle about how the business ought
obstacle?to be run. From a more practical commercial angle

there is also a perspective that it diVerentiates us in Mr Redfern: Probably the biggest practical area—
and I suspect that John would say the same thing butour land acquisition arena, particularly with

Government bodies and other major land sellers. I will leave that to him—is the sheer complexity of
the regulation in the area as a whole. You mentionedThose two elements, one principle and the other

practical, are what have been behind it. I would building regulations, and one of our biggest
frustrations is the disjoint between buildingagree with John though on the latter, it is very

frustrating that when you are genuinely trying to do regulations, ecohome standards, the code for
sustainable buildings and a hundred otherthe right thing you do not always get the reaction

that you desired or expected in the first place. regulations of a local and national nature, all of
which try and achieve broadly the same thing but in
subtly diVerent ways. EVectively you cannot quite

Q91 Chairman: Why do you think that is? Are meet all of them, or not without a very significant
people just not interested? cost impact with very little value back, even from an

environmental point of view, let alone from aMr Redfern: There are two reasons. There is one
group of people who are not desperately interested customer’s perspective in terms of value of the

house. That complexity of regulation is quite aand there is one group of people who are cynical
about the industry, almost any industry, but major barrier to actually doing the right thing rather

than just ending up with a box-ticking exercise to hitparticularly perhaps the construction industry
across the board, so do not really want to try to a particular target that has been set by some

particular group.diVerentiate between companies that are trying to do
and can prove that they are doing the right thing and Mr Callcutt: I am sure we are going to fall out
companies that are not necessarily making the same violently soon, but at the moment we are in
sorts of eVorts, so there is that element of you are just harmony. What we have is a problem, we have as it
a developer so you are not really interested in this, were a regulatory confusion. We have such a varied
and that cynicism can be frustrating and quite a number of regulatory advices and directions, all the
barrier. It is very diYcult to diVerentiate yourself way through from NHBC to building regulations,
and what is published often does not really help to through to ecohomes, soon CSB, then we have
create that clear diVerentiation that some things do. statutory services and everyone is also pushing out

informal advice. We have now local authorities withMr Callcutt: Can I add onto that? It is at several
levels: first of all there are the issues on the Insight/ sustainable building checklists—if we are not very

careful it will fragment to the local level. What weWWF analysis of social responsibility, and then in
addition to that we have what is called the quality really need, if I could suggest, is that somebody

needs to look at the very beginning and to drive aand service of the product you are producing. I
actually find it quite diYcult to know how you can consistent approach to the entire consolidated

regulatory environment, and then perhaps you onlyproduce a social responsibility report without
including quality and service in the product, but that have one regulatory environment for building. That

standard is, say, one star, and beyond that you canis another issue. The main points however are that
landowners of course want the highest value for their go to appendix one, two, three and four if you want

to as it were get up to five stars. That is really whatland, and unless what you are doing drives through
to a higher selling price and you are able to recover I call logical, and you also have to actually work out

not just what you want to achieve but thethat, then of course you are at positive disadvantage
on costs of production and on overheads. The buildability and the way that the regulatory

environment interfaces with your ability to havesecond point is that increasingly we rely on the
public sector as the source of land. They control, we eYcient production. This means that you have to

have a really big, technical research know-how basethink, about 60% directly or indirectly of
development land, and whilst having the credentials to do all these things—harmonise it with EC

regulations coming through and with othergets you in to a point in terms of buying land from
the public sector, sadly, of course, we have all got regulations, make sure it is buildable and also have

a science and technical base as it were to evaluate, forpressures and it will go for the highest buck in many
cases, and so there is not a follow-through in terms example, long term impacts, carbon impacts, carbon

equivalents to measure all the various regulationsof, as it were, making sure, if I can put it like this,
that the good guys get on top, and I do include my for both building quality and sustainability. This is

conspicuous by its absence.friend here within that definition.
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Q94Mr Vaizey: I was going to ask about the sort of completely the wrong philosophy for approaching
this whole area, and one of the things that you do inenvironmental systems you can put in your home.

You may have read over the New Year that the reality have to battle against in a business is a degree
of initial cynicism from people within your ownLeader of the Conservative Party is planning to have

an eco-friendly home, but it is going to cost business on a particular issue. We set out, when we
started down this road, with a clear statement thatthousands of pounds to have water butts and so on.

In fact, I have got Thames Water coming round to we were doing it because we felt it was right; in some
areas for commercial reasons but not formy home to look at it; but all these things are very

expensive. If everyone had them, would the costs fall presentational reasons, and one of the things that
continually frustrates is the need to presentdramatically? If everyone had solar panels on their

roofs would they be pennies or pounds or thousands something rather than actually do it. So we are
looking at areas where we can improve ourof pounds?
underlying performance, but the report and ourMr Redfern: There are a number of questions in
CSR report comes on the back of what we do, not asthere. If you look at solar panels, there is a very
we sit down and think what do we want to write inspecific issue there with costs and if there was an
next year’s report? It may be a strong reaction, butenormous mass demand the cost would drop, but the
it is quite a fundamental point of principle aboutevidence that exists today is still that it is not an
how you run a business rather than how you actuallyeconomically viable source of energy, purely
report externally. In terms of a practical answer tobecause of the cost of producing the panels full stop.
the question you are really asking, what are weIt may get to that point, but it is a long way oV and
actually doing about it, we are looking at a numberit is not about mass production at the moment, it is
of areas. We have never had as a business a specificabout technology. There are other areas where a
statement that we will hit a particular ecohomessignificantly high take-up of a particular issue will
standard; that is likely to be replaced by the Code foractually bring the costs down quite significantly, so
Sustainable Buildings and we are looking at whetherthere is not one black and white answer. It is
we actually say we see that as being the level wecertainly not the main solution, the main areas that
should aim for across the board, with a generalwill impact on environmental performance,
stance of, where practical, we will aim for a higherparticularly the energy generation, are more to do
level. That sort of question is what we are goingwith technology development than they are to do
through at the moment, should we set minimumwith scale of production. We would look quite
standards rather than improvement standards.closely at wind generation and solar energy, but we
There is quite a big cultural shift to get from one tofeel it is still some way oV being viable, even if there
the other.was the scale of production.

Mr Callcutt: There are two sides: first of all there is
the cost of it per se, as to whether in fact it is cost- Q96 Mark Pritchard: Just out of interest, when
eVective in energy terms, whether the embodied WWF are compiling this list do they actually come
energy in the component is ever going to be repaid in along and discuss things with you, or do they do it
the savings and that, once again, makes you fall back remotely on paper?
on real, high quality science research and what have Mr Redfern: They do normally discuss it, but there
you. In a sense the other part of it is that what are two stages: a remote stage based on paperwork
developers really are concerned about and what my and then a visit and a conversation about the
gripe was at the beginning is when you are relatively process.
disadvantaged, in other words when company A is
carrying out one set of standards and is not getting

Q97MrHurd:Could I just ask you to expand a littlethe return, or has them imposed and does not get a
bit on consumer attitudes. I picked up that there wasreturn, then, frankly, you under-perform, your
some cynicism about your motives as an industryinvestors get angry with you, your chief executive
but can I ask you to say a little bit about consumerloses his job ultimately. I did retire actually, so I
attitudes towards the product? Do they want it? Domanaged to hang on in there. If in fact you have,
they understand it? Are they prepared to pay ahowever, a level playing field, then you find in fact,
premium for it? Are there specific environmentalthat provided the costs are the same for everybody
additions that you have detected really do chimethere is a greater acceptance of them. Clearly you
with buyers, do engage with the public?want them to be inherently sustainable as products,
Mr Redfern: In general consumers want it, probablybut provided that is so it is a much better way to raise
if you asked that question now rather than 12the regulatory bar than it is to hope that you are
months ago you would see an increased desire togoing to get some pioneers, at the moment putting
look at environmental issues because of worldthemselves forward and not getting a return.
events. Do consumers want it or will they pay for it?
The answer is generally no, almost exclusively,

Q95 Mark Pritchard: In the WWF report, almost to the point of saying most house buyers will
obviously, you are listed there; can you tell the not pay anything for it, not just will not pay very
Committee what measures you are putting in place much. As John said to begin with, that disappoints
to ensure that you keep your places on that listing? us because we have been looking both for a practical
Mr Redfern: The point I would start from is that we advantage and for an ethical position that that was
are not putting any measures in place to make sure the case. In reality, however, it is not what we find.

If I could give an example—it is not a UK example—that we keep on that listing because that is
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we have a US business as well as our UK housing Q101 Colin Challen: You want to sell them as fast as
possible too. It is the biggest purchase of their life,business and we put together on one particular

development a package of environmental measures you want to sell it as fast as possible, that is the
problem. You should be doing more.that people could choose as an option. It is one of the

ways in which we work out and test what people Mr Callcutt: We do not as an industry promote it
because as an industry, at the moment, we think weactually will pay for certain things. There were, I

think, roughly 100 houses on this development and are flogging a dead horse in trying to actually get it.
The general awareness of people as to thethe cost of the package was about $2,500. In the

scheme of the cost of a house, it was not enormous, importance of the environment, if that was generally
higher I think that possibly marketing it might bebut a significant cost. The real underlying costs of

providing solar energy, drainage systems, in the US more fruitful, but at the moment I suspect that such
a marketing campaign, based on the environment,a diVerent air conditioning system, those sorts of

things, we have one person take it up on the would not be particularly eVective. I do not know
whether you think it would be or not, I cannot seedevelopment, who was the person who had actually

designed the package. It is a silly example that makes that it would, sadly.
Mr Redfern: We have tried it and not successfully.a point, but unfortunately our experience in the UK

is generally the same, that consumers do not want to Unfortunately, I would go back to John’s comment
that when people look to buy a house—it ispay for it except in very extreme circumstances, very

unusual circumstances. particularly a UK phenomenon but I think it is true
elsewhere—the biggest single issue is capital cost, it
is can I aVord the mortgage, can I aVord that

Q98 Emily Thornberry: Could you just tell us what repayment, can I get through the next six months,
measures you are talking about, just so that we because people still have that perception that the
understand? capital cost of the house will go down over time and
MrRedfern: It is fairly clear it is the whole range. We the running costs will change in relation to where
have tried in diVerent developments quite a range of they started oV. It is getting over that first 12 months
diVerent measures, but you could be talking about that is the hurdle; people do not have, unfortunately,
solar or wind energy, you could be talking about will that kind of mindset.
customers pay for a diVerent drainage system within
a development, even if you educate them, energy

Q102 Chairman:Given that that is the case, and noweYciency in housing, do SAP ratings, for instance,
that stamp duty is such a big extra cost formake a diVerence to consumers’ perception of the
purchasers, if there was a stamp duty regime whichvalue or quality of the housing? I would say almost
actually oVset some of these features, is that a wayacross the board the impact of that, except in a small
whereby not only would it provide for some of thenumber of niche markets, is that there are areas and
extra costs that might be associated with this, but ittypes of consumers who will, but they are very small,
also would highlight potentially a marketing tool—and our business is a volume business. We have tried
you are going to get half your stamp duty rebated ifa lot of diVerent things and have struggled to get any
you buy a house which achieves a certain SAP, oridentifiable value from that. I do not know if your
whatever it might be?experience is the same?
Mr Callcutt: There is a huge potential. Obviously, itMr Callcutt: It is exactly the same.
is not for me to go into what government policies
may or may not be on this, but I think—

Q99 Emily Thornberry: Of the ones that there are,
what is the most popular? Okay, they are not

Q103 Chairman: Feel free to do so.popular, but of these unpopular measures what are
Mr Callcutt: In that case I think there is a hugeyou saying?
potential for both the public and for industry in theMr Redfern: Without doubt waste separation is
concept of what I call avoidable or mitigatable taxesprobably the area where consumers see the most
that actually begin to regulate behaviour andpractical advantage for themselves because they can
purchaser choices, and in so doing you can in factsee it in the show home, they can physically see it.
possibly pay less council tax, pay less stamp duty,
pay less corporation tax or oVset costs against all
sorts of things. If I can then I will; there needs to beQ100 Colin Challen: Is it not time that you started

selling houses, not just on the capital cost but also on a great deal more integration of what I will call fiscal
policy and environmental objectives across thetheir running costs so that consumers have a better

idea of what it costs them over 10 years living there, board in order as it were to get the show on the road.
Once it is on the road and people are seeing, forrather than just saying “Here you are, £158,000, but

you do not want the wind energy because that is example, that they have tax breaks or they have
council tax breaks, and companies also areanother 10 grand”, or whatever. You are not really

promoting it, are you? incentivised, the whole process itself will raise
awareness that the environment is an importantMrCallcutt: I agree. We do need to try and make an

eVort to do more of that, but in a sense for a lot of issue. Then you might find, as it were, people
advertising and promoting it as part of thepeople it is a fairly short term process, they want to

buy homes and sometimes it is quite a struggle. In a marketing of houses. That will be a lot more
eVective, but we are a long way from that, I amsense if they can get the extra features or another

bedroom— afraid.
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Q104 Mr Chaytor: Pursuing the same point, do you Mr Redfern: If I could give you two examples, that
ought to give you a sense of what it means. One is athink that attitudes may start to change following

the recent significant price increases in gas and oil, site specific environmental action plan and a waste
action plan for each site. We as a company, and a lotand does that open the door for flexible forms of

finance and more emphasis on the payback period of of the industry, do that already. The Government’s
estimate is that it costs about £50 a site. It is basicallythe extra costs of the energy situation?

Mr Callcutt: I know it is not intended to be, but a a drawn-out, specific plan for that site saying what
we will do with waste, where will it go, what are theduty on fuel is in a sense a mitigatable tax, in the

sense that if you actually begin to have cars that do priorities, what are the particular issues on this site.
The Government’s estimate would be that that will100 miles to the gallon, or some ridiculous thing, or

you have my zero carbon homes that, by definition, cost £50 per site, in reality it is probably more like
£100 to £150. We do it on every site because actuallyuse very, very little energy—in balance anyway—

then you certainly do mitigate it and, again, this sort it makes sense to do it, it is the right thing to do, I do
not think there is any problem with demanding thatof thing will raise the threshold of consciousness that

this is important, it does matter. Yes, that would on every site but it does not add anything new. If you
take, say, the requirement which is also within thathelp.
base level to produce a bill of materials as to where
materials have come from for that particular house,Q105 Mr Chaytor: There is more awareness of
from an environmental point of view, I really do notenergy costs now than there was even three months
see that it adds an enormous amount to the requiredago, I would imagine, so this may provide an
development of a house or development, but it doesopportunity.
produce an enormous administrative burden whichMr Redfern: That is true. As a general comment,
creates very little.there is much more awareness now than there was

even 12 months ago of an awful lot of issues, which
might make it a little bit easier. Certainly, for us as Q110 Dr Turner: Would you agree that if, instead of
a company we do not see ourselves giving up on the all these codes being voluntary, apart from building
route because it ought to work in the end, it is still regulations—and there are separate questions about
where we are. the enforceability of building regulations—and your

competitors who are not trying to do what you do
Q106 Dr Turner:Given that it is perfectly possible— are undercutting you and producing the cheapest
Japanese companies have been doing it for some that they possibly can—if instead there was a
years—to build and sell houses which are of a much statutory code and everybody had to work to a given
higher standard than any of the variegated codes level, what diVerence do you think that would make
and guidelines that we are referring to here, it is to you as builders?
faintly depressing, is it not, that we seem to be Mr Callcutt: First of all can I say that possibly if it
reaching such business standards when we could do is going to be adopted by planning authorities then
so much better? You say that it is very much down for all practical purposes it seems to me that CSB is
to cost; let us start with the draft code for sustainable going to be the compulsory code, because I cannot
homes. If everyone had to build to that code, what see that there are going to be many planning
practical diVerence would it make to the capital cost authorities that are not going to require it. For
of a house? What would be the real extra cost of practical purposes, therefore, we are going to be
building all your homes to that standard? operating on a one star basis at least, and I would
Mr Callcutt: We have not costed the CSB yet, I do imagine that there will be a lot of local authorities
not know whether you have. sitting around the council chamber saying come on,
Mr Redfern: Broad brush, to which level of the boys, let us go to five, why not, let us save the planet.
draft code? How that is going to work out I am not terribly sure;

I am a little bit concerned as well, to be absolutely
honest with you. I think that there is absolutely noQ107 Dr Turner: To its basic level.
reason why you could not just start on that,Mr Redfern: Just going through it very broadly, I
acknowledge the reality of it and kick oV at thatwould have said probably it is about £1,000, it is in
point, frankly.that sort of scale.

Dr Turner: Which is absolutely insignificant in the
context of modern property prices. Q111 Dr Turner:This would then not put you at any

commercial disadvantage.
Q108 Emily Thornberry: But what does it mean, Mr Callcutt: It is a level playing field.
those basic levels, what are you actually getting for Mr Redfern: My answer would be slightly diVerent.
your £1,000? I do not actually disagree with the point, but if that
Mr Callcutt: As I understand it at code standard were the only code that dealt with that area then that
building star one you are getting precious little more would be absolutely valid and I think that would be
than building regulations. the right thing to do and actually would help us,

both as an industry and certainly as individual
companies, but the reality is that it is not. A lot ofQ109 Dr Turner: Which are not very ambitious.

Mr Callcutt: It is not ambitious at all. In my mind those areas are already covered within other
legislation, in a slightly diVerent way, and thethere is absolutely no reason why star one should be

the starting point. problem is that that then ends up being very
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prescriptive. Again, perhaps an example helps. Over Mr Redfern: Transport.
a period of time the industry has developed its
production methods, and one simple long term way Q115 Emily Thornberry: What does the level three
that that has happened is moving from wet mean then?
plasterwork to dry lining, which is more Mr Callcutt: The level three means that in the
environmentally friendly, much better in terms of amended form it is what I would call very good. The
customer service, much quicker on site, much better top is excellent and this is one down from excellent,
in terms of deliverability of consistency. Recent which means it has got a very, very high score and I
changes in the building regulations to deal with would say with three stars you are pretty near to
sound insulation between buildings have meant that, producing an extremely good product by today’s
in a number of instances, most of the industry has standards, and in fact it is quite expensive to get
reverted to wet plaster at a stage in the construction there. I would say that my own view is that to get
process, when they would have been away from there is about at least £3,000 plus per house, to get
those kind of trades which impact on quality, on to very good.
customer service, on costs and on a number of other
things. That is a completely unforeseen consequence

Q116 Emily Thornberry: But social housing is goingof actually a very detailed legislation that was trying
to be greener than private housing.to make a level playing field. It is the right objective,
Mr Callcutt: Social housing already tends to bebut the problem with it is that when it interacts with
greener than private housing because housingthe other legislation you end up moving backwards
associations clearly have got what I will call somebecause it is the only way that you can deliver the
non-marketplace objectives—absolute requirements of a set of legislation. If it

really was a level playing field you would say this is
it, there is the code for sustainable buildings and that Q117 Dr Turner: The Better Homes standard.
covers those areas absolutely, but I just do not think Mr Callcutt: Yes, indeed. Very good is that which
we are there. English Partnerships have committed themselves to

demanding on all their projects.
Q112 Dr Turner: Would you say there is a case then
for a unified code which covers precisely the sort of Q118MrHurd: If I can bring you back to the private
conflict that you have just described to resolve this sector market, would you like to see the Government
issue for the future, because then we would have do more to reward your industry to reach out for
something to really build on? higher quality and greater environmental
Mr Redfern: Absolutely. performance, and what sort of measures would you

like to see?
Mr Redfern: It is an easy answer to say yes, weQ113 Mr Hurd: Whether the Code stays voluntary
would, sitting here feeling that we already do thoseor mandatory at a minimum level, am I right in
things, to be rewarded for doing what you alreadyunderstanding from your previous evidence that
think you are good at and can get better at quickeractually there is no commercial incentive for
than others is attractive. From a practical point ofcompanies to move beyond that minimum standard
view, the Code and the EcoHomes standards thattoday? If that is right, what could or should the
have existed for a number of years have helped theGovernment be doing to create those incentives for
whole industry, ourselves included, to move on, evenhigher building quality and greater environmental
when they have not been compulsory, or even whenperformance?
they have not been set on specific sites. I mentionedMr Callcutt: There is an incentive, and that is that
the site-specific waste action plans; we started to dothe Government as client is requiring at least an
that because it was within the EcoHomes standards,equivalent, I believe, to the old EcoHomes very
we tried it on a site and we actually felt there wasgood, which I think is going to be represented by a
value and use in it and that it was actually the rightthree star standard on the CSB.
way to run a site. We now do that on all of our sites,
even though it is not compulsory, so there is aQ114 Emily Thornberry: What does that mean?
progressive learning that that sort of codingMr Callcutt: Sorry, I was jargoning away. The BRE
structure actually gives you, that takes you down adecided what was called the EcoHomes standard,
particular route—not necessarily quite as quickly aswhich was an environmental assessment system for
a compulsory code, but actually with a morehousing. It was the best system in the world and, in
constructive way of getting there and a morefact, most of the world has adopted it. In fact, the
constructive answer.CSB, the Code for Sustainable Building, has come

along and has added onto that by adding a few fields
where there are minimum thresholds. BRE simply Q119 Mr Hurd: What I am trying to get at is could

the Government make a big diVerence to companieshad a trading basis, in other words you could make
the saving in many ways—for example, high not like yours who are struggling to get this by

looking at the grants for renewables or amendinginsulation but low on water or something, and you
could trade oV diVerent aspects. The CSB is pretty section 106? Could that make a significant

diVerence, or is the big overarching problem the factmuch identical to the BRE except for the purpose
that they have set minimum thresholds on energy, that the consumers do not care and the Government

should address that?waste, water and one more which I have forgotten.
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Mr Donnelly: The Government should address the smash up the productive capability of the industry.
All this needs to be done together and it is notpoint that consumers do not care. Our sales and
happening.marketing people tell us that the consumers do not

care. We try to raise awareness about SAP ratings
and EcoHomes, so there needs to be some kind of Q121 Chairman: Given the importance of it, is it the
education to create sustainable consumers. The responsibility of the industry to do some of that
same people who go into supermarkets and buy work that you just described?
organic carrots, when they come to buy a house they Mr Callcutt: It might be the responsibility of
have forgotten all about the environment and they industry to contribute—that is the supply industry
are thinking about power showers and marble as well as the house-building industry—but I think
kitchen worktops etc. It is just forgotten about. what we need to try and do, what ought to happen,

is the Government ought to push and cajole theMr Callcutt: To answer your question I would not
setting up of bodies that are capable, at least inactually start from that point in the first place, but
principle, of delivering the quality of research andwhat I would say is that you need to go right back
development that is necessary to push this initiativeand have a facility whereby you not only improve
forward. We all want higher standards, but it is notthe regulatory threshold by constantly raising, over
some part-time amateur process, it is a verythe years, the standard for CSB—in other words the
sophisticated, diYcult business.hurdle goes up and up and up—but you also back
Chairman: I have a clutch of colleagues who want tothat up with facilities which actually examine the
ask questions and we have other witnesses waitingbuildability, the deliverability, of those standards as
outside, so brief questions, please.a practical thing, and also analyse the ability of the

supply chain that is servicing those higher standards.
Q122 David Howarth: On this point can I put to youWhat we want is not just some well-meaning raising
the more sceptical view that the Chairman wasof the thresholds in a well-meaning attempt to
hinting at, I think, which is that you cannot expectachieve better environmental standards, we need a
the Government to understand this sort of thing.much more science and technology-based approach
You understand your own industry better thanto be able to evaluate not only the impact of that, but
anybody else, so what the Government should bethe buildability of that and the ability of the supply
doing as an alternative to what you suggest ischain to respond to it. That way, if it is done
announcing improvements in standards, but well incomprehensively, over years or maybe quicker if in
advance. What happens then is that you can then setfact that is the decision, you can then begin to raise
up and commission the appropriate research to meetthe regulatory bar, and the sorts of problems that
the standard the Government is requiring, and asyou have described, where you have unforeseen
long as you are given enough time to do it, both sidesknock-on eVects and contradictions, will be
are satisfied and you are not trying to rely onovercome. So there is no substitute and we have not
Government guesswork about your own industry,got a proper research, science and development base
about which you know more than Government.that can give well thought-out regulations that are Mr Callcutt: I am not saying that they should not

harmonious with themselves and also facilitate pay, they should not contribute, but if you think that
eYcient production from the industry. That, in my somehow the industry is going to miraculously
opinion, is the single biggest problem we are facing. organise itself to give the science and the research,

which sometimes does not have a payback for a long
time—it has not got an immediate return—that is

Q120 Dr Turner: We used to have a Building simply not going to happen. I am not saying it ought
Research Establishment that did that. to be a subsidy, but the Government’s role is perhaps
Mr Callcutt: Amazingly, it is still there. It is still not to pay for it but certainly to cajole it, certainly to
probably the greatest repository of knowledge in the prod it in that direction and give clear directions. I
world on this, but it has been neglected. This ought do not think it will happen on its own.
to be the centrepiece of driving forward new and
better standards; it is still there, it could still be Q123 Mr Vaizey: In terms of Government quangos
resuscitated and brought back. We need to start in this area, is CABE—the Commission for
right at the beginning, designing homes for Architecture and the Built Environment—an
communities, designing homes that suit the needs of eVective body? Does that help you in terms of
people and developing that through, thinking it guiding Government in how to be assisting the
through. This is really research that you need, you building industry?
need to look at the materials, what their profiles are, Mr Redfern: I do not think it has an environment-
what they do to the environment, how you measure specific role such that it impacts in that area, I do not
sustainability long term, impact, cost of running it, see that as being its remit.
their carbon performance over 60 or 100—all this is Mr Callcutt: It has an impact indirectly and that is,
not some sort of stuV that comes out of a committee obviously, the quality of the built environment—the
of worthies, this is something about which you architecture, the way you lay your estates out—
actually have to sit down and do some proper hard impacts massively on the quality of people’s lives,
science and research. If you do not do that you get and it impacts on the lives of some very poor
contradictory regulations and you get regulations members of our society who actually need better

living environments. What has happened is thatthat simply cannot be built, and regulations that
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CABE has produced lots of guidance and, frankly, Mr Redfern: The first question is fairly easy, I think
has carried out two reports, one last year and one the government has actually done quite a lot to
this year, which have in fact pretty well reported that promote the Code, it is quite well understood within
the standard of layout and design is poor, very poor the industry and the participation, the debate, has
indeed. Therefore, you must say that CABE has not actually been quite active, more active than it has
been eVectual in bringing about any material often been in the past. To be honest, I do not think I
improvement in poor quality layout and design. can comment on the timescale over which you could
Whilst I think that there has been some achieve zero emissions, I do not feel qualified.
improvement in design, there is a case again for Mr Callcutt: I could not give you a timescale, but I
CABE having a slightly more proactive role in this could tell you a process. The process would be to set
process. At the moment they have got a very up the mechanisms for it to be done properly and
proactive role in commercial developments, I do not then announce, as it were working with that
know whether you realise, but you can refer to mechanism, a phased and logical step towards it, to
CABE as a non-statutory consultee in commercial making sure that you do not actually end up
developments and, frankly, if they do not like your producing no houses, producing contradictory
scheme you will not get it through the planning regulations. So you organise, as it were, the
system. That is a massive incentive for people as it regulatory infrastructure properly and you then talk
were to do it right and get it through CABE. There to them in the context of the supply chain,
is no equivalent in housing and—again, I am very practicality, mass production, things we need to do,
much aware that a lot of my colleagues might not the skills and all the rest of it, and then you put
agree with me on this—I do think that there ought to against that a timescale of five, 10 years, whatever it
be some tiebreaker whereby you can get an objective is, and say by then we want to get to a zero carbon
opinion on the quality of the layout and the quality building industry. That way the whole industry is on
of the development that you are doing, and this a level playing field and at least everyone knows that
would help local authorities but it would also help it is going to be worked through in professional and
house builders when in fact you have, as it were, very practical terms and we know what we have to work
good schemes being turned down because the front against. That would be the way to undertake it. I am
door of number 27 was red instead of blue. So there sorry to go around the houses, but you need a
is a great need for some sort of objective appraisal of process and then you need a timescale flowing from
layouts. I would welcome that. that process.
MrGarber:The other factor regarding CABE is that
they certainly will look at innovation and try to look
for something diVerent without the realities, and Q126MrCaton:Can we move on to the OYce of the
certainly the experiences I have had in many Deputy Prime Minister’s Five Year Action Plan,
instances are that the realities of what they are Sustainable Communities: Homes for All. Does it, in
putting forward are totally inconsistent with what your view, represent a genuine attempt to deal with
one could actually achieve in planning terms. It is the environmental impacts of increased house-
promotional, and it is seeking a reaction to new building, or does it merely pay lip service to it?
ideas, new innovations, without looking at how it Mr Redfern: I think it represents a genuine attempt.
could actually be applied, looking at the qualities of Some of the issues in it are covered at a relatively top
what one is looking for within sustainable surface point rather than going into detail, so it is
development. Particularly in the layout of housing it diYcult to judge it too closely against that, but it is
is ignoring actually what people want and the trying to get to where we ought to be, I would not
qualities that people are looking for within read it as lip service.
development. That is one of the saddest things that MrCallcutt: It is a statement of intent, is it not? I did
is missing. It is fine to be promoting it and fine to not read it as anything other than a fairly political
have the general idea of looking at architecture and document which attempted to say what their
the quality of architecture, but it does not actually ambitions and hopes were, and I think they are very
apply itself in the way it should in a practical sense. reasonable hopes and ambitions, it does not have

any huge, what I will call concrete proposals. I
accept that in terms of the environment, certainly, inQ124Mr Vaizey: You are pioneers in this in a sense.
terms of what I call the large spatial strategy impactDo you not have one home where—
of development, it does not go into that at all, and inMr Garber: Yes, we both do actually.
terms of the detail of the implementation ofMr Callcutt: He is putting himself about, yes.
sustainable stuV, it refers to many principles andMr Vaizey: I salute you for that.
what have you, so it is a top of the waves job and I
read it as such, frankly.

Q125Mr Hurd: Is the Government doing enough to MrRedfern:The devil is in the detail; I would not say
promote the code within the industry? If a it us just lip service.
Government came in and said we want to give you
clarity, our end objective is zero emissions from new

Q127 Mr Caton: Can you understand why somebuild but we want to achieve that objective without
people have interpreted it as being exactly that, justadding to the problems of aVordability, what would
lip service, because those hard and concreteyou advise as being a realistic timescale for achieving

those objectives if the political will was there? proposals are not there?
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MrCallcutt:More concrete proposals have followed could eke out a little bit more, but it actually would
mean that the whole way in which you built wouldon behind it, or followed on with it, so I think that

we had Kate Barker who looked at how many have to change quite radically once you get past that
threshold, and the returns are actually quite smallhouses we need, the CSB followed on building

standards and a belated impact study came as a compared to the cost.
result of the promptings of this Committee on the
environmental impacts of certainly the Barker stuV.

Q129 David Howarth: Can you give us someMr Redfern: From our perspective, certainly from
quantitative view on that?my perspective, we are sitting in the detail that the
Mr Redfern: To be honest, not realistically. Cost-devil is in, dealing with the code for sustainable
wise you would probably be changing yourbuildings and the pressure that that puts on dealing
production methods suYciently that you are talkingwith the planning system which, regardless of
about £5,000 to £6,000 a plot, that sort of scale, inwhether it is actually legally compulsory or not, that
terms of moving from traditional construction tocode will create—is already creating—a pressure
timber frame in some instances, to a completelywithin that planning system. Dealing with the
diVerent method of insulation, diVerent wallchanges to building regulations, some of which are
thicknesses, a total change in the design of cavities,environmental in nature, dealing with the actual
those sorts of things. It is quite a radical shift at thatdecisions that we go through day by day in our
point, and the percentage improvement that you getdealings with English Partnerships, with RSLs, with
from it is very small. Looking at it from an overallthe Housing Corporation—it does not feel like lip
country perspective in terms of value, there is lotservice to us because we are actually dealing with it.
easier territory to go for than getting that last few perI can see that for somebody who read that report and
cent out of it.was not actually dealing with it day by day, why
Mr Callcutt: I agree; that is one thing I would like tothere is that sense, but as my colleague said, that is
reinforce. At the moment we have an existing stockthe nature of those reports.
of some 20 to 25 million houses, and we produceMr Caton: Thank you.
about 150,000 new homes a year. The existing stock
in terms of its eYciency is four times less eYcient, so
you have a massive block in the existing stock ofQ128 David Howarth: Staying with the ODPM,
what I would call carbon waste, which dwarfscould we just move to the vexed subject of Part L of
incremental improvements. That is not to say thatthe Building Regulations? As you know, when the
adding to that stock should not get better and better,draft came out in the autumn a number of
but what I am saying is that there is a real need toenvironmental organisations and WWF said this to
address the huge number of the existing stockthis Committee, that there was disappointment that
because relatively small improvements in that arethey had been watered-down, that the
going to make a gigantic diVerence.environmental impacts would be insuYcient. I was

just wondering what your comments on that were
and how you saw the watering-down of Part L from Q130 David Howarth: Does that mean that youa commercial point of view. would be in favour of stricter standards on, forMr Callcutt: Is that a 40% improvement from the example, where house improvements are made—thepre-2002 position and 20% on 2002 is the latest idea of requiring those making improvements tostandard? reassess the whole of the energy eYciency of their
Mr Redfern: Yes. home?
Mr Callcutt: Generally, our view was that they had Mr Callcutt: I am not sure that that might not be
taken it as high as they could without actually going counter-productive in putting people oV
over the threshold of having to spend serious improvements per se because suddenly they are
additional resource to get beyond that which is in the involved in carrying out an improvement and they
latest promulgation of Part L. are into a huge amount more money, and if they are
Mr Redfern: I think that is fair. I guess you would not helped I can see that that could quite seriously
always expect us to say that in a sense, but from a backfire. Just going back to an earlier point, if there
practical point of view—we touched earlier on the was ever an area where incentivisation could make a
impact on customers and what customers value in massive diVerence it is incentivising people more to
terms of, particularly, energy eYciency—one of the improve, to insulate and to put in what I would call
reasons that I think we struggle in that area is we are environmentally eYcient features in their homes.
eVectively competing in most of our business, not That would be the single biggest contribution that
with each other but with the second-hand housing we could make towards getting our carbon
market. If you compare a new house today with even emissions down to our target levels.
a second-hand house built five years ago—which in
most people’s eyes is virtually a new house in terms
of what it physically looks like—there has been a Q131 Chairman: Specifically what incentives do you

think would work in terms of getting consumers to40% shift in eYciency. That shift from a competitive
sense is already so much greater that there is a huge do that?

MrCallcutt:One again goes to the old ones, and thatgap, and actually trying to eke out the last elements
from new housing rather than from the existing is possibly incentives on mitigation of council tax,

maybe stamp duty that you mentioned if you have astock really does get you into the law of diminishing
returns from a percentage perspective. So, yes, you certificate, although I do appreciate that this makes
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the collection of that revenue trickier and trickier, that would be a tremendous step forward, a huge
step forward. It is something like 25 million housesand possibly even tax allowances, grants. It is really

for people at the Treasury to sit down and think how which are three or four times less eYcient than new
houses: one can only begin to see the amount ofbest it could be done and how it may be most

eYciently done, but this is an area of what I call the benefit environmentally that could be derived from
encouraging home improvements.mitigatable or avoidable tax where it ought to be

deployed and would have huge eVects. If you could Chairman: Thank you very much. You have been
generous with your time, and renewed apologies forelectively decide to have a rating on your home and

for all the improvements you made on insulation, the fact we kept you waiting. You have now stayed
much longer with us, but that reflects the interests ofseparation of waste or whatever you were going to

do you could have some form of certificate which the Committee in what you have had to say and,
rather cleverly, you have neatly put the problemenabled you then, as it were, to have a reduction in

your council tax so that you could claw back from onto the owners of second-hand houses and away
from your own, but thank you very much indeed.your tax the costs of doing that, or some of it, I think

Memorandum submitted by the Home Builders Federation

Introduction

1.1 The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the principal trade federation for private sector house
builders and the voice of the house building industry in England and Wales. The HBF’s 300 member firms
account for over 80% of all new houses built in England and Wales in any one year, and include companies
of all sizes, ranging from multi-national, household names through regionally based businesses to small local
companies.

1.2 The HBF is helping companies build sustainable housing and meet relevant environmental objectives
while delivering the numbers and types of homes required to meet people’s needs and aspirations.

Improving Sustainable Development Practices

2.1 The industry is making good progress advancing sustainable development practices.

2.2 The second WWF and Insight Investment benchmark report published in September 2005 studied
the sustainability practices of 12 major home builders, accounting for 41% of all housing units completed
in the UK in 2004. The report concluded that all 12 companies had “substantially improved their
performance” over the last year. The average score was 68% versus 47% in 2004 and 10 of the 12 companies
in the study scored 60% or above.10

2.3 House builders have responded well to the Government’s brownfield and density targets: According
to figures made available by ODPM in August, 70% of new build is now on brownfield land—an all-time
record. Meanwhile, average density of new homes development has increased nationally to 40dph (dwellings
per hectare), up from 25dph in 1997.11

Taking a Lead on Sustainable Housing

3.1 The HBF has a wide range of initiatives to promote best practice and sustainable construction.

3.2 In September 2005, the HBF published “Sustainability in Housebuilding”, designed as a showcase of
some of Britain’s finest sustainable housing schemes. The HBF worked in partnership with several other
stakeholders including, Business in the Community, CITB-ConstructionSkills, English Partnerships,
Sustainable Homes and WWF to select the examples of best practice featured in this publication.

3.3 The HBF is also a member of WWF’s One Million Sustainable Homes Task Force and values the
opportunity to discuss the policy and market context for delivering sustainability objectives that this
provides.

3.4 Again in September 2005, the first annual Housebuilding Innovation Awards were launched to
reward industry achievement. The focus of these awards is to recognise those in the industry who are
innovating to improve quality, design, eYciency and customer care.

3.5 The HBF has supported the development of the South East Sustainability Checklist developed by the
Building Research Establishment for SEERA. The checklist is a tool that gives a score for proposed
developments covering sustainability in terms of their environmental impact, the local economy and
community. It breaks down performance into key areas—providing an important indication of areas for
future improvement.

10 Housebuilders improving on sustainability, WWF Press Release, 6 September 2005.
11 Brownfield development reaches record level, ODPM Press Release, 28 July 2005.
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3.6 The SE checklist is currently being used as a model for rolling out similar checklists across the English
regions. HBF is supporting this initiative as a means of promoting a consistent and practical approach to
achieving sustainable development.

3.7 In association with CABE and the Civic Trust, HBF is one of the founding partners in the Building
for Life (BfL) initiative which aims to promote design excellence in new housing. The BfL partners have
adopted a BfL “standard” that is awarded to projects demonstrating high quality design. The standard is
based on 20 criteria, including whether the development has features that reduce its environmental impact.

3.8 Eight new housing developments across England were awarded the Building for Life Standard in
October 2005. Five out of the eight developments were by top 10 volume house builders. Announcing the
awards, Richard Simmons CABE chief executive said: “This round of awards is the strongest we have seen
since Building for Life was launched in 2002 . . . These schemes plant a seed of hope; evidence that the big
companies can produce housing of an exceptional quality across the country.”12

3.9 Many house builders are also investing in capacity and research in modern methods of construction
(MMC). Amongst other potential benefits MMC can be a means of achieving improvements in the
environmental performance of new homes and in reducing construction waste.

3.10 The HBF initiated and has continued to facilitate an extensive programme of work in response to
Recommendation 33 of the Barker Report on Housing Supply to look into the obstacles to the greater use
of MMC as a commercially eYcient means of improving building performance and quality while helping
to deliver an increased supply of new homes. This work is now nearly complete and has uniquely involved all
the parties with an interest and role to play in this field so as to reach a consensus view on the relevant issues.

3.11 In parallel, HBF’s major members—the Major Home Builders Group (MHBG)—have adopted a
number of important new initiatives on skills. These have been adopted jointly with CITB-
ConstructionSkills and include a new initiative with the MHBG’s subcontractor supply chain that aims to
significantly increase the number of training places for skilled trades within the house building industry and
joining the Qualified Workforce Initiative with the aim of having a fully carded workforce by the end of
2007.

Inquiry Questions

A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

4.1 The HBF believes the Code plays an important part in encouraging future improvements in this field,
but regulation cannot on its own be the whole answer.

4.2 Issues connected with consumer requirements and lifestyle also have a major bearing on how homes
can be built sustainably and marketed commercially. We need to take consumers with us if more regulatory
approaches are to be successful.

4.3 Our yardstick in assessing the Government’s proposal for the Code is whether it is an eYcient and
cost-eVective way of encouraging further improvements in sustainability as part of an increase in housing
supply.

4.4 On that score, while we welcome the less prescriptive approach set out in the proposed Code, if it is
going to assist the delivery of new housing there remain some significant issues to resolve, notably the Code’s
relationship with the planning system.

4.5 Discussions on the proposals for the Code took longer than originally expected and this has
necessarily limited the degree to which it has been possible to promote the Code to date. We believe that the
Government’s policy of requiring housing development receiving Government funding to meet the Code in
future will be an eVective way of promoting its approach to the industry. Promotion to the public will be
more diYcult.

4.6 Given the consumer issues involved and, in some cases the costs, there may be a case for considering
eVectively targeted fiscal incentives as part of an overall policy framework.

B: Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

5.1 Government policy has introduced new measures to help tackle the environmental impacts of housing
development.

5.2 Planning policies on density and the use of previously developed land have resulted in major changes
in the pattern and impact of development in recent years. The need to foster sustainable development is
enshrined in Planning Policy Statement 1.

12 Housing giants show it can be done, CABE Press Release, 14 October 2005.
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5.3 Revisions of the building regulations are also making a significant contribution to a reduced
environmental impact by new housing. The latest revision of Part L of the building regulations will mean
that new homes built under these regulations will be 40% more energy eYcient than those built some five
years earlier. And modern homes are as much as eight times more energy eYcient than those built a hundred
years ago.

5.4 It is also necessary, however, to work with the grain of the housing market and what people are
seeking from their homes and neighbourhoods. Successful and sustainable communities need to work
socially and economically as well as environmentally and we should recognise that some changes that may
be sought are dependent for their delivery on consumer attitude and behaviour as well as or rather than
Government policy.

C: Infrastructure

6.1 The Government has initiated an important new policy debate on infrastructure funding through its
current consultation on a proposed Planning-gain Supplement.

6.2 We recognise that the current planning gain mechanism, known as Section 106 agreements, takes too
long, is too arbitrary and is so opaque that development is discouraged. This leads to fewer, not more homes
being built and is not necessarily delivering a transparent and eYcient provision of the infrastructure needed.

6.3 We agree with the Government’s objective of providing the right incentives for development and a
sensible and transparent approach to delivering local infrastructure. It is not yet clear whether the
Government’s proposal is the right one. It will also be essential for any new approach to have wide support.
Without such consensus, history shows that such ideas will not work.

January 2006

Witnesses: Mr John Slaughter, Home Builders Federation, and Ms Sue Bridge, Director, Planning and
Development, Bellway plc, gave evidence

Q132 Chairman: Apologies for the fact that we are Q135 Chairman: It has been suggested by some
people, notably the WWF, that actually the draftrunning quite late now. It initially was not our fault,

we had a division unexpectedly at half past two. We Code is a step back rather than forwards. What is
your view about that?have overrun and I am grateful to you for waiting; I

apologise for the discourtesy. I know that you have Mr Slaughter: Rather surprised by WWF’s view,
been to this Committee before but not in this which we certainly would not agree with. Listening
immediate session, and you have changed your to the previous session, very clearly the Code does
name from House Builders to Home Builders in the point the way forward to increasingly ambitious
intervening period. levels of building in terms of environmental

performance and the Government has been quiteMr Slaughter: That is right, yes.
clear that they want to add elements into the Code
as it develops. We certainly would not agree that it
is lacking in ambition. The point of it is that it isQ133 Chairman: We are delighted to see you. I do
meant to be a voluntary initiative and, therefore,not know what the exact implication of that change
eVectively engage and provide a pathway for theis, but if we can start with the Code for Sustainable
industry to develop commercially towards theHomes; am I right in saying that you were not
objectives. Listening to what has been said already,actually part of the Government’s senior steering
we would agree with those points and that doesgroup for the Code, but some of your members may
imply that there are limits to how far you can go onhave been involved.
day one as opposed to whatever it may be, 15 or 20

Mr Slaughter: We were not as HBF, no, but David years in the future. If you go back to the thinking of
Pretty, who is the chief executive of Barratt, was one the task group, Sustainable Buildings, whose work
of the steering group members, so in that sense in a underlay the proposal for the Code, part of the
personal capacity he represented the industry objective here is to also improve the regulatory
viewpoint. environment, which is a point that I wanted to add

into the discussion on this. A positive element of the
Code which we would certainly welcome in terms of

Q134 Chairman: As the Federation did you try to what really the Government is trying to do is that it
influence the development of the draft Code before actually represents a less prescriptive approach to
the consultation paper was published? regulation, if I can use that term in the general sense,

in the sense that the Code is based on certainMr Slaughter: No, we were not in a position to do
so, not being members of the steering group, and we performance objectives rather than trying to specify

how you achieve them. That is a very importanthave expressed views in terms of what debate there
was in the public domain about it, but beyond that distinction, because we have certainly been

concerned, to add to the points that were madewe, like other organisations, had to wait to see what
came out in the consultation in December. earlier about complexity of regulation, that it is also
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very prescriptive, and in fact that prescription is very whatever reason, and take them out, the builder
cannot control that and there is no way that you canarguably a barrier to innovation rather than a

facilitator of innovation. So we very much welcome do that.
the fact that the Government is now starting to look
at a diVerent approach to encouraging better

Q137 Colin Challen: Can you tell us why you thinkperformance, and that element of the Code is very
they do take them out?welcome, although there are other issues with it. We
Mr Slaughter: I am not entirely sure.certainly do not feel that that is lacking in ambition

either; part of that mindset is also to try and pre-
signal what the future levels of building regulations Q138 Colin Challen: Has anybody researched that
may be so that the diVerent tiers of achievement, the issue?
diVerent star ratings under the Code, are as I Mr Slaughter: I do not know. Can you add to that,
understand it meant to actually suggest that in five, Sue?
10, 15 years time we might be looking at building Ms Bridge: The BRE report, which looked at these
regulations in that kind of area. That also does not things, found that the biggest disincentive for home
seem to me to be lacking in ambition, in fact quite owners to retain low energy light bulbs was that
the opposite in the sense that by creating in a sense there were not enough light fittings and light shades
a more level playing field, a more certain business suitable—enough variety of lampshades available to
environment about what business might expect in make your home bespoke. We need to grasp that for
terms of regulatory standards going ahead, it will more people to use low energy light bulbs the
make it easier for business to plan and innovate lampshade makers need to make more variety of
towards achieving them. lampshades.

Mr Slaughter: Power showers are another example.
It is not entirely clear to us whether the entry level ofQ136 Chairman:Are there things that actually cause
the Code would mean that you could no longer haveconcern to you or your colleagues?
a power shower, but it is certainly very much the caseMr Slaughter: On the Code there certainly are.
in market terms that if it did have that eVect, there isThere are specifics, and the big issue example there
no doubt that customers want power showers at thisis initially the issue of sustainable urban drainage
stage. If you install non-power showers in a newsystems. It is quite an important element of the entry
home they would probably take them out andlevel of the Code—you essentially have to have
replace them with something even less eVective thansustainable urban drainage systems in place. That is
what the developer would otherwise install. Therenot a problem for the industry, the industry is quite
are certain consumer behaviour issues, therefore,happy to do that and is able to do it, but we have
that we always have to take into account in howeveressentially a major practical issue in that it is very
we approach these things. The third area of concerndiYcult to get adoption of sustainable urban
about the Code is really about the planning system,drainage systems by the utilities. This is a point that
which again was touched on earlier. I think it is verywe have already made to the ODPM, that if we are
unclear to us at this stage how the Code as agoing to have an entry level of the Code that includes
voluntary entity will exist with the planning system,SUDS then we need to sort out that issue with the
but if it has the eVect of encouraging localutilities. That is one area of concern; another area of
authorities to eVectively go oV down their own trackconcern is around what I might call consumer
and say we will do X or Y in our area, which may bebehaviour. To add to the points that were made
diVerent things in diVerent cases, it wouldearlier, I think there is another element in the picture
compound a problem that already exists in thewhen you look at the market context of how you
planning system where local authorities are tendingachieve better standards going forward, which is not
to adopt their own form of quality buildingjust about is there an immediate market for
regulations on a local basis. The problem that thatsomething and what the cost of that is to the
causes for the industry is precisely that you do notconsumer, whether they are willing to pay a price
have a level playing field. You might want topremium for it, it is also about how consumers
comment on that, Sue.behave. A debate around the Code is essentially
Ms Bridge: It is a particular problem in Londonabout that. If you include things in the Code that do
where you have got the Mayor producing his draftnot accord with consumers’ way of living, the way
Code for Sustainable Buildings and then each of thethey are likely to behave in a home, then requiring it local authorities, the London boroughs, in turn arethrough either formal regulation or through a looking at that and then adapting it for their ownvoluntary code is not likely to work. There are purposes, with their own sustainability checklists.examples we can cite from contemporary experience Again, it is an issue that we are lacking a common

that would go along with that. I am not sure this is playing field and you do not know where you are at
specifically an issue for the Code, but it is an any one point in time in what is going to be required
illustration of the point. Certainly, it is the of you.
experience of developers that if they install low
energy light bulbs, for example, they are very often
taken out by customers when they move into the Q139 Chairman: I do not think your memorandum,
houses. You could specify through a code or for which thank you, expanded on the urban
regulation that you should install low energy light drainage problem which you just referred to, which

presumably aVects the water industry. If you couldbulbs, but if consumers do not like them, for



3247788009 Page Type [O] 22-03-06 20:45:35 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG2

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 45

18 January 2006 Home Builders Federation and Bellway Plc

write to us afterwards and just deal with that in more of the industry. There are issues about public image
detail, and indeed the other concerns you have got and reputation which I think are increasingly
with the Code, that would be very helpful. important for companies as well, so in other words it
Mr Slaughter: It was diYcult because we had very may be that you do not necessarily get the immediate
little time to put that together. I should say that I consumer payback that you were talking about and,
have been as frank as I can be, but we are still in the certainly, all the anecdotal evidence that we have
process as an organisation of consulting all our from our members totally accords with what was
membership, so we do not have a definitive view. I being said earlier. Nevertheless, there may be
will happily write to you and say whatever I can on commercial drivers for companies as to why they
these points. would want to do this, and if that can be done on a
Chairman: Put any qualifications that you feel are basis that is as cost-eYcient and as commercially
necessary in that respect, yes. Celia. eYcient as possible, with the right regulatory

environment, then maybe there is no reason why you
would not do it. There are, therefore, otherQ140 Celia Barlow: Quite a number of the
dimensions to this that can decide whether amemoranda that have been sent to the Committee

express some concern about the voluntary nature of company wants to do it. Do you want to comment
the Code. Is it not the case that most builders will on that, Sue?
either ignore the Code or, even if they comply with Ms Bridge: Just to add one thing, you have got a
it, will go for the minimum standard rather than the diVerence when you are looking at the major house
gold standard? builders, the big volume house builders, who are
Mr Slaughter: That all depends on whether you get probably achieving the minimum standard anyway
the Code right. Listening to the previous session has through their corporate social responsibility because
been very helpful, because it has made me think they have an incentive to achieve these things. A
about this issue even more than I had before coming significant number of new homes in this country are
here today. It is basically a choice between an still produced by small local builders, and when you
eVective voluntary code and doing it through more look at this together with the raft of planning
classical regulation. We think there are advantages changes and the fact that you have got locally-
in going down the route of a Code approach, proposed requirements—take, for example, the
because if you get it right it will provide an incentive lifetime homes issue, you have more than version of
for industry to innovate as much as it can do on a what constitutes a lifetime home. To go back to what
cost-eYcient basis. If you can do that, in the end it is was being said in the previous evidence, we do need
probably always going to be better value for society, to look at homogenising all of these things andif I can put it that way, than trying to require the making sure that everybody understands themarket to do various things through the way you

background from which we are all working.design regulations, because it is very diYcult to
always try and think about how you regulate various
things in order to get the best overall outcome in

Q142 Dr Turner: You seem to be committed to themarket terms. New housing provision is 90%
principle of the Code being voluntary; how many ofprivately provided in practice, so we really have to
your members do you think will actually use it?get this right in the private sector. I am going to ask
Mr Slaughter: I cannot give you a hard and fastSue to comment again in a minute because she is a
answer to that, but if I go back to what thepractitioner and I am not, but we believe that there
companies who were giving evidence before us havecan be a basis for that being eVective as a voluntary
said, potentially a very large percentage would,thing above the entry level, which is that it is a
because the reality is that local planning authorities,competitive market between housing providers and
as the Code is proposed, will in many cases want tothere are a lot of individual house builders. Kate
adopt standards in their own local planning policiesBarker herself has remarked in other contexts that it
related to the provisions of the Code which meansis a comparatively fragmented industry and, if we
that it is likely to be a reality to some degree for mostcan do other things like improve the planning system
companies. If that is the case then there will certainlyto get the supply side right on housing, you will

certainly find it is a very competitive market in terms be a wish and a need to get to grips with it. In the
of product, and so an eVective voluntary code in that ideal world, where the concerns that we have
context, I think, could work extremely well. expressed are resolved and it works on a voluntary

basis, for us all of this is inseparable from the wider
Barker agenda. The incentives and the case for doingQ141 Celia Barlow: Would that not go against the
this are obviously important in environmentalevidence that we heard earlier that it is not an issue
policy terms, we do not dispute that, but thefor many consumers, so why would they want to be
eVectiveness of this agenda must necessarily becompetitive in that way if it is not an issue?
linked to solving the wider housing supply issueMr Slaughter: That is a fair question. In terms of the
because that will deliver a planning environment, forway the developer would perceive it, they are also
example, that facilitates business decision-makingdealing with a lot of other actors—it may be English
and competition on a less constrained basis than isPartnerships, as we have heard also, but it is also the
possible at the moment, and it will create a volumeplanning authorities and the other stakeholders who
that may help to pull through some of thecontrol, in one degree or another, the speed and

nature of planning decisions, which are the lifeblood innovations that we are talking about. There are a
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number of reasons why a voluntary code, with the approach to regulation. What I do not think is
acceptable is carrying on with an evolution ofright surrounding circumstances, could work very

well. regulation as it has been up to now, because it raises
some real concerns about whether that will be the
best way and most cost-eVective way of deliveringQ143 Dr Turner: As it stands, how many of your
the standards that we are looking for.members seek to build houses that satisfy anything

but the most basic legal requirements at the
moment? Q149 Mr Hurd: We have talked before about fiscal
Mr Slaughter: I cannot give you a specific answer. measures to stimulate the demand side, but are there

fiscal measures that you can imagine members
supporting to reward and encourage betterQ144 Dr Turner: Is it the majority, half, less than

half? It is not as if we are talking about anything very environmental design?
Mr Slaughter:Yes. I have to say that we do not havedemanding.

Mr Slaughter: All our members will build to an HBF position on this set of issues, but in principle
it has got to be an area that should be looked at. Asbuilding regulations—
to what the right fiscal incentive might be, I do not
have a specific answer. The comments that JohnQ145 Dr Turner: Allegedly, yes.
Callcutt made earlier about council tax on aMr Slaughter: No, they do, they build to building
personal level I would say would be one of the moreregulations, because they have to be signed oV on
practical issues. I am trying to think it through.building regulations in order that homes can be

mortgageable; if they do not have the right sign-oV

then they cannot sell the homes. What you are really Q150 Mr Hurd: I am talking more about the
talking about is how many people go beyond the producer side, in terms of adjustments to the cost
requirements of current legislation, and I cannot base.
give you a hard and fast answer on that, we do not Mr Slaughter: Yes, potentially. I guess that in
have any specific information. If you look at it in the practice you cannot do things through VAT for
sense that something like 50% of output is provided wider reasons, it is very diYcult, but issues would be
by the 11 or 12 largest companies, the national house around whether you could maybe create incentives
builders, then it is certainly the case that all of those that would facilitate research and development in a
major companies are involved actively in the supply chain for example, but I can only really talk
sustainability agenda, in modern methods of about this in a very conceptual way, I am afraid.
construction and related issues in various ways.
They are all testing the market for this, and we heard Q151 Mr Caton: What does your Federation think
very eloquent testimony to that earlier, to see how of the Five Year Action Plan Sustainable
they can try and make this work in the context that Communities: Homes for All?
we have been discussing, so in the sense that the Mr Slaughter: My answer on this is very similar to
companies that produce the bulk of the output are John Callcutt’s. In a sense we did not think that the
all involved in sustainability, then I think we can give five year plan really added very much to the stock of
a very positive answer, but if you are looking at the knowledge as it was at the time it was published, it
smaller, local companies, then I suspect they are not. was perhaps more a summation of actions the
It is very diYcult for smaller businesses in the Government had already taken and a statement of
environment that we are talking about to take a intent, as was said earlier. The important thing is
major lead on this. that since then we have had very substantive

proposals brought forward in December that cover
Q146 Dr Turner: What you have said constitutes a a lot of the issues that need to be looked at for
strong argument for making the Code statutory in planning gain supplement, for PPS3 and, indeed, for
eVect, because it would then bite on the smaller the Code for Sustainable Homes. We would not
builders who are competing with you as well. attach particular importance to the five year
Mr Slaughter: I do not necessarily agree with that. strategy, but we certainly think that the Government

is genuinely seeking to get to grips with the right
Q147 Dr Turner: It would give you a level playing issues and has shown that in its most recent
field. Can you justify being solely committed to the proposals.
voluntary Code? Ms Bridge: Could I just add to that in that the five
Mr Slaughter: I did not say I was solely committed year plan is now a couple of years old, and it is
to the voluntary Code, I said there was a choice incumbent on us to look at what has been achieved
between them. between the publication of that document and where

we are sitting today. One of the most significant
achievements has been the very early achievement ofQ148 Dr Turner: Could you live with a statutory

code? building on brownfield, previously developed
land—the Government’s target is 60% by 2008 andMr Slaughter: I do not know whether you call it a

code or not. As I said, thinking it through today I we are already building 70% as of 2004. That is a
significant achievement in terms of achieving thethink the choice is between an eVective voluntary

code—and there are issues about whether what has overall sustainability objectives of the Government.
If you look at the age of the five year plan, it isbeen proposed is, I am not sure if the Government

has got it wholly right—and what I call a new motherhood and apple pie really—laudable, but is it
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achievable? What has the Government achieved? has been said, on the energy side for example the
existing stock is far less energy eYcient than newThe significant thing has been the implementation of

the 2004 Planning Act, in particular the requirement build, and new build is improving in other areas. We
have one of the oldest housing stocks in Europe infor all new development proposals, not just

residential proposals, to be tested rigorously this country, and that is an issue for other reasons—
social as well as economic—and if we are going tothrough sustainability appraisals, at all levels of the

planning process, from regional down to site specific address all those issues and improve environmental
performance, then enabling the right volume of thelevel through sustainability appraisals, strategic

environmental assessments and down to individual right standard of new housing to be built is critical
to meeting all those objectives. So I do not think wesite environmental impact assessments. With

individual site proposals you also have requirements agree with the premise of the organisations who are
saying that.for design and access statements, sustainability

statements, green travel plans and so forth, so there
has been a significant move towards achieving the Q154 Colin Challen:You have told us this afternoon
overall objectives in the five year plan. We are not that all new houses comply with building
there yet, we are still consulting on the Barker regulations, but the Environment Agency have told
agenda, the planning gain supplement, PPS3, and us that nearly a third do not comply with the existing
there is still a way to go but we have made a positive building regulations. How would you endeavour to
achievement over the last two years. explain that discrepancy?

Mr Slaughter:That is a diYcult question, obviously.
I have tried to research that a little bit because IQ152 Mr Caton: Do you think Government action
thought it might come up. The research thatsince publication of the plan has proved to the
underlies that observation that the EnvironmentalNGOs, who were very disappointed with it in
Agency mentioned in their evidence was specificallyenvironmental terms, that they were wrong?
about a fairly small sample of new homes in relationMs Bridge: It was a document of its time. I do not
to energy eYciency, and the assessment was basedwant to be too critical of it, but the Government did
on 2002 regulations rather than the ones that are justproduce the sustainable communities plan, and then
about to come in—I am just saying this forit appeared that nothing was happening. In fact
background. As far as I can establish, and I am not athere was an awful lot happening between the house
technical expert but I have tried to research this, thebuilding industry and the ODPM and planning
position is essentially that the 2002 regulations wereauthorities, moving towards achieving the agenda
primarily focused on the thermal eYciency of theestablished in PPG3. The objectives that were set out
building structure itself, the walls, the roof and sowere, as I said, very broad brush, and it is what has
forth, and the issues that are thrown up by thisbeen achieved since then that I think we have to
research are to do with permeability and air pressurelook at.
testing, which was not particularly emphasised by
the 2002 regulations. As a formal matter of

Q153 Mr Caton: Is the diVerence between your principle, as I said earlier, homes have to be signed
assessment of the plan and organisations like WWF oV in order to be mortgageable, that is eVectively the
and Friends of the Earth that your priority and your position—
members’ priority is economic, and theirs is
environmental and sustainability?

Q155 Colin Challen: That is true, but the buildingMs Bridge:At the end of the day the priority has got
society is not necessarily interested in theto be delivery. We have a serious housing problem in
environmental qualities of the house, they just wantthis country; it is a basic human right to have a
to make sure it is not going to fall down in the nextdecent home, appropriate to your needs. That has to
100 years or whatever period.be balanced with the environmental objectives and,
MrSlaughter:Whatever the building regulations areas I said, by introducing a rigorous system of
you have to comply with them, that is a necessarysustainability appraisal using strategic
thing to do.environmental assessments right the way through to

individual site specific environmental impact
appraisal it will go an awful long way to meeting Q156 Colin Challen: To be clear on that point, if a

building society found that a particular house didthose concerns.
Mr Slaughter: I would not agree with the premise of not comply with purely environmental regulations,

they would refuse to take it on?your question in the sense that, yes, the economic
side is very important for our members and, after all, Mr Slaughter: Just as much as any other part of the

regulations. You have to have a building inspectorthey are commercial organisations whose desire
commercially is to deliver more homes, to be able to say that the home has complied with the relevant

building regulations, not just these, so it is not abuild more, and their frustration is with a planning
and regulatory system that makes it diYcult for question of homes not being assessed as having done

so. The issue I am trying to raise, as far as Ithem to do that. They are certainly quite on-board
in terms of the need to take environmental standards understand it, is that because of the thrust of the

2002 regulations, they met those regulations in thoseforward and there is not an option in the sense that
not doing something in terms of housing supply is terms, but what has been assessed in the BRE

research is the element of the 2002 regulations thatactually worse for the environment than going
forward with the Barker agenda, in the sense that as was not prioritised, so you can see that the two
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things are not entirely incompatible. Being positive of your members regularly use local authority
inspectors and what proportion go outside localabout it, what I can also say is that the views about

the BRE research have certainly been picked up and authorities to the private sector?
MrSlaughter: I can answer that in a slightly diVerentthis issue will not arise with the new Part L 2005

regulations because that will require air pressure way. One of the main providers is NHBC and they
are an independent organisation, although they havetesting. Whatever the issue has been, as highlighted

by this research, is now resolved and will not happen commercial elements, and there is no question of
them not being impartial. If I get this wrong, Sue,in the future.
please chip in, but NHBC have something like 55 to
60% of the market and there are other providers as

Q157 Colin Challen: So we are all okay, we have well as local authority building control. It is a
enough approved inspectors, do we, to actually do a competitive market, that is Government policy, I do
comprehensive, thorough job? not know—though I have not been at HBF long
Mr Slaughter: I do not know, I cannot give you a enough to know the answer to this—that the
100% answer on that because it is not an issue that industry lobbied for a competitive market in this.
we are specifically responsible for. Looking at the We are where we are on that, but we would not have
evidence given by Sir John Harman, I saw that he an issue with ensuring that we have an eVective
raised some issues about that and I thought the inspectorate that can actually deliver enforcement,
interesting point he raised, for example, related to but I would come back to the fact that there is an
what I said earlier which is that to some extent issue about what they are being asked to do, and that
building regulations prior to the Code had been is a matter that I think deserves serious
going down this very prescriptive route and going consideration.
beyond the question of the actual physical
construction of the building to begin to touch on

Q161 Colin Challen:Can I take it that you are happyissues about how the buildings are used post-
then with the way that building regulations areconstruction. If you get into that kind of territory,
enforced, you do not have any problems with it, orwhich we have been tending to do, it certainly does
concerns?raise issues about the ability to enforce regulations.
Mr Slaughter: I do not. Do you have any feel forIf you are talking about elements that eVectively
that, Sue?relate to usage after completion, how can a building
Ms Bridge: Not as far as I know.inspector say whether or not the home will be used
Mr Slaughter: I am not aware of any as such, no.in the right way? I do not see how anyone could do

that.
Q162 Colin Challen: It does seem to me—I just press
this point once more—that you are in a situation

Q158 Colin Challen: I am interested in your analogous to the car manufacturers who make their
comment that you are not really responsible for cars, they can make cars that go, say, at 200 miles an
these approved inspectors; maybe directly you are hour and we have a speed limit of 70, but you are not
not responsible for them because they will be in the least bit interested about whether we have
independent from your own members. enough police to enforce the speed limit, you just do
Mr Slaughter: Yes. not see that as being your responsibility at all, it is

somebody else’s job to enforce. You seem to be
distancing yourself from what actually comes at theQ159 Colin Challen: But you surely must take an
end of this process.interest in the enforcement issue, you must surely be
Mr Slaughter: I come back to the point that ouraware of whether or not there are adequate
members cannot sell their product if they have notinspections taking place? From our previous inquiry
complied with building regulations, so it is not aI seem to recall that there were concerns expressed
question of distancing ourselves in any sense andabout the number of inspectors available to do this
building regulations are critical and central to thejob and the decline of building inspectors employed
way the industry works.by local authorities who can clearly be seen as

independent from the trade. Surely you will be aware
Q163 Colin Challen: Is every single house inspected?of whether there are enough, or you will have some
Mr Slaughter: It has to be, yes.perception as to whether there are a suYcient
Ms Bridge:Yes, it has to be to get the warranty. Thenumber of inspectors to do the job.
other thing you need to take into account is that notMr Slaughter: I believe there are a suYcient number
only is every single property individually inspected,of inspectors, but the issue is essentially what are
but they come with a 10 year warranty and we are,they being asked to inspect, and I think there are
as part of the Barker agenda, looking at ways inquestions about that.
which to improve our customer services. We canChairman: David wants to come in on this question
come back to you on this with some morea moment.
information later, but the level of customer
satisfaction in terms of the build and the product has

Q160 David Howarth: It is on precisely the same significantly improved over the last couple of years.
point, and perhaps Colin can then come back. In the Again, we cannot sell the properties unless they have
course of the research you did, did you happen to a warranty, and they have to achieve building

standards in order to get that warranty.come across any information about what proportion
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Q164 Colin Challen: Just on this question of the lobbied about and are still lobbying about is that we
would like to see the equivalent of what we call theWWF saying that Part L represents a watering-

down of what we have, you said it is actually a robust details approach, which has already been
adopted for Part E of the building regulations,positive step. Do you see any way that those two

positions could be reconciled? adopted for Part L as well. Robust details are
basically pattern book approaches to how youMr Slaughter: I have to agree with the answers given

in the previous session essentially. It is not a question achieve the standards required by the building
regulations, and the positive thing from the industryof selling things short because there are very clear

technical and cost benefit issues about taking it point of view about those is that they actually create,
if you like, an open door to innovation. If you gofurther than it has done now. There is another

element to this equation that was not touched on down this approach of registering pattern book
approaches that are assessed as being suYcient toearlier, which is that in order to take full energy

eYciency beyond the new Part L in an eVective way, meet the requirements of the regulations, it actually
is very liberating because it means that you canyou really need a more holistic approach to building

regulations. One of the concerns we have and one of continue to add and research new, more cost-
eVective ways of achieving these objectives. So wethe reasons why we think the Code is potentially a

step in the right direction, is that it is beginning to are continuing to lobby Government to seek to
include an approach based on that in Part L. Wetake a more holistic approach to these issues, but if

you go down the path of continuing to tighten up air have lobbied for some time and are still lobbying.
tightness and the other elements of the current
approach on energy eYciency, that is going to raise Q167 Chairman: Would it be possible just to give us
other issues in terms of building performance. There a fuller account that your technical director could
are questions of new ventilation standards, there are have given?
questions of air quality and I know those who are at Mr Slaughter: I am quite happy to provide you with
the forefront of discussing environmental issues for a written note about that, yes.
building are also very worried about the issue going
forward of how we reconcile our traditional

Q168 Colin Challen: I was about to say that theapproach to Part L with climate change in practice,
previous evidence we had in our former inquirygiven that we are going to have hotter summers and
suggested really that your organisation found thecolder winters. We need to have an approach to
Barker review to be almost on a par with Sir Thomasbuilding regulations that probably goes beyond the
Moore’s Utopia and that there was hardly anythingscope of Part L itself in order to reach a sensible
in it with which you could take issue. Do you equallybalance of requirements.
welcome the Government’s response to the Barker
review; do you take issue with anything that the

Q165 David Howarth: You have to forgive those of Government has said in its response, do you find
us who are obsessed with building regulations, but that it is helpful or not?
can I just ask you as a matter of historical interest Mr Slaughter: I am happy to reassure you that we
whether you made any representations to are not completely Utopian. We generally welcome
Government last year before September when the the Government’s response because it is addressing
draft came out about Part L, and if so what the the right issues, but we are certainly not saying that
nature of those representations were? the Government has got everything right in that
Mr Slaughter: We certainly did, yes. response. I do not know how much detail you want

me to go into, and again I have to give a health
warning that we are consulting our members aboutQ166 David Howarth: What did you say?

Mr Slaughter: I cannot give you chapter and verse not just the Code but the PPS3 revision and the
proposals for a planning gain supplement. Asbecause I am not the technical person—we were

going to have our technical director here today but opposed to an individual company I cannot
necessarily give you a hard and fast view at thishe could not be here for personal reasons, so you will

forgive me, I have to give an imperfect answer on stage, but if you look at the planning gain
supplement, for example, it is very welcome that thethis. Essentially, as I understand it, there were a

number of elements. One was relating to the issues I Government has raised this issue because I think we
all recognise that there are real issues out there abouthave just been touching on about how far you could

push the traditional approach to improving Part L. how do we have an eVective funding mechanism that
works, both for local communities and for industryWe had concerns about the methodology—which to

my knowledge may still not be totally clarified—and in terms of delivering infrastructure requirements
that are associated with housing. I do not think it isthere is a real transitional issue for developers about

how they are actually going to be sure they can clear that the Government’s proposals are
necessarily the right answer—we are assessing thatcomply with the new regulations, because the

complex computer methodology, the SAP and our acid test will be whether those proposals
actually will have the eVect overall of encouragingmethodology, that is going to be required under the

new Part L was only provided at a very late date and more development land to come forward so we can
actually meet the housing needs that are out there. Ieven then had not been fully assessed in terms of how

you do it, yet the Government was committed to the might ask Sue to say something about PPS3 but,
again, we have not fully assessed that; there areregulations coming in at a particular point. So we

lobbied about that, and the other area that we many welcome elements of it in terms of, from our
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point of view, building on the positive of bringing additional trainees into the industry, and
we are ongoing with that. Perhaps most significantlyrecommendations that Kate Barker made

concerning allowing due weight but not excessive of all, they have committed to adopt the
construction skills certification scheme and theweight to the market in the planning process. I am

not sure they have got everything right and we still objective of a qualified work force working towards
the aim of a fully qualified work force by the end ofhave some concerns about how this might work in

practice. 2010. That is a very major new commitment—
Ms Bridge: That is fair to say. There is an extensive
consultation exercise going on at the moment on Q171 Mr Chaytor: That was going to be a further
that, but there will however be a general welcome to question, so can I check that; this is now a specific
the Barker Report. In particular, the industry will commitment, an obligation on all the members of
welcome the provisions of 10 year housing the major home builders group?
trajectories and the planning for housing provision, Mr Slaughter: It is a specific commitment that they
draft practice guidance, which will give the industry have made as companies. They have to make it, we
an element of much-needed certainty in terms of cannot make it for them.
allocating land for development and the time when
that development can be expected to come forward. Q172 Mr Chaytor: Coming back to the broader
That is probably the most important thing from the work on the sector sustainability strategy, does that
industry’s point of view at the moment, but we exist as a document?
expect to make substantive comments on the Mr Slaughter: No, it does not because resources
consultation exercise. being what they are in the trade association we had

necessarily to pick up some of these very major
issues which have consumed a lot of our resource.Q169 Mr Chaytor: When the HBF came before this
We regard them ultimately as being part of thisCommittee before, 18 months ago, you got a bit of
strategy and we wouldwish to package them as such,stick for not leading the industry in terms of the
but in practice we concentrated on taking forwardsustainability agenda. The Barker Report also was
work on the issues rather than producing a glossyquite critical, but presumably you were quite
document.relieved that she did not ask you to do anything that

would need to be enforced, it was all strategies and
codes of conduct and so on. Q173 Mr Chaytor: Do you have a timescale for

getting something committed to paper?Mr Slaughter: Yes.
Mr Slaughter: No, not at present as an overall
strategy.Q170Mr Chaytor:You responded, I understand, by

saying you were going to have a sector sustainability
Q174 Mr Chaytor: Would it not be a good idea tostrategy. Could you tell us a bit about that; where are
have a timescale so people can assess the level ofwe with that, does it apply to all your members and,
your commitment to this work?in particular, how are you going to measure the
MrSlaughter: I accept that. We are essentially doingprogress as a result of the sustainability strategy?
it in a piecemeal way and we are communicatingMr Slaughter: It is fair to say that a lot has gone on
publicly about those elements. We are holding asince we last came before the Committee, so we have
major Barker conference in late February whichmade a lot of progress and, given, the Barker
David Milliband is going to speak at and Peter Hallagenda, a lot of that is related to Barker activity. For
is going to speak at, and we are going to be reportingexample, we facilitated a very major process of
at that conference all the things that we are doing indiscussion about modern methods of construction
these areas; we will be publishing reports and paperswhich, as I remember, was one of the issues that was
at that time. It will not, formally-speaking, betouched on when I came to the Committee before.
badged as a strategy in the terms you haveWe have not quite published the outcome of that, it
mentioned, but to my mind it is essentially the majoris due out in a few weeks, but that has been a massive
elements of that.process involving 50 to 60 diVerent stakeholders to

try and reach a consensus view about what the
Q175 Mr Chaytor: So there is progress, a bit slow—obstacles to facilitating investment in modern
Mr Slaughter: There is very substantial progress.methods of construction are. A very important

aspect of that, of course, is that modern methods of
construction are not an end in themselves but a Q176 Mr Chaytor: But it is moving in the right

direction.means of achieving desirable objectives so, yes, they
are partly about housing volume but they also have Mr Slaughter: We are doing other things as well.

Something I wanted to mention this afternoon—andbenefits of reducing waste and improving quality of
homes, contributing to the outcomes the if my colleague had been able to be here today he

would have talked about this better than I can—weGovernment wants to see generally. We have also
undertaken a lot of work on skills and the major are working with the Construction Products

Association, for example, on a new initiative thathome builders—that is the top 11 or 12 Plcs—have
made three commitments publicly since I last came will help pull innovative and sustainable products

through the supply chain. We are hoping toto the Committee about how they intend to take that
agenda forward, particularly to work proactively announce that publicly in a couple of weeks’ time—

it has not been published yet, but it will be.with CITB construction skills to develop new ways
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Q177 Mr Chaytor: Do you envisage that all of these the concerns that we have, which is that the
regulatory environment is too complex, changes tooinitiatives will be pulled together into one

document? often on a piecemeal basis and when you lump that
together with the fact that the planning system doesMrSlaughter:Ultimately, yes, I think it is important

that we do that. One of the issues for the industry is, not deliver a suYcient or predictable enough land
supply, those are all factors that make it more ratherfrankly, that it has not communicated well enough

about the things that it is doing, and ultimately as I than less diYcult for industry to move standards
forward. I think that is what it is saying.would see it that is a communication issue.

Q178 Dr Turner: I am sure you will be aware of the Q179 Dr Turner: Is it also perhaps saying that the
smaller company is less able to deal with this andlatest review of progress and performance

conducted by Insight Investments and the WWF. It more concerned with just scraping by?
Mr Slaughter: The smaller company is always goingclearly indicates improvements in the performance

of the majority of companies reviewed, but it also to find this more diYcult to deal with, but I think the
reality is that if the larger companies can help movestates that other house builders “appear to be finding

it diYcult to keep pace with the evolution of this forward with the right climate to support them,
then things like the supply chain will come throughgovernment policy, particularly within the planning

process, and are failing to put together and then it will be possible for the smaller companies
to buy into that. What is diYcult for the smallercomprehensive programmes to respond eVectively;

their approach is still principally compliance driven companies to do is to take leading edge risks because
they have not got the same mass and safety net forand operates on a site-by-site basis.” Would you

agree with that assessment? doing it.
Chairman: Thank you very much. You have beenMr Slaughter: I think so, if I can understand it. It is

quite diYcult to understand and it is a long time very generous with your time, renewed apologies for
the fact that we started late but it has been useful forsince I actually read that bit. I think so essentially. If

I understand it correctly, what that is about is one of us. We are very grateful to you.
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Memorandum submitted by Chartered Institution of Water and
Environmental Management (CIWEM)

A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

It is diYcult to judge the extent to which the code will be voluntary once introduced. Neither is it easy to
judge the likely impact of the code without a clear indication of its content. Statutory requirements will be
delivered via the Building Regulations. CIWEM understands that the Code for Sustainable Buildings (CSB)
will act to inform the industry of the likely future direction of Building Regulations, encourage developers
to build to standards higher than the minimum requirement, as well as being a pre-requisite for those
developments in receipt of public funding. In many ways, this seems logical and reasonable. However, we
remain concerned that for the vast majority of developments, there will be little or no incentive for
developers to do anything other than meet the minimum requirements of the Building Regulations (that is
assuming these will be properly enforced).

In an interim report, the Chairmen of the Sustainable Buildings Task Group stated that “we believe that
the construction, development and house building industries do not subscribe to much of the sustainability
agenda, and have not been persuaded of its long-term benefits”. This does not suggest that the building
industry is likely to willingly embrace a voluntary code. It could be that there might be a discretionary
element to the CSB, wherein planning authorities may choose whether to require compliance or not. Such
a situation may again seem reasonable, but would in all likelihood create a scenario whereby compliance
with the CSB would be required in areas under high development pressure, and not in those areas where
development and regeneration were being encouraged. From a sustainability point of view this would do
no-one any favours in the long term and promote polarisation of development quality between aZuent and
more deprived areas.

CIWEM considers that central to the delivery of sustainable development is the establishment of not only
stringent eYciency and other sustainability standards for developments, but also of a level playing field for
developers, which does not place those developers who embrace higher standards at a competitive
disadvantage in the marketplace. This might not be an issue, were greater sustainability credentials a strong
selling point for buildings. However, currently we do not consider this to be the case and it is something that
the Government must work hard on in terms of educating the public.

CIWEM broadly welcomes the development of the CSB. However we do not consider it will be suYcient
to deliver the degree of change described. For this to happen, the buying public and the business community
must value the environmental performance of buildings far more highly than they presently do. This will
require the Government to deliver a package of statutory measures, financial instruments and widespread
education. We would also suggest that the CSB should be subject to regular review, say every five years
(in conjunction with the Building Regulations) with regular translation of CSB content into the Building
Regulations.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

Awareness of the CSB amongst organisations in the construction industry appears to be good, although
we cannot comment on the extent to which it has been communicated to developers “on the ground” with
any authority.

In terms of wider awareness, there appears to be little information available over and above a brief
introduction of the Code on the ODPM website. There is no readily available information about the kind
of aspects which will be covered in the CSB, to whom and where it will apply, and how it will relate to the
statutory regulations. This is perhaps not surprising if the Code is still in gestation. Nevertheless, we would
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suggest that the information currently available from ODPM should be accompanied by detailed and
persuasive information about why the Code is important, and supporting the sustainability arguments it
aims to underpin. There has been little in the mainstream press on the subject since it was oYcially
announced in 2004, nor any visible Government campaign to promote the interests of the Code. Therefore,
it may be argued that not enough is being done to promote the Code ahead of its launch.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

As an Institution with sustainability interests at its core, CIWEM considers that fiscal measures which
would encourage greater building quality and overall environmental performance would be a welcome
component in the delivery of greater public demand for such features. CIWEM has long championed the
use, for example, of universal, intelligent water metering allied to rising block tariVs and seasonally varying
tariVs in order to change the public perception of water as a resource and to reduce demand. Other fiscal
measures such as the removal of VAT for materials used in building renovation, reduced (or removal of)
stamp duty for dwellings meeting certain environmental performance, or even mortgage relief or similar
incentives would be welcomed.

We would also like to see the use of warnings and notices on products which are particularly harmful to
the environment, drawing attention to factors such as higher than average energy consumption for a
product, or that outside lighting may have adverse eVects on wildlife. If the value set of the public is to be
changed to recognise the environmental performance of buildings, then it is likely that a range of measures
will be needed including fiscal ones.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

CIWEM considers that Sustainable Communities: Homes for All does appear to give greater emphasis
to certain environmental aspects of the Sustainable Communities Plan. There is a dedicated chapter on
“Enhancing the Environment”, which deals, in particular, with the density of the proposed housing and the
Government’s commitment to building on at least 60% previously developed land.

Energy eYciency of new buildings, as well as renovation of existing stock is also discussed. We are pleased
to see commitment to such improvements, but sustainability in new mass housing projects requires
maximisation of insulation, passive solar heating, solar hot water systems and heat exchange ventilation,
all of which may only be provided easily in new build. This would at the present time require compulsion
as it constrains street design for the best eVect at high density.

The discussion of the issue of construction waste is to be welcomed, and there is a commitment to ensure
that the CSB is complied with for Public Private Partnership projects as well as a promise to pilot the CSB
in the Thames Gateway (although with no explanation of what such piloting will involve).

The importance attached to the provision of public open space is also welcomed. It is important that
adequate provision of public open space is fully integrated into new developments. We are pleased that the
Government is considering housing density issues but this should not come at the expense of well designed
greenspace and garden provision which is important for urban biodiversity as well as infiltration of rainfall.

CIWEM is disappointed, however, that there is minimal mention of water eYciency in new dwellings bar
a mention that water eYciency will be considered when the building regulations are updated, nor of the
potential impact on water resources of large-scale developments in the South East. There is also no
consideration of greywater recycling/water reuse in the plan. We consider that water issues, which we discuss
in further detail below, are of a significance that is not reflected in the five-year plan.

Similarly there is no mention of the impact of new developments upon the load on existing sewerage
networks. Large parts of such networks are combined sewers and many are at, or near capacity, or already
exceeding their capacity in storm conditions. Development such as that in the Thames Gateway would
increase frequency of CSO discharges as well as increasing the risk of sewer flooding. It is therefore
imperative that new build in the area has adequate soakaway capacity for rooftop and hardstanding
drainage, incorporating sustainable drainage systems (SUDS). Provision to adequate levels may impact on
housing density, depending on local infiltration capacities. Nevertheless, sustainable drainage and
wastewater capacity is an essential consideration for the proposed growth areas.

Also of concern is that the impact of new development in flood plain areas is not given appropriate weight,
particularly in the context of the South East, and especially the Thames Gateway. Climate change will
increase the risk of flooding in most areas and it is not sustainable to continue building on areas at significant
risk of flooding. It is possible to defend to a certain level but that level can always be exceeded by floods
greater than the design of the defences. In addition, future generations will be faced with having to upgrade
these defences in the light of climate change or abandon the communities at risk. This is hardly sustainable
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in the long term (it is not clear what the envisaged lifetime of these new communities is, nor is there much
evidence that this has even been considered). It is hoped that the emerging PPS25 will adequately address
this issue.

There are, therefore, areas where we consider environmental impacts receive fair consideration, but we
remain disappointed by the overall lack of recognition, and admission by the Government, that the
Sustainable Communities Plan will have significant environmental impacts, which must be minimised
through detailed planning and design.

CIWEM recognises that ODPM is mandated to deliver large-scale housing expansion, and most of the
aims of the Plan, in attempting to deliver far more “user friendly” developments for society are laudable.
We continue to feel, however, that the use of the term “sustainable” is not yet justified, and is defined in
more social and economic terms than environmental ones (there should, of course, be a balance of all three).
The Government has failed within this plan to publicly recognise the threats posed by flooding in the Thames
Gateway and other growth areas (despite increasing concern being expressed by sectors such as the
insurance industry). Nor has it discussed the implications of extra demand on water resources in an area
where they are under pressure. To do so, and to demonstrate a clear commitment to identifying and
addressing these threats in partnership with all relevant stakeholders, is necessary before CIWEM can be
satisfied that the Government is aVording the environment suYcient consideration on all fronts.

C. Infrastructure

5. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

Infrastructure to oVer alternatives to the car will be needed, though cars must still be adequately
accommodated. From an air quality point of view parking cars at ground level under housing and having
only utility activity at front ground level can enable close building to high density travel routes of any mode,
provided walking and cycling routes are also included.

We are concerned that water infrastructure appears to be considered rather separately to other
infrastructure by the Government and that the innovation in funding infrastructure through, for example,
Local Delivery Vehicles, is not matched by similar funding innovation for water service provision. We are
also concerned that in the rush to secure infrastructure funding, local authorities may not be aware of the
implications of any funding agreements for water services.

6. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

CIWEM considers that Water Companies, the Environment Agency and Ofwat have shown some
commitment to addressing the needs of water resources for the sustainable communities growth areas. This
is endorsed by the fact that funding has been made available in the last Ofwat determination for feasibility
and environmental studies that will be undertaken by several Water Companies and the Environment
Agency over this five-year period.

Concern will always be raised in the press and the media as and when restrictions are introduced. This is
largely because there is a lack of understanding that most Water Companies are only funded to provide a
certain level of service to their customers, which allows restrictions to be put in place at a given frequency,
approved by the Environment Agency and funded by Ofwat. That appeals and restrictions were needed in
2005 should not be regarded as constituting a problem. Appeals and restrictions are part of the water
industry’s operating machinery for managing droughts, and we should expect them to be used when
significant rainfall deficits put pressure on the ability of water resources systems to meet the unrestricted
demands of people, so as to avoid unacceptable damage to the environment.

This said, CIWEM considers that there are medium to long-term threats to security of supply when the
current freshwater resource base is set against contemporary projections for future water supply needs.
Broadly speaking, household demand is expected to rise at the rate around 0.5-1% p.a. of current demand
(which is about 150 l/h/d on average in England & Wales, and around 160 l/h/d on average in the South
East). Demand volumes (as opposed to per capita or per household rates) will rise most in resource zones
targeted for population increases and housing increases, including the growth areas of the Sustainable
Communities Plan.

Demand is expected to become higher under climate change scenarios. Central scenarios of climate
change indicate the need for the nation’s water planners to plan increasingly for greater swings in water
resources availability between wet spells and dry spells. It appears that the resource and the demand eVects
of climate change are likely to become problematic after rather than before 2020. This is not to say that such
eVects will not be present until then; merely that they are likely to fall within the band of variability
previously experienced under natural variation.
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The proposed developments in the Sustainable Communities growth areas will have a water eYciency
saving target of (25% compared to normal homes, (20% compared to other new (and therefore metered)
homes, which CIWEM considers a welcome step. However, such savings amont to reductions of around
50 l/h/d compared to a normal (unmetered) household, and around 30 l/h/d compared to a new (metered)
household. Evidence from the savings achieved from water eYciency programmes implemented to date
indicates that such savings will not be achieved easily. Even if these eYciency gains are achieved, the
Sustainable Communities Plan will still lead to a large increase in demand in areas already under strain to
supply (75% of 160 l/h/d % 120 l/h/d x 200,000 new homes with an occupancy rate of say 2.3 persons per
household % 55 Ml/d % a large reservoir or 50 small boreholes). It is clear that savings will be needed from
all households in the targeted regions, not just in the new build, to reduce the need for new resource schemes,
or increased use of existing water schemes.

In addition to increased demand, deployable outputs will be reduced in some parts of the South East
through sustainability reductions invoked under the Habitats and Water Framework Directives, unless
proper provision is made for the replacement of lost output. There are also threats to groundwater yield
from diVuse pollution. The combined reduction in output may be as high as 3,000 Ml/d, or 16.6% of the
amount of water delivered daily in England and Wales.

There is no escaping that the growth areas of the Sustainable Communities Plan have been assigned to
those parts of the country which are driest, have the greatest water demand and are most vulnerable to the
impacts of climate change in this context. The imposition of ambitious water eYciency targets on new
developments in these areas may mitigate the problem, but doesn’t remove it, as the achievement is only a
reduction in the overall increase in total demand.

Water companies could quite conceivably supply much greater volumes of water than they currently do
in order to head oV any threats to security of supply. Across England and Wales an average of 10% of the
available resource is used for water supply, although there are regions where this amount is as high as 59%
of the available resource. To increase supply will involve additional cost not only to the water consumer,
but also to the environment, and requires a long planning period.

We would like to see more discussion of the feasibility of introducing water reuse/greywater recycling in
certain developments, as well as on a larger scale in catchments. Greywater recycling is now commonplace
in certain parts of the world, where greywater is treated to a standard below that required for potable use
and used for irrigation or toilet flushing. CIWEM considers that more needs to be done to realise the benefits
of recapturing what is still largely a lost resource, whilst at the same time recognising that there must be
strict definition and control of water reuse for the sake of public health. Returning appropriately treated
wastewater from treatment works located near the tidal limit of rivers to upstream reaches of the same river
is also an idea whose time has surely arrived.

7. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

It is essential that the profile of water eYciency in the community (domestic, business and leisure users)
is understood in terms of the value of the product, the environment in which it exists and how to make best
use of it. To this end CIWEM welcomes the recent creation of “Waterwise”, though we would still like to
see the creation of a government supported Water Saving Trust which would have wider representation than
the water companies and therefore be better placed to co-ordinate messages and actions on water eYciency.

Demand can be managed more eVectively by making individuals in society aware of the true value of
water and the opportunity costs associated with excessive or imprudent consumption of those resources.
Education and awareness might achieve substantial reductions in demand from the average consumption
of 150/litres per day in England and Wales. More water eYcient appliances can help, as can the use of more
drought tolerant plants and gardens. In the end, though, it is creating the mindset that we need to become
“low water-using people” that will make the diVerence.

People should expect to be supplied with good, wholesome water for essential needs (for drinking,
cooking and washing), whatever the weather; but they should not expect to be able to draw water without
restraint for non-essential uses, like garden watering, when rivers, lakes and aquifers are prejudicially low
(or at risk of being so at some point in the future of a drought event).

The pricing mechanism can encourage individuals to be more prudent in their use of water resources. This
would require metering on a larger scale than the 26% penetration that currently exists in England and
Wales, allied to much more frequent reading than is practice at present (which typically entails reading of
meters only at six monthly intervals) so as to enable tariVs to be targeted appropriately to the task of saving
water in areas of shortage and in periods of shortage. Rising block tariVs and seasonally varying tariVs can
achieve these ends in circumstanceswhere individuals respond to the costs of the resource that they consume.
On the other side of the coin however, research shows that those individuals living in metered households
can take the view that since they pay directly and pro-rata for the water they consume, it should be made
available to them in whatever volumes they require. Thus metering can reduce the response of customer to
appeals for restraint by water companies.
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The whole matter ofmetering and its potential demand reduction benefits needs to be placed in the context
of (a) the cost of metering—which increases incrementally, on a unit cost basis—and (b) the fact that the
cost of water and wastewater services in England and Wales amounts to something in the order of only 2%
of average household income. Pricing may not be as eVective an incentive to household water consumption
as it has been in industry, where the cost of water supplies and wastewater treatment and discharge services
can constitute a significant part of the total operational cost of the enterprise. That said, the requirement
(under the 1999 Water Industry Act) that water scarcity status must be declared before water companies are
able to compulsorily meter properties is a hindrance in enabling companies to introduce economically-
justified metering of high water-using customers (noting that properties with swimming pools, and all new
properties, are already subject to compulsory metering). Socio-economic needs must of course be
considered, but perhaps as part of welfare policy rather than water management policy.

CIWEM does not, therefore, consider that the Government, Environment Agency or water companies
are ignoring the issue. However, all three could, and must do far more. Such an eVort should be on a united
front endorsed by all three, rather than each undertaking their own promotion/educational programmes. A
concerted national promotion would carry far more weight than if one party only were to the message
forward.

Other comments

Buried assets

CIWEM would like to see far greater consideration of the way in which buried assets (eg pipe networks)
are planned and developed. Currently in the UK we employ a very expensive way of supplying clean water
and removing sewage, not to mention gas and electricity, ie pipes and cables buried under the road. Digging
these up for repairs and new connections uses large amounts of consumables and involves a large number
of traYc movements and disruption, often made worse through poor coordination of works. Despite this
there is no discussion of whether the situation can be improved to deliver a better way of managing such
services. We consider that service provision should be thought about at the earliest stages of design, but it
is almost invariably only added as an afterthought. Readily accessible service routes, preferably within large
service channels, with easily removable covers should be required for new build sustainable housing.

Just as a gap in appreciation of water eYciency has been identified, CIWEM considers that there is a lack
of understanding about the responsibilities of water supply to individual properties. Water companies are
generally responsible to the boundary of the property—there are a number of exceptions but these tend to
be historic and complicated. For new developments, it would be helpful if owners understood their
responsibilities and for building standards to ensure the choice of pipework is fit for purpose. Increasingly
there is a trend of local contamination incidents occurring with petroleum type products permeating through
plastic pipes. Petrol can arise from owner/occupier activity or vandalism activities. With the increasing
number of vehicles around and the use of plastic pipe, consideration should be given to enhancing the
pipework standards to materials such as “protectaline” which has a metallic sleeve and prevents organic
materials permeating plastic.

November 2005

Witnesses: Dr Colin Fenn, Chairman, CIWEM Water Resources Panel, Mr David Pettifer, Chairman,
CIWEM Rivers and Coastal Group,MsJo Parker, Member, CIWEM Water Supply and Quality Panel, the
Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management, Mr Richard Aylard, Director of External
AVairs and Environment, andMrRobHarrison, Director of Asset Management, RWE Thames Water, gave
evidence.

Q180 Chairman: Good afternoon and welcome. Mr Pettifer: I am talking on the flooding issues. I
think the point is, yes, but the main thing is that thereThank you for making time to come to the

Committee. We have got until 3.30 to get through is a parcel of land which has been earmarked or
our session with you so we will proceed, I hope, with allocated, in our opinion without too much study in
reasonable zip. Can I start by referring to the memo terms of what the actual flood risk is. Most of the
in which the Chartered Institution expressed Thames Gateway, most of the Thames Estuary is at
disappointment with the way in which the a flood risk but it is protected. It is not a direct flood
Sustainable Communities document dealt with some plain but it is protected. Any protection can be over-
of the water issues. I wonder if you would like to say, topped to any degree, in an extreme case it can
given the pressure that there is on water resources in collapse, as we have seen in New Orleans. What we
the South East generally, and the flood risks are saying is yes, you are going to have housing, you
associated with the Thames Gateway particularly, must have housing, you have to put it in the South
whether there are parts of the South East which East, what needs to be done is more study on what
would have been less at risk of flooding and better the actual flood risk is in those areas to identify
able to cope with additional calls on water resources where it is probably at less risk of flooding. The other
than the ones which have been chosen? thing we are a bit concerned about, if you do put
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housing in the flood plain and take account of it, we Q183 Ms Barlow: The Environment Agency have
estimated that you will need four to five newdo not think there is enough being looked at in the
reservoirs built in the South East over the next 15structure of sustainable housing. If you are going to
years. Do you think that is correct?put it in a flood plain, it needs to be of a fabric that
Mr Aylard: Certainly as far as Thames Water iscan sustain the flooding if it should occur in the
concerned, we are going to need a major newlifetime of somebody. You can have electricity
resource by about 2020, to serve both Swindon andpoints at a height, for instance, you can have a fabric
Oxford, and more particularly London. We arethat if water does come in it does not disintegrate,
revisiting a number of studies that have been donesomething I have seen recently, in a flood event.
over the years but our current provisionallyThese are the things which have not occurred. It is
preferred preference is to build a new reservoir near“there is the area, that is where we are going to put
Abingdon to take water from the Thames in thethe housing”. I agree there will be areas less
winter, when there is plenty of water available, storevulnerable in that flood risk area than others but not
it, put it back into the Thames, again in the upperenough study has been done to identify those.
reaches in the summer, and then allow that water to
work its way downstream under gravity and abstract

Q181 Chairman: Is that Thames Water’s view as it in London, treat it and put it into supply.
well?
MrAylard:Yes. We would not want to comment on Q184 Ms Barlow: Is that the only one that you are
flooding which is not particularly our area of planning to build?
expertise. We would look at water supply and waste Mr Aylard: That is the only one Thames Water has
water. Some of the biggest problems are around designs to build but I know that other water
waste water disposal. Once we have treated the waste companies are looking in the South East, also. I do
water it needs to go back into the environment. In not know the details though.
some areas we are being forced to put water back Dr Fenn: Yes. The Environment Agency’s original
into the headwaters of streams and rivers which have view was that the plans that the various water
a very low dilution capability so it is more of a companies have in their Water Resources Plans,
problem which means we have to treat the eZuent to currently accepted by the regulators, provide
an even higher standard, which requires a long lead suYcient capability to be able to meet the extra
time and more investment. demand, provided that the reduction in
Dr Fenn: If I can add on the water resources, the consumption, mooted in the Sustainable
South East is clearly the dynamo of the nation’s Communities Plan, was in fact delivered. That 25%
economy, as it is, but it happens, also, to be the driest reduction in per capita consumption is an absolute
region, that with least headroom between resource requirement. The kinds of capacities that we are
and demand, that which is most vulnerable to talking about—it would come not just from new
climate change. So water resource availability is a reservoirs and new resources’ schemes but also from
material factor in the environmental limits and demand management and demand reduction and

even continued leakage management to thesustainability of the development. I suppose that
economic levels—would all be necessary, not just inwas the issue of concern we expressed.
new homes but in those that exist already.

Q182 Chairman: This leads naturally on to the
Q185MsBarlow: Is that not rather pushing the buckquestion about whether water issues are suYciently
on to the consumer? Do you agree that thetaken account of in the whole planning process. Do
Environment Agency’s predictions are correct if weyou have a view about that?
do not have that reduction? I am thinkingDr Fenn:Water is fundamental to the infrastructure
particularly also about the cost implications. I doand carrying capacity of any development, whether
not know how much yours is going to cost?it be household or industrial and commercial. Water Mr Aylard: It will be in the region of £800–900is clearly a material factor in that process, million to build but then it will be supplying water

particularly as we reach the point in the nation’s for 200 years, on the experience of our reservoirs so
development of our water resources where there is far. I think I should explain why we anticipate
not a great deal left to be had. The water companies needing this new resource. It is really three things.
really ought to be statutory consultees in the process. First of all, it is the impact of climate change, which
They do need to be involved early, such that proper we expect to be getting really quite severe by 2020
design can take place early. with longer drier springs and summers. The second
Ms Parker: A further issue, which is often a thing is population growth. In our supply area alone
problem, is providing the services within a lay-out. we expect to have an extra 800,000 people to supply
This is frequently totally neglected until the detailed water to by 2016, that is in 10 years’ time. The third
design is complete. It is then passed to the water thing is that our existing customers are using around
companies or their consultants to do the detailed 1% more water every year which compounds over
design. It is often extremely diYcult and sub- time. More and more people are using power
optimal, so pipes are laid in places where it is showers, most people now have dishwashers, water
expensive to come back and make repairs or it is use is going up despite our best eVorts with water
expensive to install them in the first place. That is not eYciency campaigns and also, of course, our top

priority which is to get leakage down in London.sustainability.
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Dr Fenn: There is a need for us as a nation to North London is the worst area. We spend a lot of
money every year finding and fixing leaks in theencourage our people to value water more highly

than they currently do. There does seem to be this London mains but that does not get leakage down,
it just stops it going up. Three years ago we startedview that there is an obligation and a right upon each

and every household to have water to the extent a programme to replace all the mains in some of the
worst aVected areas. In this five year regulatoryrequired, whatever the conditions, whatever the

weather, and frankly that is not a sustainable period we are going to be replace 850 miles of mains,
and we have accelerated that programme to do it inproposition. It is not a statutory duty upon the water

companies to fulfil either. They have a duty to supply four years because we want to get leakage down as
quickly as possible. That will make a real diVerence.water for essential needs not for any need. Proper

addressing of education and awareness, the need for The areas which have been completed so far, we are
getting significant reductions in leakage, very muchus to arrest, perhaps, this rush towards this

profligate water using lifestyle, is a message that along the lines that we predicted. We are confident
that as we roll that programme forward, we can getneeds to be balanced alongside the necessary

resource development. London’s leakage down quite significantly. In terms
of the percentages involved, I think I should look to
my colleague.Q186 Mr Vaizey: We are going to talk about water
Mr Harrison: If we look at our plans over the nextconservation later on in our questions to you. Can
period to about 2029–30, if we did nothing onI ask a number of questions related to the reservoir
demand management then demand would rise bybecause, in fact, the reservoir Richard identified is
about 21%. By tackling leakage, by metering, byslap bang in the middle of my constituency, so it is
water eYciency measures, that increase is reduced tosomething I have an interest in. First of all, I
7%. A very significant part of our water resource andunderstand that one of the other options would be
supply demand plans is water eYciency and leakagedesalination plants. I wonder, Richard, if you would
management.talk about Thames Water’s attempts to build a

desalination plant in the Thames?
Mr Aylard: The reservoir is designed to be Q188 Mr Vaizey: That includes population growth
producing water by about 2020. We have, also, a in your predictions?
pressing short and medium term need to bridge the Mr Harrison: That includes the population growth
gap between the amount of water that we can that Richard alluded to.
guarantee to supply in a drought year and the
expected demand. A desalination plant on the tidal

Q189 Emily Thornberry: Ed, as an MP for NorthThames is, in our opinion, the best and most
London, can I just ask a couple of questions aboutsustainable solution to plug that short and medium
this. What proportion of water in North London hasterm gap. Now, the Mayor of London does not like
been lost through leakages? It is very easy for peoplethis. He says it is using too much energy. Our
to say that we should be persuading the public to useargument is that if we had a less energy intensive
less water but when we are awash with it, when weoption we would use it, and, secondly, that the
are constantly having leaks, and it really seems likeenergy is much less than people think because we are
Thames Water is not taking it seriously, it is verynot treating sea water, we are treating brackish
diYcult for us to persuade the public that water iswater. We take the water from the river on the ebb
precious. What is the proportion? Can I just say, Itide, so it is mainly fresh. This plant only uses one-
am the MP for Islington South so you know just whythird of the energy it would need to use to treat sea
I feel quite so strongly about this.water. The second thing is because this is expensive
Mr Aylard: I do understand that.in energy terms we will only use it when we have to.
Mr Vaizey: More power showers.Our energy bill is a concern to us, as it is to

everybody else. It gives us the capacity to provide a
top-up to supplies when we are in the middle of a

Q190 Emily Thornberry: No, we are just walkingdrought or anticipating one. That is our short and
around in great puddles.medium term solution. In the longer term a reservoir
Mr Aylard: We do take reducing leakage veryis, indeed, a more sustainable solution. We could
seriously indeed. It is our absolute top corporatenot, even starting now, get it built before 2020.
priority bar anything else we do as a company.

Q187MrVaizey: In terms of water conservation and
Q191 Emily Thornberry: That sounds nice but whatThames Water leakages, what sort of reduction in
are you doing?per capita water usage would need to be seen in order
Mr Aylard: We are replacing 850 miles of mains atnot to have a reservoir or any reservoirs in the South
a cost of £540 million in the next four years. We areEast? What sort of reduction in leakages? Thames
spending £90 million a year on finding and fixingWater is first or second, I think, in terms of leakages.
leaks. We have had our eVorts on leakageMr Aylard: We have a particular problem with
independently audited to make sure we are doingleakage in North London. Outside London, Thames
everything we possibly can. We have hundreds ofValley, our leakage record is very much the same as
people, literally, working on leakage all the time.the other water companies, and indeed better than
Sometimes you will see a surface leak which does notsome. In London, a third of our pipes are more than

150 years old, half are more than 100 years old. get attended to immediately but that is because
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somebody has been there, they have assessed there is Dr Fenn: The regulatory system does build in
incentives. When the allowed return on capital on anno damage to property and the amount of water is

smaller than leaks being dealt with somewhere else. asset on a balance sheet is greater than the cost of
capital, there is an incentive by virtue of the
regulatory system to go for that solution as opposedQ192 Emily Thornberry: What proportion of
to an operating one. If the converse is true then,Islington water, therefore, is being lost through
obviously, the operating solution would be preferredleakage?
to the capital.Mr Aylard: It is probably about a third.

Q197 Colin Challen: You debate this with Ofwat,Q193 David Howarth: Can I bring you back, briefly,
obviously? You do not wait for Ofwat to tell youto this question of the planning system and the value
what to do and leave it at that. How do you respondof water. When water was privatised, a very long
to Ofwat’s demands in this regard?time ago now, the reason why the water companies
Mr Aylard:We have a daily dialogue with Ofwat onwere not given the place on the planning system that
a whole range of issues. Ofwat is our financialthe water authorities had was because the legislation
regulator and watches everything we do. We have anset up a system of infrastructure charges and
independent reporter who links us to Ofwat as wellconnection charges, both of which are regulated.
and gives us a challenge to our plans. It is notThere has been criticism especially of the
something that we look at once every five years, it isinfrastructure charge, that it has been kept
literally going on on a daily basis.artificially low and therefore does not produce

enough money to pay for infrastructure. At the same
time, also, it does not act as any disincentive to Q198 Mr Caton: Mr Aylard and Mr Harrison, the
development. I would like your comments on that? website for the London Thames Gateway
Are those charges too low and does the whole system Development Corporation lists the various
of infrastructure connection charges need looking partnerships it has formed to help it deliver the
at again? regeneration. We could not find your name there.
Dr Fenn: I cannot profess any great knowledge of MrAylard:We are working with them on one or two
this but I would refer to the statements made in the things to do with the Olympics at the moment, so we
Code for Sustainable Buildings where there is are talking to them. I am surprised we are not on
reference to should we be going for piped solutions their website, and I will talk to them about whether
or for sustainable drainage systems. The kinds of we should be.
performance indicators that were proposed, and
measures to encourage developers to go for systems

Q199 Mr Caton: What are you delivering for thethat would attenuate run-oV by peak and by volume,
regeneration of that particular area?I thought were very sound.
MrAylard:We are working, particularly around the
Olympic sites, to make sure that we deliver it as

Q194 Colin Challen: I want to ask whether or not eYciently as possible. For instance, the water-
building new capacity would deliver more hungry phase of the Olympics will be the
shareholder value than reducing demand? construction rather than the operation; we want to
Mr Harrison: The way in which we plan to provide make sure that all that concrete is not mixed with
for new resources is on a least cost economic drinking water. We are looking to establish a non-
programme. What we do is balance the economics of potable water supply to be used during construction
further reductions in supply with new resources. The which would then form the basis of a grey water
question of whether or not there is a choice in terms network for the Olympic site as it is developed.
of shareholder value does not come into it. In fact,
Ofwat, our regulator, gives very close scrutiny to our

Q200 Mr Caton: You have a clear idea of timescaleplans to ensure that they are the least cost from an
and costs?economic, environmental and social point of view.
Mr Aylard: It was only relatively recently that we
won the Olympic bid. We are working with all theQ195 Colin Challen: Ofwat does act as a bit of a
stakeholders in the Olympic area. A formerbrake on your plans?
engineering director of the company has beenMr Harrison: They ensure that our plans are the
appointed as our Olympic project director and he ismost economic to meet our statutory and regulatory
building relationships with people, including theobligations. They scrutinise it very closely at each of
Gateway, to see how we can contribute to the widerthe periodic reviews.
regeneration through the Olympics.

Q196 Colin Challen: If it was up to you which
Q201 Mr Caton: Get your name on their website.delivers the better value pounds per litre, is it new
Mr Aylard: Okay.capacity or is it reduced demand? I know this is a bit

of a hypothetical question but it is quite important.
Mr Aylard: The role of the regulator is to make sure Q202 Mr Vaizey: We have got this draft Code for

Sustainable Homes which has six essential elementsthat we provide the most eYcient, cost eVective
service to customers. He will challenge everything in in it. Do you think that Code will provide an

incentive to builders to raise their standards inour business plan to make sure that we are providing
that value. building sustainable homes? Do you think that the
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two elements which will particularly relate to water something happens it will happen quickly because it
is going to be either a major over-topping or aeYciency and to sustainable drainage go far enough

in those areas? collapse, then people ought to know why they have
got this air brick blocked up or why have they gotDr Fenn: On the first, the categoric answer is no, I
these gates which can be put temporarily in place.think it is romantic. People and firms do things for
They need to know they are in that flood risk, but Itheir reasons. If they are asked to push to a solution
do see it is very hard and the house builders will notwhich provides greater cost, it must either be
go for that because they are not going to sell theirrequired of them or there must be a competitive
houses.advantage accruing from it. I can see some top-end

house builders going for a solution which has a high Dr Fenn: It seems to me there is already suYcient
incentive upon house builders to look at appropriatestar rating household as a selling point. It will be a

niche part of the market in my view. I do not believe resilience in buildings and protection of areas for
new homes and those further downstream in thethat to ask people to exercise their own purchasing

power is suYcient to enable a big diVerence to be existing PPG25 guidelines and in the new proposed
PPS25. I do not see the ones in the Code adding tomade, and in any event what about a lot of people

who do not have lots of spare money to invest in those in any way other than to suggest that
sustainable drainage systems could be given a tick-environmental benefits the way perhaps they would

like to. I do not see developers rushing to do that mark type scheme.
which is voluntary.
Mr Aylard:We would be happy to be proved wrong

Q204 Mr Caton: There are five levels in the draftbut we do not see the proposals in the voluntary
Code. At what level will the Code make a diVerenceCode achieving the 20% increased eYciency that
in water eYciency terms? Are you worried that it ispeople are seeking. We think that would have to
voluntary?come through building regulations in due course.
Dr Fenn: Yes, I am worried that it is voluntary. IMs Parker: To emphasise this, having worked with
think it is appropriate and well-meaning that there isdevelopers extensively in the water industry, there
a target entry level of around about 125 litres perare two main drivers for developers. The first is to
head per day or 46 cubic metres per bedspace perminimise the cost of construction and, secondly, to
year. That contrasts, interestingly, with the ones forgain occupancy as quickly as possible. Anything else
the GLA which have 40 cubic metres per bed perthey will do if they really have to but their focus will
year as the mandatory standard and 25 for thebe on those two issues.
aspirational one. It is akin to what is already theDr Fenn: There is one suggestion, perhaps, which
situation in Germany where their currentmight make a diVerence. I understand the reason
consumption is 125 litres per head per day comparedwhy it has not been made regulatory is to reduce the
with ours in the South East of about 165. Clearly weburden of regulation upon developers. I am quite
have a long way to go in order to be as water-wisesure that they would gladly swap the burden in that
and as eYcient and the opposite of profligate in ourway if it was to be replaced by a smoother path
use of water, and anything which achieves that is totowards planning applications being accepted, but it
be welcomed.is not. At the moment I do not think it will provide

a suYcient incentive.

Q205 David Howarth: This is a slightly naı̈ve
question, it is about size, the eVects of these variousQ203MrCaton: In their memo to us Water UK gave
levels of the Code. Connecting back to the previousexamples of essential elements that should be
question about reservoirs, if, let us say, in the fourincluded in homes built on flood plains; things like
growth areas, we were to go for a very high level ofdoor gates, flood resistant under-floor vents, high
the Code and have dual-flush loos, spray taps,level electric sockets. Does the Code as drafted
advanced management systems, and every house inaccommodate these sort of preventative measures?
the four growth areas had those, would that negateMr Pettifer: Not to my knowledge, no, this is the
the need for the reservoir we are talking about or issort of thing that should be taken more account of.
that not enough? Would we have to be talking aboutThat sort of thing just goes back to what we have just
making changes to existing problems?said, what is the incentive for a developer to do that?
Mr Harrison: From our point of view in Thames itThis is what you need. At the moment, for instance,
would help us but it would not go as far as negatingif you are going to do sustainable urban drainage, it
the need for the reservoir. As Richard outlined, thereis probably done because a developer has to do it to
are two main drivers, the first driver is growth inget approval from the Environment Agency. They
population and growth in usage but there is also thehave to do that to get that, and that is not what seems
impact of climate change on our existing waterto be coming out of this Code. It is not going to be
resources. To an extent that is making a verysomething that perhaps has to be approved by
significant diVerence. It may aVect the timing by asomebody. Those methods are all very well, those
year or two but it would not aVect the absolute need.flood guards and things like that. The other thing
Mr Aylard: There is one other factor I should havethat has to be pushed forward is to make it known

that you live in a flood risk area, and that is a thing mentioned earlier which is the impact of two
European directives, the Habitats Directive and thewhich is very hard because the developers obviously

will not want to do that, they are not going to sell Water Framework Directive, which may mean that
some of our existing abstraction licences with thetheir houses. If you are going to get a flood, if
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Environment Agency are taken away from us. We Q209 Mr Stuart: In the Government’s response to
the Barker Review, we learnt that the intention is tomay even be losing some of the water we have at the
build more homes than originally intended, and evenmoment.
before this was known the Environment Agency saidDr Fenn: I do not think any of that is a reason not to
that water companies had under-estimated by 20%pursue them.
the level of housing growth in their water resourceMr Aylard: I agree.
plans. I wonder whether you can say whether thisDr Fenn: There are substantial 25 to 30% reductions
under-estimation applied to Thames Water, andavailable to be had with appropriate technology and
then go on to say what impact the proposed increaseappropriate support for technology in ways other
in housing above the previous levels, announced inthan just the enhanced capital allowance scheme. If
response to Barker, will have on those plans?we compare what we do as a nation with what, say,
Finally, were you consulted about this increase?Australia is doing with regard to encouraging
Mr Aylard: First of all, our water resource plans godemand management to have funds that developers
25 years ahead. They are reviewed annually and up-can apply for, that householders can apply for, to
dated every five years. At what stage those additionshave rainwater systems and grey water systems, grey
were factored in, I am not sure, but they wouldwater systems are an obvious way in which water
certainly be in our latest plan.that is used once in a household can be reused for
Mr Harrison: We factored in the thinking that wasflushing loos in a household and yet there is not even
included in the Mayor’s draft plan and the diVerencea category for it on the Water Technology List.
between that original thinking and the later numbersAppalling.
is about 1% in our demand forecasts over the
planned period. Whilst that is a significant issue for

Q206 Emily Thornberry: What are your views on us, it can be accommodated provided the phasing of
fiscal incentives in order to ensure we have higher developments is correct. So I think it would be
building quality and better environmental wrong to say in the case of the Thames area there is
performance? a 20% mismatch between our forecasts which were in
Dr Fenn: I think fiscal incentives are useful, valuable our latest review and those currently being
and necessary, that the enhanced capital allowance proposed.
scheme which currently exists, even if only to some
of the product set which is available, should be Q210 Mr Stuart: Are you satisfied that the water
retained, but it could be enhanced as well by companies have suYciently realistic and robust
measures like reductions in VAT, reductions in long-term plans in place now to be able to meet the
stamp duty, anything which can get a changing needs of these new communities?
mentality, a changing conception, that using water Dr Fenn: I think the regime through which all of the
eYciently and eVectively in our households as water companies in England and Wales are required
individuals, as societies, is absolutely crucial. We to produce plans to conduct appropriate demand
have to change the mentality of us all to become low exercises for the housing and to balance those is
water using people as much as possible. appropriate. I applaud the move to make the
Mr Aylard: We have sponsored a piece of work publication of the results of those plans more widely
which the Green Alliance are doing into this available; that is a good thing to do. I do believe that
question of fiscal incentives for water and energy we should not be pulled to a knee-jerk reaction
eYciency, and that report is published on 8 February simply because we have at long last had a drought;
and I will make sure the Committee has a copy of it. it is many years since there was a drought—1995–96

being the previous one. Droughts are part of our
history and will be part of our future, but they willQ207 Emily Thornberry: Thank you. Do you know
be more common in the future. We have to be ableof any international examples where fiscal incentives
to deal with them eVectively, adaptively, flexibly,have worked?
and that includes using appropriate instruments. ItDr Fenn: Australia; Sydney. They have a
includes using measures like appeals, watertremendous drought in South Australia at the
eYciencies and restraints and hosepipe bans as partmoment and they are looking at all sorts of solutions
of the battery of tools we have available.on the supply side and the demand side, and they

have been really quite interesting and radical in the
Q211 Mr Vaizey: Given that most members of thevarious solutions they have gone for on the
public are either not aware of the problem of securitydemand side.
of supply of water resources, or are not prepared to
change their behaviour to any significant degree,

Q208 Emily Thornberry: Can I slip in one last what can the water companies or the Environment
question? The reservoir which looks like it might be Agency or the Government do to deal with these
being built in my colleague’s constituency, which is issues? Also, given that you are looking at a strategy
going to come down canals, is it coming through of building reservoirs and increasing capacity, does
those canals which are in Islington? that not, as it were, take the emphasis oV forcing
Mr Aylard: No, it will come down the Thames. consumers to limit the consumption of water?
Emily Thornberry: That’s all right. Good. I Dr Fenn: I am not sure I agree with the premise. I
wondered if we were going to get all his water as well! think you can persuade people. People do respond

appropriately, in circumstances, when they areMr Vaizey: It might improve some of the canals!
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aware of the situation and they have appropriate Mr Harrison: The national statistics are on average
information to make decisions. There might well be 10%, but for peaks in demand then 25%, and that is
local variations in the willingness to respond but without the application of advanced tariVs; but for
these are days in which we engage with stakeholders advanced tariVs you need a good penetration of
early to form partnerships so that individuals, metering across your customers, and you need the
communities, water companies form part of a ability to be able to introduce those tariVs. So the
partnership for water reviews in the river basin for level of saving which comes from pure metering is
the long-run, not just for meeting today’s current around those sorts of numbers.
problem but for a long-run sustainable approach to Ms Parker: Can I flag up one other advantage of
managing the issues. I think there is no reason to metering which should not be overlooked which has
doubt that we can persuade ourselves, individuals an impact on leakage issues? When leakage levels are
and our communities to behave rationally in those quoted they include the leakage from the pipe which
situations. is owned by the property owner and which is on their

land; the private supply pipe. Installing a meter will
help reduce that leakage. That is more problematicQ212 Mr Vaizey: I have Thames Water coming to
to manage because you have to work with themy house on Friday to advise me on how to reduce
householder. Water companies at the moment firstwater consumption. It does strike me first of all that
subsidise repairs and encourage people to manageevery home should have a water meter and I would
their own pipes eYciently, but installation of meterslike you to comment on the cost of doing that and
will help promote that.how it could be pragmatically brought about.

Secondly, if you get a bill from a water company they
are more likely to say, “You can save 5%, 10% by

Q214Mr Vaizey: Just a broad figure—if Parliamentpaying by direct debit”, but they will not say, “Tick
said tomorrow “Everyone must have a water meterthis box and we will install a dual-flush toilet and
in the South East”, what would that cost? Is that ayour water bills will come down by 10%.” It seems
ludicrous question?to me, given your relationship with your customers,
Mr Aylard: Some properties are much more diYcultbecause every three months you send them a bill, you
to meter than others. 41% of London’s housinghave an enormous opportunity to tell them, “This is

how you can save money on your water bill and try stock is flats and they tend to have all the water
and save the planet as well.” connections to the kitchens up one side and to the
MrAylard:We do correspond with our customers as bathrooms up the other, so you would actually need
much as we possibly can. We had a water eYciency two meters or to re-plumb the whole housing stock.
campaign running in the national media during last So you then have a very expensive proposition in
summer, and we are planning a major campaign order to meter the people who have the lowest
jointly with the Mayor of London to be launched in discretionary water use because they do not have
the spring—a £1 million campaign to encourage hosepipes or swimming pools. So there are real
water eYciency in London and the South East. We problems about the cost. The second point is that in
tried through the media as much as possible to some parts of the world, particularly the more
counter the prevailing view that we somehow live in aZuent parts, a lot of people have meters and then
a wet part of the world. We make the point that say, “Now I can use as much as I like because I am
London actually gets less rainfall than Rome, paying for it” and I think the Chartered Institute has
Istanbul or Dallas. It may be a grey and miserable done some work on this.
city sometimes but it is not wet; it is dry! We have to Dr Fenn: Yes. The Institute itself as a presumption
get that point across somehow. We do correspond in favour of metering because it believes metering
with our customers, we do give them water eYciency tied to tariV provides a cost signal to the customer
tips. We do oVer subsidised rainwater butts, as we with regard to how much water is being used. If the
will oVer you. I think on the very specific question of tariV is used intelligently to put the price in relation
metering, which is a highly complex issue, I would to the cost of that unit of water provided, or even
like to ask my colleague to say something. better in relation to the availability of water, then
Mr Harrison: We do of course meter all new you can tailor the cost to the prevailing circumstance
properties which are constructed, and that came into very nicely. The cost of metering is not a
force in 1990. We also do oVer anybody who wants straightforward question to answer. If you do it
to change from an unmeasured to a measured basis piecemeal, if you do it in small areas, it is around
the opportunity to be metered. In fact we are about £200 to £230 per property. If, however, you do
working quite hard to persuade people that they it across a whole area, you blitz an area, as was done
should do that. What we are doing is in this coming on the Isle of Wight for example, as a test of justperiod installing 50,000 meters to really get to the what it does cost and what are the logistics of doingbottom of the advantage of metering in terms of

so, it is very much cheaper.managing the supply-demand situation.

Q215 Mr Chaytor: Could I pick up a point aboutQ213 Mr Vaizey: That is partly what I was going to
tariVs and ask again what you said about targetedask. Do you have a rough figure of how much water
tariVs. It is possible to structure the tariVs so there isconsumption is reduced when somebody puts a

meter in? a disincentive to use more?
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Dr Fenn: Indeed. There are a whole set of tariVs— Mr Harrison:We are at present, and we will need to
confirm it,1 bound not to discriminate againstone is called a rising block tariV where the lowest

social amount of water which people would need customer groups. The other point I would make is
that many of the customers who have opted tofrom us is priced at a lower rate, and then each block

you use above that gets more and more expensive. change, have opted to change for the reasons of
rateable value and moving on to a metered cost,
vastly reducing their costs, not necessarily because
they are high consumers. There may well be people
who are low consumers living in very large rateableQ216 Mr Chaytor: This is a model which your
value properties.Institute is promoting, is it standard practice

amongst all water companies?
Q221 Mr Chaytor: In which case, if they moved onDr Fenn: No, it is not.
to a meter and you introduced a rising tariV, it would
not make any diVerence because if they are low
consumers they are protected by the structure of
the tariV.

Q217 Mr Chaytor: How many use this concept? Mr Harrison: But if the aim was to reduce
Does Thames Water? consumption?
Dr Fenn: None of them. Mr Chaytor: The aim is to reduce the consumption
Mr Harrison: Not at the moment. At the moment, of the largest consumers, is it not? The purpose of a
meter penetration is about 20% of the population, rising tariV is to put a constraint on excess
and our tariV structure does not include rising block. consumption above what is absolutely necessary.

Q222 Chairman: Just to wrap this up, the policy is to
meter new homes and to meter on change of

Q218 Mr Chaytor: If that 20% is more likely to be occupancy?
the bigger residential consumers of water, because it Mr Aylard: In some circumstances. We are doing
is people buying new houses and it is larger, older two large trial areas, one around Swindon and one
houses, does it not make absolute sense to introduce around Chigwell, where we are metering all homes
that kind of rising tariV, because this would make a on change of occupancy, and we are monitoring that
contribution to reduction in consumption. trial to see what results we get.
MrAylard: It is a way of reducing consumption, it is
also a way of making sure the most vulnerable Q223 Chairman: So generally it is thought to be a
customers do not end up paying more for their good idea?
water. You can have a social element at the bottom Mr Harrison: In principle, yes, obviously, but to try
which is priced particularly low but rising from and work out exactly what degree of benefit we will
there. get, we are doing these trials.

Q224 Chairman:But you have also said that it might
be expensive to meter compulsorily all properties

Q219 Mr Chaytor: What I am saying is, is this not a because of the individual characteristics of the
quick win in reducing overall consumption, because buildings, but there is a significant number of
you can easily, without any capital cost of installing properties which, because of their footprint, it might
new meters, simply by adjusting your tariV, make it
more expensive for the biggest residential consumers 1 Footnote inserted by witness 01.02.06 for clarification:

Thames Licence (Instrument of Appointment ) Condition Eof water to go above a certain threshold? The point
requires that “no undue preference is shown to, and thatyou made earlier was that those who have meters will
there is no undue discrimination against, any customer orthink, “I am paying for it, I am going to use as much potential customer”. “In practice this condition supports the

as I can.” This is an easy way, surely, or providing a principle of tariVs being required to be broadly cost
reflective. Ofwat judges whether tariVs comply with thisrestraint?
condition by the use of indicators such as the measured/Mr Aylard: We will first have to persuade them to
unmeasured household tariV diVerential targets it has set forchange to meters because we are not allowed to each company which look at the balance between metered

compulsorily meter other than on new homes and on and unmeasured tariVs.
change of occupancy. In the absence of new legislation specifically supporting

rising block tariVs they would need to demonstrate that they
comply with Licence Condition E. If rising block tariVs
could be structured to capture “non essential use” eg garden
watering then the fact that non-essential use often imposes
significantly higher peak costs on companies couldQ220 Mr Chaytor: Sure but the tariV is at your
potentially be taken into account in determining the naturediscretion, is it not, with no capital cost of and scale of the rising blocks. In this way rising block tariVs

introducing a new tariV? This is equivalent to, for could potentially be structured to comply with condition E.
However, the complexities associated with rising blockexample, the way the energy companies did away
tariVs include how to set the initial block to make awith standing charges because they saw that as a
reasonable allowance for essential use. This would probablyregressive form of charging, as by and large the unit need to include capturing headcount at each property to

cost of gas or electricity was bigger for the poorest ensure that households with families were not unduly
penalised.”households.
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be possible to meter fairly cheaply. So would it be amount. In Germany, where you have about 125
litres per head, which is about 25% less consumptionsensible as a policy objective for the Government

rather than individual companies to say that a higher per head than in the UK, water bills are three times
as high. So you have to think about the price signalsproportion of properties should be metered?

Mr Harrison: I think making the link as much as and how you apply those.
Chairman: On that happy note, it seems right topossible between consumption and size of bills must

be good. We have to also recognise then that the imply if we vastly increase the price of water, it might
reduce consumption, which we might have workedwater bill is a very small proportion of most people’s

household expenditure, less than 2%. If they save out for ourselves! Thank you very much for your
attendance, it has been very helpful.10% of that, that is 0.2%. It is a relatively small

Joint Memorandum submitted by OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister and the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

Introduction

The Government is committed to protecting and enhancing the environment, to improve the quality of
life of people today and provide a sustainable legacy for future generations.

As stated in the UK Sustainable Development Strategy, Securing the Future, (released: March 2005) our
aim is to create sustainable communities that embody the principles of sustainable development at the local
level. This means planning new housing in a way which is environmentally sensitive.

We recognise that housing growth does increase some environmental pressures (for instance, extra
demands on water supply and wastewater treatment, increased CO2 emissions, increased waste volumes, and
land take)—but the impacts can be mitigated, by carefully considering where new homes are built, how they
are built and what and how supporting infrastructure is provided. We are working hard to address these
issues across all new developments and to the minimise environmental pressures arising from housing
growth as far as possible.

Well-planned strategic growth through the Sustainable Communities Plan as opposed to incremental,
“urban sprawl” development, should help to minimise and manage environmental impacts because it allows
for environmental pressures to be planned for, accommodated and mitigated at a strategic land site level.
The Government recognises that a balance of regulatory and voluntary approaches to deliver higher
standards of resource eYciency in new and existing housing is important in addressing environmental
pressures.

We have a range of policies currently in place to ensure that environmental pressures brought by new
developments are mitigated as far as possible, including:

— A 40% improvement in the energy eYciency of new homes in the last three years.

— Major improvements in planning for and managing the risk of flooding in new developments.

— Housing densities in England which have risen from 25 to 40 dwellings per hectare from 1997 to
2004.

— 70% of development is now taking place on brownfield land, compared to 56% in 1997. We are,
therefore, exceeding the 60% target set out in PPG3.

— Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems mandatory wherever possible under Part H of the Building
Regulations.

We have made significant progress since last EAC enquiry and have a number of work streams currently
underway, including:

— A new Code for Sustainable Buildings to be published for consultation shortly.

— A new Concordat with the Environment Agency, which initiates new procedures for working
together to ensure that information and advice on the environmental impacts of our policies are
available to Ministers and that any problems that arise are resolved.

— New planning policies to manage flood risk better and strengthen protection of the Greenbelt.

— National brownfield strategy to identify and bring forward sites for development.

— New planning policy (PPS10) that underlines the importance of planning for, and consenting, the
necessary number and range of facilities to support sustainable waste management.

We welcome the Committee’s return to this important subject. The Government regrets that the timing
of your original report on the eve of our publication of Homes for All did not allow you to consider its
contents more fully.
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As we move towards the imminent publication of the Government’s Response to Kate Barker’s Review
of Housing Supply, we intend to bring forward a package of further measures, jointly developed by Defra
and ODPM, to help protect and enhance the environment. The Government hopes that the timing of the
Committee’s work in this areas will permit a full consideration of the new measures that we are developing.

The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

The Government is committed to the principles of better regulation and supports the recommendation
of the Hampton and Hutton reviews, which encouraged Government departments to look at non-statutory
means of achieving their desired outcomes. In this light, we are keen to work collaboratively with industry
to achieve our objectives rather than use regulation in the first instance.

The Code was conceived and designed as a voluntary initiative and as such, some of the measures are not
suitable for regulation as they are aspirational.

It is also important not to underestimate the impact of the Government’s Manifesto commitment that
from April 2006 all new homes in receipt of Government funding will meet the requirements of the Code.

The Code will supplement the Building Regulations by giving developers a much clearer understanding
of ways in which the sustainability of buildings can be improved.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

See section 3 below.

3. We know from previous inquires that Government is sometimes criticised for not giving suYcient advance
warning of, and publicity about proposed changes to working practices.What plans do you have in place tomake
sure that, even though the Code will be voluntary, the industry have the best possible run up to implementation?

We are working closely with key stakeholders, such as WWF, the Sustainable Development Commission,
the Home Builders Federation, house builders such as Barrett Homes and social housing organisations
through a senior steering group, established in December 2004 to advise on the overall development of the
Code for Sustainable Buildings.

We have also held stakeholder workshops, in March and April 2005, to allow stakeholders in industry
and across Government to comment on the initial outline. It is expected that when the draft code is finalised,
it will be realised for extensive public consultation allowing the industry and any other aVected party the
opportunity to comment on the Code and its implementation.

4. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

The Government is always exploring opportunities to achieve higher building quality and greater
environmental performance through a range of incentives.

5. In June 2005, the Sustainable Buildings Task Group (SBTP) submitted a progress report for the period 17
May 2004—17 May 2005. The Group warned that, with much still to do on the detail of the Code, progress
would need to be accelerated if the target of April 2006 is to be met. Do you still expect the Code to become
“active” by April 2006?

Yes—we will commence consultation on the draft Code for Sustainable Buildings alongside the Pre-
Budget Report before the end of December 2005.

6. The SBTG stressed that it was critical that the Government should set a clear and high standard for theCode,
stating that “confidence in the Code as a tool to drive sustainable building will wane while there is uncertainty
about the standards it will set.” Are you satisfied that the standards set out in the Code will fulfil this brief and
will you be subjected these standards to rigorous testing?

Yes—the standards in the Code will include essential requirements in key areas, with flexibility to have
higher levels of environmental performance and cover a wide range of areas. Further details will be provided
in the formal consultation on the Code, which will commence shortly.
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7. In the Government response to our report in said ODPM was going to “encourage local authorities to
promote the Code and apply similar standards to privately developed new homes as part of their Local
Development Framework”. What form will this encouragement take given that the Code is voluntary and what
has been done so far?

We are due to consult on draft Planning Policy Statement 3—Housing (PPS3) by the end of this year and
Ministers are considering whether there is a place in draft PPS3 for reference to the Code for Sustainable
Buildings.

8. Given the important role the public, as consumers, will play in the success of the Code, how do you intend
to market it more widely?

One of the key principles of the Code is that it should be consumer friendly and easily understandable.
Further details will be provided in the formal consultation on the Code, which will commence shortly.

Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

9. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

“Homes for All” demonstrates the clear commitment of the ODPM to take advantage of the opportunity
that our programmes provide to protect and enhance the environment and builds on those achievements
realised as part of the Sustainable Communities Plan.

Chapter 8 of Homes for All—“Enhancing the Environment” provides detail of initiatives that are being
pursued including (a) commitment to maintain or increase the Green Belt in each region and introduce a
new Green Belt direction, (b) commitment to maintain our target that at least 60% of new housing
developments should be on brownfield land and (c) building at higher densities to name a few.

It also sets out our plans to promote more sustainable buildings by making existing homes more
environmentally friendly, including energy eYciency improvements to over 1.3 million social homes
between 2001 and 2010 and improving minimum standards for all new homes and promoting best practice
through the new Code for Sustainable Buildings.

10. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

We face very diVerent housing challenges across the country, with low demand in parts of the North and
housing shortages in the South. Our response to these challenges does therefore, to some degree, have a
geographical dimension.

We appreciate that tackling housing aVordability and providing new homes where they are needed may
result in construction of new homes in areas facing environmental pressures, such as stress on water
resources.

However, we are working hard to minimise the environmental impacts of our house building
programmes, through a range of policy initiatives (please see response to Question 9 above).

Our housing market renewal programmes are about making balanced interventions, such as radical
refurbishment and, where necessary, replacement, which will restore normal housing markets to these
communities.

We expect this to take place alongside economic and social measures which will attract people to live and
work in low demand areas. We are not proposing sweeping demolition—it is only one possible tool that
Pathfinders can use as they strive to create sustainable communities. Before demolition is considered we
expect pathfinders to have considered other options, including radical refurbishment. They need to have
clear evidence that there is too much housing, the mix of property types does not meet needs, homes are
unfit or that refurbishment has been tried before and failed.

The Government does not believe we can simply force people to move to the northern regions or to areas
where there are empty homes. This would not solve the problem of the shortage of aVordable homes in high
demand areas which has made it diYcult to recruit key public service workers and provide homes for sons
and daughters of local people.

Our policy is to make sustainable improvements to quality of life in the North, by improving the economic
performance of the northern regions and addressing housing market failure.

Housing market failure in North is not a result of population flows to or housing growth in the South; it
is the result of poor housing choices at the local level and the lack of high quality infrastructure to meet the
needs of some communities in the North.
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Our policies are working to tackle the diVerent housingmarket challenges across the country and to create
genuinely sustainable communities, that meet the diverse needs of existing and future residents, are sensitive
to their environment, and contribute to a high quality of life.

LPS2020

11. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis
of that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

12. In the Government response to our report it said that the ODPM was currently at the consultation stage
on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020) and that this would be completed later this year. Can
you provide the Committee with an update on the outcome of the consultation and an outlines of the next steps?

In the Government response to the EAC report, ODPM reported that it was working closely with the
Building Research Establishment (BRE) on a new construction standard for dwellings LPS (Loss
Prevention Standard) 2020, which was then at consultation stage.

BRE are a commercial organisation, who took the decision to develop this work to establish a new
approach to certifying that housing built with modern systems meet a range of minimum standards in terms
of durability, fire resistance, environmental performance, etc. The core performance standards are based
largely on the requirements of the building regulations.

From the start ODPM has been supportive of BRE’s eVorts to establish a level playing field. We agree
that the principle behind the standard is welcome and, if developed and implemented properly, that it has
potential to help the wider uptake of more eYcient approaches to housing construction. However, the
consultation process and outcomes from it are a matter for BRE.

Infrastructure

13. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such
as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

The Government recognises that delivery of housing growth in the four growth areas requires up front
provision of transport, health, education and environmental infrastructure. The Government’s approach is
to ensure that infrastructure, including public services, is provided in step with growth, as plans for
individual growth locations are developed. The main elements of this approach are:

— ensuring that mainstream funding reflects the needs of growth;

— maximising the potential for private sector contributions;

— selective additional grant funding for schemes critical to unlock major growth schemes/locations.

ODPM is working closely with other Government Departments to ensure that planned investment in
infrastructure supports new housing in the Growth Areas. Good progress has been made but it is important
that this continues in the future as the plans for the growth areas develop.

Some examples of this progress include:

— ODPM has allocated around £1.25 billion between 2003–04 and 2007–08 to support local and
community infrastructure and regeneration projects within the four areas—c £850 million for the
Thames Gateway and c£400 million for the newer Growth Areas.

— DfT’s latest estimate of recent and planned expenditure on local authority and Highways Agency
major transport projects that will support the four growth areas is around £3.5 billion.

— A new £200 million Community Infrastructure Fund has been set-up to support transport
infrastructure projects linked to housing growth between 2006–07 and 2007–08. This Fund is held
within the DfT’s budget but is being jointly administered by ODPM.

— The Department of Health have included a Growth Area Adjustment to revenue allocations for
PCTs in the Growth Areas. Amongst other factors, this led to the PCTs in the four Growth Areas
receiving funding increases of £860 million in 2006–07 and £970 million in 2007–08 (an increase
over the two years of 20.8% compared to a national average of 19.5%).

— An additional £20 million of capital resources in 2005–06 to be allocated to Strategic Health
Authorities in the four Growth Areas and an extra £20 million revenue funding per annum for
2004–05 and 2005–06 for Primary Care Trusts in the four Growth Areas.

Assessing the infrastructure requirements for growth is a complex and evolving process due to both the
detailed layout of development and new approaches in the nature of service provision aVecting what is
needed.
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The Government is encouraging local delivery partners to focus on identifying, prioritising and sourcing
investment in their locations—based on their individual circumstances and priorities. This approach is being
taken forward in Milton Keynes and is being developed in other growth location business plans.

The Government’s aim is to provide as much information as it can on likely future levels of support but
this needs to be made within the context of the public expenditure cycle.

14.(a) Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?

Water companies are already planning new house building into their water resource plans, using
projections from ODPM and local authorities. These plans will be revised as further, more detailed,
information on numbers and locations becomes available.

OFWAT have already assumed in their current price limits that almost one million new properties will
be connected to the water and sewerage service by 2010.

Water companies are fully engaged with the regional planning process for housing growth and expansion.
For example, the water companies and the Environment Agency (which is the statutory body with a duty
to manage water resources in England and Wales) are advising the Regional Assembly on a range of
proposals for new development in the South East, for the new regional spatial strategy.

We are also encouraging our partners to take an integrated view of the whole water management cycle.
For example, in Ashford we are working closely with a range of partners to ensure actions are being taken
to provide an adequate and sustainable supply of water, and eYcient and ecologically acceptable treatment
and disposal of wastewater, to support plans for growth.

14.(b) And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one
or simply a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

Water companies are under a statutory duty to supply suYcient water to meet domestic demands, whether
from new or existing customers. To help them fulfil this duty, water companies set out 25 year water resource
plans that describe how each company aims to achieve a sustainable supply-demand balance for the public
water supply. These plans were first produced in 1999; they were revised in 2004. The plans set out how the
company will deal with a variety of pressures on the supply-demand balance including

— Climate change (both on demand on on supply).

— Demographic change.

— Demand for more homes.

— Trends in household consumption.

In its report to Ministers (Maintaining Water Supply) on the 2004 plans, the Environment Agency noted
that all the water companies of England and Wales had produced plans that will allow them to manage
supplies for the next five or more years. Some, in the south east in particular, have very small target
headroom (ie the margin of supply over demand) and careful management of resources will be required over
the longer term.

For the past four years the OYce of Water Services, Ofwat, has reported on each company’s water security
of supply index; this work supports the Agency’s advice that some companies have low security of supply.
However, we believe there are robust systems in place to ensure water companies can meet the water needs
of both new and existing customers.

15. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

Shortly after the Government came to power in 1997, a water summit was held to consider key problems
of water resources and supply. A ten-point plan was announced which included a review of the abstraction
licensing system, action on leakage control and water eYciency by the water companies, and other measures
to improve water management and conservation.

The Government made a manifesto commitment to create a water saving body. Government has
established a Water Savings Group (WSG) to encourage more water conservation and further the
promotion of water eYciency. The WSG includes a representative from the Consumer Council for Water
(CCWater) which will have a key role to play in educating and raising awareness of water conservation with
consumers.

The Environment Agency has a duty to conserve, augment and secure the proper and eYcient use of water
in England and Wales. It works to reconcile the needs of society with the protection and enhancement of the
environment. This includes advising consumers on the wise use of water and preventing undue consumption.
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The Environment Agency’s Water EYciency Awards are in their fourth year. The awards recognise and
reward the work of the many organisations helping to conserve our water resources. They show by example
what being water-eYcient means in practice—and how quickly such initiatives can pay for themselves and
save money.

The Environment Agency’s website provides a useful resource of information for reducing water use in
the home, garden and in businesses. It includes practical advice on simple measures that help to save water.

Water companies have had a duty to promote the eYcient use of water by all their customers since
February 1996. Ofwat are responsible for enforcing this duty and their appraisals of company activity in
this area can be found in the “Security of supply, leakage and eYcient use of water”42 report.

The extent of measures that water companies undertake to promote water eYciency varies according to
their water resource position. It is reasonable to expect water companies in water stressed areas to have a
more comprehensive programme of measures. Most water companies provide a water audits service to their
customers, this identifies areas where water savings can be made from making better use of the water
supplied to them, fixing leaks and using water eYcient technologies to reduce the amount of water used.

An industry-led initiative, waterwise, launched on 1 September 2005 will promote water eYciency and co-
ordinate research by water companies. Its aim is to reverse the current upward trend of, and then reduce,
household consumption by 2010. A key area will be how to educate consumers in the wise use of water.

16. In the Government response (page 8) it said that new ways to integrate transport, economic and spatial
development strategies in each region within a framework of indicative funding allocations for each region were
being examined. What progress has been made towards this?

In December 2004 the Government launched a consultation on Regional Funding Allocations alongside
the Pre-Budget Report.

Following this, in July 2005 ODPM, Department for Transport, Department for Trade and Industry and
the Treasury jointly published its Guidance to the regions on how to provide eVective advice to Ministers
on key aspects of regional housing, transport and economic development.

Regions have been asked to prioritise regional spend within and across these areas and to advise
Government where the resources should be targeted. This is intended to align more eVectively central
Government investment and resources in the regions within regionally agreed priorities.

This also gives regions an opportunity to more closely align their strategies on closely interrelated and
interdependent areas of activity. The indicative allocations should enable regions to ensure their Regional
Economic Strategies (RESs) and other regional strategies are based on realistic funding assumptions.

The Government OYces are facilitating the advice which is to be agreed between the RDA, Regional
Assemblies (and other relevant stakeholders); the deadline for advice is the end of January 2006.

Barker Review

17. When will the Government publish its response to the Barker review, as flagged up in the Government
response to recommendation 8 (para 32) of our predecessor Committee’s report?

Government remains committed to bringing forward a full package of measures to address Kate Barker’s
recommendations by the end of 2005. Environmental impacts and mitigation measures will be an important
component of this response.

November 2005

Witness: Yvette Cooper, a Member of the House, Minister for Housing and Planning, OYce of the Deputy
Prime Minister, gave evidence.

Q225 Chairman: Welcome. Thank you for coming Yvette Cooper: We were clear that as part of the
response to the Barker Review we wanted to set outalong and making time to come and talk to us. I

would like to start with the Code for Sustainable a series of environmental improvements as well. One
of those was the Code for Sustainable Homes. WeHomes, on which we took evidence, among other

things, last week. Both oral and written evidence should be clear about this, this is not a replacement
for building regulations, so in addition to the Codesuggests that the majority of people feel that the

voluntary basis of the Code is a severe weakness, we also of course need a statutory framework of
obligations which builders need to follow and whichthat it is not going to work, that most builders will

not comply with a voluntary code, those who do will will continue. I think the additional benefits from the
Code are first of all that it is something where publicgo for the absolute minimum and not for the gold

standard. Would you like to comment on that? sector investment will reach higher standards than

42 www.ofwat.gov.uk/aptrix/ofwat/publish.nsf/AttachmentsByTitle/leakage—04-05.pdf/$FILE/leakage—04-05.pdf
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the level set out in the building regulations, so we Q228 Chairman: So it will be a voluntary code which
many people think is inadequate and thehave said that from this year the housing

corporations’ funded investment in new social Department will not know how to monitor whether
anyone is actually obeying it anyway?housing as well as English Partnerships’ funded and

other public sector funded buildings will need to Yvette Cooper: It will be obvious whether they are in
terms of public sector funded ones, because theycomply with Level 3 of the Code. That means you

will have additional benefits on top of building have procedures in place already. Also if builders are
choosing to comply with the Code there will beregulations. Secondly, I think it is right to oVer a

voluntary code which we will monitor and we will benefits for them for doing so and they will get credit
for doing so. First of all, there are considerablekeep under review in order to provide the building

industry with a way in which to improve standards benefits in having a code in addition to building
regulations—this is not a substitute for buildingwithout further regulation. Thirdly, I think it

provides the direction of travel for future regulations, it is in addition to building regulations.
Secondly, there are ways of monitoring it andimprovements to building regulations. So I think it

gives greater clarity to the building industry about reviewing it which we will develop once the Code is
in place.where we will want to head with building regulations

in the future. It provides on top of the statutory
minimum which has to be achieved through building Q229Chairman:The problemdoes not arise with the
regulations and it says, “These are the directions we companies who want to show oV they are complying
want to go in, whether it is around water, whether it with it, the problem arises with the companies who
is around energy eYciency” and so on, and are not complying with it. If they are aware, as they
demonstrates what can be done and allows the must now be, there is no system under which ODPM
building industry to set oV in that direction rather can monitor this in the foreseeable future, they have
than wait for the statutory building regulations a free ride for the time being.
process to catch up. Yvette Cooper:Except for the fact that actually local

authorities grant planning permission; local
authorities have discussions about newQ226 Chairman: How are you going to monitor
developments at every stage. There are all kinds ofcompliance with the Code?
ways in whichwe can look at keeping track of the useYvette Cooper: Obviously those buildings which do
of the Code and the development of the Code. Icomply with the Code will want to get the
think you are exaggerating the case.recognition of complying with the Code. Clearly it

actually helps as a benefit in terms of marketing a
property to be able to say, “These properties are Q230 Chairman: In the case of building regulations,
compliant with the Code”, so that is relatively would you like to say a little about the way in which
straightforward. I think this is something we are approved inspectors monitor compliance with
going to be looking at in some detail, the ways in building regs?
which to do it. It is relatively easy when you are Yvette Cooper: The building regulations obviously
talking about public funded properties but what we have been in place for some time and we are keen to
want to do is discuss with local authorities the way improve the compliance with the building
in which to do it with new developments which are regulations and improve the training for building
taking place in the private sector. regulations. Systems are in place. We are increasing

the standards of building regulations and that means
you need to have up-dated training for compliance,Q227 Chairman: We talked to two of the more
but we think there is further work which needs to beresponsible builders last week who said there was
done. Local authorities do take this seriously butnot a great deal of public interest in whether
there are variations in practice across the country.buildings comply with the Code or not, but what you

have said suggests you do not yet know how you are
going to monitor in fact? Q231 Chairman: Is that why the Environment

Agency told us that over 30% of new homes do notYvette Cooper: On the first point, I think there will
be greater interest in it. I think it is probably right comply with building regulations?

Yvette Cooper: I think there are two reasons whythere is very limited interest in it at the moment, but
bear in mind we will be introducing the Home there are problems with compliance with building

regulations. The first is that there are variations inInformation Packs which will include information
on the environmental standards in terms of the the level of compliance in terms of the monitoring

which takes place across the country. The second isbuildings. So there is going to be far more
information available to people about what the that the way in which we do building regulations

frankly needs to be improved. The traditional way ofenvironmental sustainability is of their homes, and
there is growing interest I think in all of these issues. doing building regulations is that it is done on a kind

of alphabet basis, so every few years there is anotherIt may well be right that the builders are saying they
are not getting that interest at the moment, but my bit of the alphabet, another section of building

regulations, which gets up-dated and changed. Soprediction will be that in five years’ time it will be
rather diVerent. Your second point was, do we know from the point of view of the building industry there

is always another bit of the regulations which isexactly how we will review, we have not got detailed
proposals set out but we will work with local about to be up-dated or has just been up-dated and

changed. Under those circumstances, therefore, youauthorities to do that.
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get less compliance than if the Building Regulations Yvette Cooper: I think it is starting to take place. One
of the things that we are looking at as part of ourare updated in a more systematic and consistent way

over time. So there are two things that we are review of existing buildings and the sustainability of
existing buildings is how you promote that kind oflooking at. First of all, we are trying to link in a

better way the way in which we revise diVerent debate among the public and how you raise people’s
awareness. My prediction would be that awarenesssections of the Building Regulations rather than

doing them in an incremental way. The second is to will change and increase over time in the first place.
link the Building Regulations better with the Code
for Sustainable Homes. This is where I think the Q236 Colin Challen: Is there empirical evidence that
Code for Sustainable Homes could improve shows that is what has happened in the past with
compliance with Building Regulations because, as I consumers?
have said, it sets out the future direction of Building Yvette Cooper: I think consumer awareness of a
Regulations improvements rather than amendments whole range of environmental issues has increased
to Building Regulations simply coming out of the substantially over the last 10 years.
blue and, therefore, making it something that is just
challenging for the building industry to keep up

Q237 Colin Challen: What about on housingwith.
specifically?
Yvette Cooper: We have not got there yet on

Q232 Chairman: Emissions from buildings are a housing. Given the rising awareness in a whole series
significant part of the overall problem of rising of other areas, I think that you would expect this to
carbon emissions. At what point would the ODPM happen in housing as well, but I would agree that we
be prepared to consider redrafting the Code and need to do more to make that possible and that is one
giving it a mandatory basis if indeed it appears that of the things that we are looking at with Defra as
people like the WWF are anxious that it does not part of the review of existing buildings. Your second
represent any advance at all, in fact it may even be a point was really about what incentives there are for
step backwards? How willing are you to consider builders, whether there are financial incentives and
that if it looks as though we are not making so on. Sometimes it will be reflected in higher prices,
progress here? although from the point of view of the consumer,
Yvette Cooper: The approach you would take to you actually have reduced bills and reduced energy
improving the mandatory standards would be to bills for a lot of these kinds of improvements further
raise Building Regulations. So you have a system of down the line. There is a separate question about
statutory standards in place and the question is at whether there should be further incentives to comply
what pace you increase those standards and over with the Code and that is one of the things that we
what time period. The idea is not to replace the Code are looking at across government at the moment.
itself and to turn the Code itself into a statutory
standard but rather to raise the standard of Building Q238 Emily Thornberry: The two builders we heard
Regulations over whatever time period in order to from said that they had hoped they would be able to
keep up with progress in the Code. have environmental add-ons and so on. Their

evidence was quite powerful and I suppose it makes
a certain amount of sense, which is that when peopleQ233 Colin Challen: When you said that it is a credit
buy a new home they buy everything they can withto builders who obey the Code, how is that credit
the money they have available. If they were oVeredbanked? Why do they do it? Obviously some of them
something as an add-on extra then people would say,want to do it. We have heard that 30% do not even
“No, I would rather have the extra bedroom.” Theycomply with existing statutory regulations. Can they
were essentially saying, “Our hands are clean. Webank it in terms of higher house prices? Can they
have got the best will in the world. It’s the public’sbank it in terms of better loan conditions from
fault.” If we are not going to make this Code in anybuilding societies? Do consumers recognise that they
way compulsory, are we going to be promoting it?are buying a house from a better builder? How do
What are you going to be doing? Will there be a roleyou think they earn credit?
for the voluntary sector in promoting it? I think weYvette Cooper: You mean what is the benefit to
are going to end up with public sector housing beingthem?
at Level 3 and private sector housing really bumping
along at the bottom.

Q234 Colin Challen: Yes. Yvette Cooper: I do not think there is any problem
Yvette Cooper: I think over time consumers will take with public sector housing leading the way and
this more and more seriously. You have seen a having a higher standard in leading the way and
change in attitudes to something like recycling which showing what is possible. Bear in mind that at the
is very diVerent now to what it was 10 years ago. I do same time we are raising statutory standards as well,
not think that we have had the same sort of debate so we are raising the standards in Building
about housing and about environmental standards Regulations. The new standards that are in Building
around homes that we have had around something Regulations, that is the statutory minimum that all
like recycling. of the private sector housing will need to meet, will

be increased from this April by 20% compared to the
current standards of energy eYciency and by 40%Q235Colin Challen:Are you waiting for a process of

osmosis or are you going to force it along? compared to the standards that were in place in
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2000. This Code is not the only way in which we are will appreciate that obviously it is diYcult to give
certainty if you are going to have a proper period ofimproving the energy eYciency of buildings. We are

increasing the Building Regulation standards to consultation and a response to the consultation. If
something comes up in the consultation and youimprove the energy eYciency of new buildings by

40% compared to 2000. That is a substantial want to change direction, that is less certain for
people who might have liked it to be nice and clearincrease. We are then saying there should be this

voluntary Code which sets out where we go next and from the beginning that this is what was going to
happen, but you need to respond to consultation andwhat the additional improvements are. We are very

clear, with changing technologies and the demands to learn from the things that come up. As a general
point, ie should there be a longer time horizon, Ifor climate change and so on, that this is a journey

that we are on and we are going to have to improve think that is a direction that we should move in.
Your other point was whether the Code is less thanstandards further. We are improving them as far as

we can in the statutory process already this April. the EcoHomes Standards. I do not accept that. The
Code is very much built on the work of theThe Code is then about going further. It can be a

good thing for the public sector to lead the way. Yes, EcoHomes and has obviously involved a lot of work
with BRE around the EcoHomes Standards. It isit is true that the building industry will be thinking

about their customers and so on and so there is an just not true to say that the Code is somehow
watering down EcoHomes. The Code does look atissue about raising awareness as well, but I think you

can do both, you can raise statutory standards and buildings but it does not look at the location of
homes because that is something you should look athave a Code that goes further on top of that.
in the planning system. So it does not give you a lot
of points for building a home on top of a TubeQ239 Emily Thornberry: Are you going to have a
station but actually not doing very much in terms ofpromotional strategy?
the standard of the home and the actual standard ofYvette Cooper: We will clearly have to have a
the building. It simply looks at what thestrategy to promote the Code. The first stage is
improvements that you can make to the building areobviously to get the final detail of the Code set out.
and it makes sure that you cannot reduce yourThe consultation on the Code concludes at the
building standards but still get a good score simplybeginning of March. Then there will be the final
for the location of the home. The top level of theprocess of getting the detail right and after that we
Code is all about carbon neutral technologies and itwill need a process in order to publicise it.
certainly does set out clear improvements compared
to the existing standards that are in Building

Q240 David Howarth: I want to come back to this Regulations, so I do not think that is true. On the
question of direction of change and just make a few Part L that you raised, the issue with the existing
comments on that and ask you to comment on it. buildings I think is more complex. The main
Some people, especially environmental groups, are consultation around Part L has been about the
worried that the direction of change is not as positive standards for new build, which is what is being
as it might be. The Code itself seems to draw back implemented. There had not been proper
from the EcoHomes Standards and that seems to be consultation on the issue that had been proposed for
going in the wrong direction. What happened with existing buildings and that is why we wanted to look
Part L, for example drawing back from trying to do at the whole of existing buildings as part of a wider
something about existing properties and using what review.
happens when extensions are made, seems to be the
wrong direction of change, even though you could

Q241 David Howarth: I think it would help on allsay it is going to be an improvement, but it is a
those points if ODPM had some sort of climatechange in where it could have been going to. The
change target that it applied to all of its policies sosecond point is, coming back to what you said about
that the diVerence between the EcoHomes and theusing the Code as directing where regulation is going
Code is about the whole environmental impact ofto go, would it not have been better to say to the
the development as opposed to one particular part ofindustry that the standard is going to improve at a
it. I was just wondering whether ODPM is signed upparticular point in time in the future? One of the
to any PSAs on climate change and, if it is not,points that the industry was raising with us was
whether it would be a good thing for it to have someabout the research of new building methods and new
commitment?ways of producing higher standards and they were
Yvette Cooper: Obviously we are part of thesaying that they needed time for research. Would it
government-wide targets around climate change andnot encourage them to do the research if there was a
we are involved with Defra in a whole series ofdefinite date for when the improvement was going to
programmes. For example, I met with Elliot Morleycome in?
this morning to talk about the next phase of workYvette Cooper: I have quite a lot of sympathy with
around the climate change work that Defra isthat second point. I think having a far better
leading, so we see ourselves very much as being parttimetable and a longer time period and a sense of
of that. We already have work under way not just oncertainty for the future would make it much easier
the new buildings but also on existing buildings. Afor the building industry to comply. I do have quite
lot of the Decent Homes work is about cuttinga bit of sympathy for that and it is one of the things
carbon emissions from homes. We have got workwe will look at as part of the review of how we take

forward Building Regulations into the future. You going on around existing buildings and also the
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work of the planning system. PPS1, the main Q247 Colin Challen: Did that look at issues like
water and resources, for example?planning guidance, makes it very clear that

sustainable development has to be at the heart of the Yvette Cooper: Yes. That looked at issues around
water, at land, construction materials, theplanning system as well. I think we are bound by the

government-wide target to reduce emissions and generation of waste, energy use, the demand for
water, the demand for transport, regional and localthat then feeds through into a whole series of

diVerent programmes of work. economies and social issues as well. Obviously there
are some limitations to that research and it models
some quite abstract scenarios. We were clear fromQ242 David Howarth: Would it help to have some
the beginning there were some limitations to thiskind of harder target? DfT has signed up to help
modelling. We have set out our own conclusions onDefra in its target in particular ways and I think DTI
the basis of this modelling and how you then applyalso, but my understanding is that there is nothing
that to the conclusions that we came to as part of theas clear as that with ODPM. Would it help to have
Barker Review, but it is probably the most extensivesomething more quantitative and more direct?
work that has been done.Yvette Cooper: I do not think any of us are able to

forget our obligations towards the cross-
government work on this. We have enough meetings Q248 Colin Challen: To what extent has that work
at a cross-government level, including Cabinet moderated the Government’s enthusiasm for the
committee meetings on this where these things are Barker Review and its approach to a market-based
raised continually, so I do not think there is any regional approach to housing?
doubt in the Department about our obligations to Yvette Cooper: I think we have been very clear that
work with other departments and to contribute we need to build more housing in order to meet the
towards the overall targets. demand for housing. We have a situation at the

moment where there are around 190,000 new
Q243 Mr Vaizey: I want to go back to making the households being formed each year and only 150,000
Code mandatory and ask whether or not you or the new homes being built. Under those circumstances
industry have made any cost estimates about what it what you see is rising house prices, pressures in terms
would cost the industry if you made the Code of overcrowding, pressures on social housing and
mandatory? pressures on homelessness. If we carry on at the
YvetteCooper: It is certainly true that costs are taken current rate of building—and we have already seen
into account when we look at the Building big drops in house building—then over the next 20
Regulations. There is always a Regulatory Impact years we will see only a third of two-earner couples
Assessment that is done on any change to Building in their 30s able to aVord to buy their own home on
Regulations. We do have figures about the the basis of their earnings and I do not think that is
additional cost for complying with Code Level 1 and sustainable at all. We are also clear that as part of
we would be very happy to send those to you. building the new homes we need to make sure that

there are greater environmental safeguards and so
we did dedicate our response to the Barker ReviewQ244Colin Challen: In the context of where we build
to new environmental safeguards and to the fact thatnew houses, how would you characterise ODPM’s
there needs to be proper environmental assessmentsresearch into the environmental limits of diVerent
in terms of where the new homes are built, not justregions?
the Code but also the location of new buildings andYvette Cooper:Do you mean is it done as part of the
the way in which they are designed. By building newBarker Review or the work as part of the planning
homes closer to jobs you can prevent some of thesystem?
long commutes that people get into because of high
house prices.Q245 Colin Challen: Across the board. Was it deep,

was it significant, was it specific or did it rely on other
people to provide a few short answers? Q249 Colin Challen: Last week Clive Betts, who is a
Yvette Cooper: There are diVerent kinds of research member of the ODPM Select Committee, asked you
that have been done. We obviously commissioned about these regional diVerences and you said that
some very extensive research as part of the analysis there is not too much diVerence in terms of
in the run up to the Barker Review about the urbanisation and congestion between the South East
environmental impact of new homes. You will and the North West. Earlier today we had evidence
probably be aware of the report that we published as from the Chartered Institute of Water and
part of the Barker Review and also some of the Environmental Management who I thought said
summaries that we did in terms of the Government’s quite alarmingly that rainfall in London and, by
conclusions on the basis of that research. extension, inside the M25 is less here than that which

falls in Istanbul, Dallas and Rome. I cannot imagine
that being true of being inside the M60! Did youQ246 Colin Challen: Kate Barker herself did not feel

that the environment was part of her brief. consider water resources? There is no point building
somebody a house, with the 42-inch plasma screenYvette Cooper:You will be aware of this one entitled

“The Sustainability Impact Study of Additional TVs and dishwashers, if there is no water coming out
of the tap. These guys were telling us 20 minutes agoHousing Scenarios in England”. This is a hefty

report that was done and it involved ENTEC and that they are anticipating more droughts. They are
obviously worried about it. They were trying to giveothers in order to look at the Barker Review.
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us a very glib and confident answer. Are you Yvette Cooper: We have got the new PPS25 which
strengthens the planning guidance around flood riskconfident that we are going to have the water

resource in the South East to guarantee that these areas. Clearly it would be absurd to put a
moratorium on building in areas like London orpeople buying houses in the South East will not have

a problem? York, especially when there are flood defence
measures that you can take. What we have said isYvette Cooper: Water is clearly diVerent in diVerent

regions. It is because of the debate around water that that we think the Environment Agency should be
much more heavily involved in planningwe have introduced as part of the Barker Review

specific proposals to tighten the water regulations applications and that there should be a clear process
of direction, which we are consulting on at theand these would not be voluntary, they would be

compulsory. We are just looking at the detail with moment, for cases where the local authority still
Defra at the moment to see what combination of wants to improve a development and the
Water Fitting Regulations and also Building Environment Agency still has an objection, for
Regulations would be needed to achieve this. We deciding whether that should be called in and
think you need to do greater demand management decided on the basis of a public inquiry in order to
in terms of water because that is clearly an issue. strengthen those protections.

Q250 Colin Challen: They agreed with that. If Q253 Mr Chaytor: When the decision was taken to
Thames Water had a conflict with the Mayor of increase the annual rate of house building to
London over their desalination plan, would the 200,000, was there a formal assessment of the
Government step in and sort it out? implications for enhanced infrastructure?
Yvette Cooper:The planning process means that you Yvette Cooper:Clearly there is a lot of work done on
have to take that kind of thing into account. You diVerent infrastructure needs in diVerent areas and it
would have to have that sort of debate about how does vary. If you are talking about the Thames
you sort out water issues. OFWAT takes account of Gateway or a big development on brownfield land
long-term plans in terms of water need. We have that may not have been used for housing before, that
said, as part of the additional new homes that we may be very diVerent in terms of infrastructure needs
need in response to the Barker Review, the to a small amount of infill development in diVerent
Environment Agency would be central to the areas where there is plenty of infrastructure already.
consultation about what the locations might be. We There are very diVerent kinds of infrastructure
are asking local authorities to come forward requirements in diVerent areas. We have said that we
proposing new growth points. One of the key issues think we should increase the level of house building
for looking at whether those points would be from 150,000 to 200,000 a year by 2016, but we have
suitable will be around what the water availability is not specified the timetable for that increase and the
and what the water considerations are, but there are reason for that is because we want to do that
things you can do. Ashford is one of the areas where assessment in terms of the infrastructure investment
water has been a big issue and they have come up that is needed as part of the Comprehensive
with a whole series of proposals and plans, working Spending Review and set out what infrastructure
with the Environment Agency and other investment we can fund and over what timescale. It
organisations, as to how to manage the water was a deliberate decision not to set out the timescale
pressures they face. So there are ways in which you and not to do it in isolation from an infrastructure
can do it both in supply terms and in demand terms. analysis and investment plan.
Yes, you have to be sensitive to it and you have to
build that into your planning process, but there are

Q254Mr Chaytor: So a series of formal assessmentsways in which you can manage the problem.
were done to justify the increase to 150,000 a year,
but the further increase in response to the Barker

Q251 Colin Challen: Was the increase in projected Review which was made in December of the
house building from 150,000 to 200,000 subject to an additional 50,000, was there no formal assessment of
Environmental Impact Assessment? the likely infrastructure implications of that?
Yvette Cooper: That is exactly what this was, yes. It Yvette Cooper: You are right that the Sustainable
looked at what the sustainability impact would be Communities Plan, which precedes our response to
for a whole series of diVerent scenarios. It went the Barker Review, has included a whole series ofconsiderably higher than the scenarios that we set increases in funding for infrastructure investment.out to look at what the diVerent impacts would be of We also said that the aim to get up to 200,000 willhouse building. require additional infrastructure investment on top

of that, so that is absolutely clear. We have proposed
two ways to fund that: one is a consultation on theQ252 Colin Challen: The Association of British
Planning Gain Supplement and the other is theInsurers has sent us evidence which suggests that
cross-cutting review to take place as part of thethere are more things at work than simply house
Spending Review process. So we are very clear thatprices as being a guide to the health of the housing
there are additional infrastructure investmentmarket. For example, they say that no matter what
requirements. We have obviously done somewe promise in terms of flood prevention measures it
preliminary work on scoping those and in whatmay be diYcult to insure or uninsurable. How are we

responding to that? direction we need to move on that, but we have very
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deliberately not set out the timetable without a more to come through a Planning Gain Supplement in two
years’ time they can think about what roledetailed assessment of what the infrastructure

investment programme can be. prudential borrowing can play in the mean time.

Q258 Mr Chaytor: So that will deal with some cashQ255MrChaytor: I want to pursue two aspects. The
flow diYculties.first aspect is the timescale for implementation of the
Yvette Cooper: That is another possibility we areinfrastructure and the second is really the question
looking at.of the budget allocation. There is a pot of money at

the moment that local authorities can bid for which
Q259 Chairman: Your fact sheet refers to capturingamounts to £40 million.
a “modest proportion of the increase in land valueYvette Cooper:That is for the new growth. That is in
that occurs when full planning permission isaddition to the infrastructure, things like the growth
granted”. What percentage of the total value is thisfund that exists for the growth areas and for the
modest amount supposed to be?Thames Gateway.
Yvette Cooper:Are you talking about the level of the
Planning Gain Supplement?Q256MrChaytor:As far as the 200,000 a year target

goes, the main mechanism there is the planning
Q260 Chairman: I am referring to your fact sheet.development gain that you are now consulting on.
You say that you are planning to capture a “modestSurely the problem is that there is a time lag there, is
proportion of the increase in land value that occursthere not?
when full planning permission is granted”.Yvette Cooper: There is. We said that the Planning
Yvette Cooper: Unsurprisingly, you will not find meGain Supplement could not be brought in before
about to set any level of a Planning Gain2008. The £40 million for the new growth points is
Supplement. Obviously that will be a matter for thefor new growth areas as part of the current Spending
Chancellor.Review. As part of the current Spending Review we

have the substantial investment programmes for the
Q261 Chairman: I suppose you are not going to tellThames Gateway and for the other growth areas
us what it means when it says a “significant majoritysuch as Milton Keynes. In addition, Milton Keynes
of PGS revenues would go back to the local level tohas developed an interesting idea that is usually
help local communities share the benefits of growthreferred to as the tariV, where developers and the
and manage its impacts . . .”.local authority and English Partnerships have come
Yvette Cooper: That is one of the things we aretogether to find a way (it is a version of a section 106
consulting on. One of the diYculties here is how youAgreement) of putting additional funding in and we
deal with infrastructure which might cut across localare encouraging growth areas in particular to
authority boundaries. Do you recycle that resourcedevelop those kinds of tariV programmes in the
back to those local authorities and allow those localmean time, in advance of the 2008 Planning Gain
authorities to work in partnerships themselves or doSupplement. You are completely right that a lot of
you hold it at a regional level or a sub-regional level?this infrastructure investment needs to take place
Those are the sorts of questions that we are asking.before developments can take place, but that is

exactly why we have not yet specified the timetable
to reach the additional increases. Q262 Chairman: They are very relevant. As with

everything, it depends on whether you want to trust
the district council with the decision or whether youQ257 Mr Chaytor: Is not the problem with the
want to take it regionally.Planning Gain Supplement that it is impossible for
Yvette Cooper: It also depends on whether districtthese infrastructure developments to be done before
councils think that they want to do it themselvesthe housing developments because of the longer
locally or whether they think it is better donetimescales? If we are talking about building new
regionally.roads, new railways and schools, it takes much

longer to plan and build those than it does to build
Q263 Chairman: Have you got large numbers ofa new housing estate. Is there not a lack of
district councils queuing up saying, “Please don’t letsynchronisation here?
us decide this”?Yvette Cooper: We are talking about a 10-year
Yvette Cooper: There are a lot of diVerent views onperiod in terms of the trajectory that we have set out.
this. Some of the infrastructure that you are talkingYes, some of the funding needs to take place in
about might be strategic. It might not simply beadvance and some of the funding can take place later
about something that straddles a couple of localon. If you are talking about funding a community
authority boundaries, it might be something whichcentre, for example, that might be slightly later down
has a major impact on a whole area or a whole regionthe line or regenerating a town centre might be at a
and so that is the kind of thing that you might wantdiVerent pace. It is possible to put in the investment
to look at on a more regional basis than you wouldat an earlier stage using some of the existing revenue
within a local authority area.streams that we have. One of the other things we are

looking at in relation to the Planning Gain
Supplement is the way in which it might interact with Q264 Chairman: Given you are still consulting on

this and there will be some delay before we knowprudential borrowing for local authorities. So if the
local authorities know they have got some resources what the answers are, are you concerned at all that
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you are going to be building 200,000 houses a year to David was that there are other things that you can
look at at the local level about the ways in whichby 2016? We have just had Thames Water saying the

earliest date a new reservoir can come in is 2020. local authorities might be able to use prudential
borrowing if there are other resources still to comeOther infrastructure will have very long lead times.

Are you worried about the gap that is going to through, but that is just something that we are
looking at this stage and we have not set out a preciseoccur? We have seen the disaster at Docklands under

the last government where a huge development took position on it.
David Howarth: The way this has been done in otherplace and there was no infrastructure and the result

was a complete catastrophe. Are you not heading for countries is that local government would be able to
issue bonds, but you can only issue bonds if you haveexactly the same situation?
got a revenue stream. Prudential borrowing does notYvette Cooper: That is why we have actually
solve that problem because the revenue streams wedeliberately not specified the timescale in order to
are talking about, PGS and so on, are nationalget to the 200,000 a year, it is exactly because we
government revenue streams and not localthink the infrastructure is important. We are already
government revenue streams. Are you looking atputting a lot of infrastructure in. We are already
ways of trying to change that so that localseeing increases in the levels of new house building
government will be able to invest now in things liketaking place because of additional investment that is
local public transport? In my own area the problemgoing in. We recognise this is an issue, infrastructure
is that the roads are going to go in first and the publicinvestment matters and that is why we do not want
transport some time later and it might not workto pin ourselves down to a particular timescale and
because of that.a particular level of house growth every year before
Mr Vaizey: At least you are getting the roads!we have set out what the additional levels of

investment are that are needed and whether we can
support it. That is a virtue of the position we have Q266 David Howarth: If we can come up with a
taken. solution to that problem then I think some of these

developments will work a lot better over the next 10
or 20 years.Q265 David Howarth: I want to go back to your
Yvette Cooper: Yes, we are looking at theanswer to David Chaytor about the timing of
relationship between local government prudentialinfrastructure. Is it not absolutely crucial, especially
borrowing and things like a Planning Gainwith public transport infrastructure, that that goes
Supplement and that is in the context of looking atin first before the housing development because
the Planning Gain Supplement which is obviouslyotherwise people develop habits of using the private
still out for consultation. We are still at an earlycar and it is almost impossible then to get them back
stage of looking at the way in which that wouldon to public transport? That means that the finance
work. Do we agree with the principle which says thatof this is crucial. Are you saying that in eVect the
there is an infrastructure investment that is needed inGovernment will lend these projects money from its
advance? Yes, we do, which is exactly why that is theown resources and then get that money back later
approach that we are taking to things like thethrough a PGS? Is that the idea that has been put
Channel Tunnel Rail Link and a lot of theforward?
developments in the Thames Gateway.Yvette Cooper: There is a range of options. Bear in

mind that there is a lot of transport infrastructure
already being invested in. Look at the Channel Q267 David Howarth: Are you worried about the
Tunnel Rail Link, for example, and the domestic interaction between the s106s and the Planning Gain
services on the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, there is Supplement? The obvious thing to worry about is
huge investment going into those already in advance that if you have got a very eYcient local government
of a lot of the Thames Gateway housing growth. The s106 capturing system, so some local authorities are
fact that there are additional resources that might be already doing this tariV system and doing it well, the
raised through a Planning Gain Supplement does PGS will simply subtract from the s106 and the total
not mean that there is not already substantial amount of money available will go down.
infrastructure investment taking place which could Yvette Cooper: Section 106 is very patchy across the
make possible housing growth in particular areas. country in that some areas do it well, but in other
There are other areas where there is very extensive areas Section 106 has either had the problem where
transport investment already and where the kind of not very much value was gained by the local
infrastructure investment you might need might be authority in an area or, alternatively, where the
water infrastructure or where the infrastructure you negotiations and the delays and the attitudes of the
needed might be the community facilities and where local authority ended up hindering the development
actually the physical infrastructure might already be or making it very hard for a development to go
extremely good. There are all sorts of areas across ahead. We think there are some serious limitations
the country where that might be the case already. I to the Section 106 system. The right approach would
do not think it is right to say that we cannot do any be to say that Section 106 should be restricted just to
of the additional increases in new homes that are the infrastructure that is specifically on the site, so
badly needed in order to help the first-time buyers or social housing maybe on the site and maybe
in order to address problems of homelessness and particular road infrastructure on the site. The
overcrowding because we have not introduced yet a Section 106 would continue in a reduced form and

then the Planning Gain Supplement, as set out in thePlanning Gain Supplement. The point I was making
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consultation, would apply across the board. The Yvette Cooper: There are DTI grants available for
intention certainly would be to raise additional improving the renewable energy use of things. That
resources as part of the process. The view generally is obviously one fiscal incentive that already exists.
seems to be that it is possible overall to raise There are others in terms of the warm home grants
additional resources whilst still keeping the rate at a and some of the home insulation programmes and
modest level, which does not deter development, but things as well. We are keen to look further at
obviously these are the issues that we are diVerent ways of incentivising more
consulting on. environmentally sustainable development, but this

is something that we are discussing across the
government, not just with the Treasury, with DefraQ268 David Howarth: If that is going to be the
and we are looking at a wide range of issues here.system, that upsets what many local authorities are

already planning on. I would ask you to go back and
look at the South Cambridgeshire Sub-Regional Q271 Chairman: Let us look at some of the more
Plan which assumes it is going to get lots of money obvious and high profile ones. Now that Stamp
from 106 and extra money from Government. If you Duty has become a significant cost certainly for any
restrict s106 to the onsite matters then you have home buyer in the South East but really across the
taken away certainty of the funding because, as you country, organisations like the Association for the
say, there are lots of things to be decided about the Conservation of Energy have suggested that a rebate
Planning Gain Supplement and you are in danger of could be given to buyers of homes that reach a
undermining that entire sub-regional plan. certain energy performance standard. Is that
Yvette Cooper: Bear in mind that any planning something which the ODPM would look on
permissions that are granted before a Planning Gain favourably?
Supplement was brought in would clearly be subject Yvette Cooper:We have not put forward any specific
to all the Section 106 Agreements anyway. One of proposals. We are having a more general discussion
the reasons that Milton Keynes was so determined across the Government looking at diVerentto go ahead with the tariV approach, even with the possibilities in terms of incentives. We thinkpossibility of the Planning Gain Supplement, was

incentives are an interesting issue, but clearly therebecause, as English Partnerships and others told us,
are a lot of factors that have to be taken intoa huge amount of the planning permissions for
account.Milton Keynes will have been granted well in

advance of a Planning Gain Supplement coming in.
Even though they might take a long time to build Q272 Chairman: What are those factors, apart from
out, the planning decisions would be taken at an the loss of revenue?
earlier stage. In those areas where the planning Yvette Cooper: The impact on whether you create
decisions will be taken over the next few years in incentives in other ways and what the incentives
advance of any PGS then clearly they will have between diVerent things are. You have to look at the
exactly the same framework as exists now. All we interaction between things, the costs of them,
can say in terms of the longer-term planning is that whether particular amounts of investment could be
the intention of the PGS is to raise additional better used in other ways and have the same
resources to fund that infrastructure. Yes, we have environmental impact more cost eVectively, that
got to consult on the detail and the way it works. We kind of thing.
cannot set out with certainty how it is going to work
in advance of consultation, but I do not think you
would expect us to. You would expect us to have a Q273 Chairman: Are there studies taking place on
proper consultation and to ask people their views. the relative eVectiveness of diVerent types of

incentive?
Yvette Cooper: What we are looking at, particularlyQ269 David Howarth: There is a need for urgency
as part of the sustainability of existing buildings, isbecause otherwise you will end up with a fiscal
the issue of what potential there might be as part ofversion of planning blight and I hope that has been
broader frameworks, but I cannot give you any moretaken into account.
details than that at this stage.Yvette Cooper: Clearly we want to be able to make

decisions, but you also want to be able to have
proper consultation. Q274 Chairman: Have you considered allowing

developments which meet a particular energy
performance standard a reduction in the PlanningQ270 Chairman: Let us go back to this problem
Gain Supplement that they would be liable for?about the apparent reluctance of consumers to
Yvette Cooper: If the Committee wanted to proposechoose the most environmentally-friendly types of
that, we would certainly look at it. What we havehousing. There is a certain amount of scepticism in
said is we want to consult on diVerent rates forthe building industry and in this Committee about
brownfield and greenfield development. You wantthe willingness of people to pay extra and indeed the
to make sure you have a relatively simple structureeVectiveness of the current incentives. One way
for this rather than introduce too much complexity,forward, however, would seem to be direct fiscal
but certainly we will look at any proposal that comesincentives for energy eYcient buildings. Have you

had discussions with the Treasury about that? forward in the consultation.
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Q275 Mr Hurd: Minister, you gave us a relatively quite widely as part of the existing buildings review.
I am not really in a position to say any more detailsafe answer on the question of fiscal incentives, but

do you accept the argument that consumer apathy is at this stage.
the major roadblock here towards making greater
progress and transforming the housing stock in this Q278 Ms Barlow: You may be aware that our Sub-
country? If you do, should we not be hearing a bit Committee has just published their report on
more urgency from your Department that takes lead sustainable timber. Our vice-chair, Joan Walley,
responsibility for sustainable communities? wrote to you back in November asking various
Yvette Cooper: There is an issue about consumer questions but we have yet to receive a response to it.
awareness. I think there are ways in which you can I wondered if you knew the background to the lack
address that. One of the points that I was making of response within the time-frame.
earlier was that I think there has been a very big Yvette Cooper: I have a draft response which I was
change in attitudes towards recycling that has taken about to sign oV today and which I should have
place over the last 10 years. There is a series of signed oV yesterday in order to make sure you had a
reasons for that which has included incentives, but it copy of it before I came to the Committee, so I
has also included diVerent approaches to regulation, apologise for that. Sustainable timber is one of the
diVerent awareness raising campaigns and simply issues that were picked up as part of the Code for
making it easier for people. I think there are diVerent Sustainable Homes, but we will also provide you
ways of changing public attitudes and you need to with a full reply on that issue and on the other points
look at all of them, not simply individual bits in that were raised.
isolation. One of the things which might change
people’s attitudes is the wider debate that has been Q279 Ms Barlow: Could you tell us how your
taking place increasingly about climate change. Department is engaging with local authorities to
Another might be information on the sustainability encourage them to buy legal and sustainable timber?
of their home being included in Home Information How are you making them aware of the guidelines?
Packs, for example, or when people are buying or Yvette Cooper: We have best practice procurement
selling homes, actually having that information guidance ourselves which obviously looks at
about what the impacts are going to be on fuel bills sustainability and which includes sustainable timber
in future or whether this home has got a boiler that from the Department. There is also the National
is a real mess and is going to need replacing in a Procurement Strategy for Local Government which
couple of years’ time anyway. There are diVerent was published in October 2003 which encourages
ways of increasing consumer awareness. Yes, we do councils to achieve better value for money but also
accept that we want to increase consumer awareness to build sustainability into procurement strategies.
in this area but we would need to look at a wide The IDEA, which does a lot of the promotion of best
range of ways of doing so. practice in local government, has also published

guidance on sustainability and on local government
procurement in order to try and promote that sort ofQ276 Chairman: Given that new building enjoys a
best practice within local authorities across thezero VAT rate, do you think it is sensible to draw
country.absolutely no distinction between buildings that are

built to very high energy performance standards and
Q280 Ms Barlow: Are you considering placing anthose that are built to the very minimum? Would not
obligation on them of buying only legal timber?another possible incentive be to restrict the zero rate
Yvette Cooper: We are not proposing additionalto those which achieved a certain premium
duties on local government in this area at thestandard?
moment.Yvette Cooper: Certainly if the Select Committee

wanted to propose that, I am sure the Chancellor
Q281 Ms Barlow: I find it hard to understand howwould accept it as a Budget representation. We have
you can defend allowing local authorities tomade changes to the VAT regime around the
purchase illegal goods and encourage the damage inrefurbishment of homes that have been empty for
trade. We have already got a Code for centralmore than three years in order to provide a greater
government. Would it not be relatively simple toincentive for the refurbishment of empty homes.
regulate this by saying that local authorities only had
to provide legal timber?

Q277Chairman:Are there any other incentives at all Yvette Cooper: We have the procurement strategy
that ODPM is looking at which might encourage that is in place and that does set out the way in which
either developers or consumers to choose a more procurement is supposed to take place. We do try to
sustainable home rather than a less sustainable give local authorities as much flexibility as possible
home? in terms of the way in which we respond because they
Yvette Cooper: One of the things that we are doing are democratically accountable to their local
is providing people with more information through communities. We are not proposing additional
things like the Home Information Packs. If you can obligations on them at the moment, but I will go
find ways of providing people with information that back and look further into the detail of the
is meaningful in terms of future energy bills and procurement strategy that is in place for local
things then I think that does make a diVerence to government at the moment on the basis of your

question.people. As I have said, we are looking at this issue
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Q282MsBarlow:Have you been talking to Defra on Committee, but in the Thames Gateway there is a
huge amount of investment in infrastructure goingthe issue?

Yvette Cooper: Obviously there were discussions on already and in transport infrastructure in
particular.with Defra before the procurement strategies and so

on were introduced. The discussions we have had
most recently with Defra have been around the Code Q287DavidHowarth:Let me make one last point on
for Sustainable Homes which obviously does sustainable communities and it is something we have
include a reference to sustainable timber as well. had some representations on so it would be useful to

hear your comments. It is simply the question of
Q283 Ms Barlow: It is a reference, but should it not demolitions and the policy which appears to be that
have a minimum requirement for at least legal the Government wants to see houses in the North
timber? We have been told there is no problem with demolished and built in the South. I do not want to
supplies of certified soft wood timber and it is not get into the whole thing about Ringo Starr’s
expensive. childhood home and certainly I do not want to get
Yvette Cooper: In the Code for Sustainable Homes? into criticising Liverpool City Council. I was just

wondering what your present thoughts on that were
and whether there is any monitoring of its eVect. TheQ284 Ms Barlow: Yes.

Yvette Cooper:We will certainly look at that as part Royal Town Planning Institute said to us that it
appears to be a waste and it cannot really be justifiedof the responses to the consultation which we are

consulting on at the moment. If you wanted to send in environmental terms. In environmental terms and
resources terms it looks to be a peculiar policy.in a submission on behalf of the Committee,

obviously that would be taken very seriously. It is Yvette Cooper: There has been a ridiculous amount
of exaggeration about this whole issue. Theout for consultation at the moment.
Pathfinder programmes are dealing with areaswhich
are suVering from serious long-term low demand,Q285 Mr Caton: Let us go back to transport
where often you have seen long-term populationinfrastructure, Minister, which you have already
decline, where former industries have moved out,mentioned. This Committee heard from Sir John
jobs have moved out and people have moved out asEgan during a previous inquiry that the reason for
well. Liverpool itself, for example, has seen about abuilding new communities in the Four Growth
50% population decline since the war. When youAreas was to house people drawn to London to
have those sorts of big population changes that haswork. He was particularly concerned that transport
an impact on housing markets as well and so theresystems for the Thames Gateway should be
are some areas where you see serious low demandestablished as a matter of urgency and that is not just
which leads to streets of boarded up houses or streetsabout providing infrastructure in the communities
with intermittent boarded up houses and all sorts ofthemselves but also the road and rail infrastructure
problems with crime and vandalism as well. Thethat takes people into the centre for work, which I
challenge for the Pathfinders is in how to bringthink you have recognised in what you have already
people back into those areas, how to make thosesaid. Existing systems are already at breaking point
communities thrive again, how to get the housingduring peak hours. Given the lead-in time needed for
market going in those areas. The majority of homesnew roads or for increased rail activity, what is your
that are aVected by the Pathfinder programmes areDepartment doing now to address this?
being refurbished and so they are putting theYvette Cooper: Obviously one of the major
majority of the approach into the refurbishment ofprogrammes of investment is around the Channel
homes. Sometimes they are looking at quite radicalTunnel Rail Link, and the domestic services from
refurbishment, things like knocking two houses intoEbbsfleet through to Stratford and King’s Cross are
one or doing complete redesigns inside. Some of theobviously extremely important and I think they also
work that Urban Splash and Tom Bloxham haveexplain why the private investment in Stratford is
been doing in Manchester is obviously one way ofnow coming into Stratford, because that
doing refurbishment. In some areas they have takeninfrastructure is already being put in. We have things
the decision to put lots of investment intolike the Fast Track Programme in Kent and also the
refurbishment already and they have decided thatextension of the DLR to City Airport. I think there
part of the problem is they might have houses whereis a wide range of investment in infrastructure for the
there are no gardens, for example, or some of theThames Gateway already taking place at the
Sixties tower blocks have been set out for demolitionmoment and there would be areas of the Thames
and so on. I think it is right that the PathfindersGateway which it would not be possible to develop
should be able to take sensible decisions about whatwithout that underpinning infrastructure, that is
is the best way forward for those areas, but certainlycertainly the case.
the emphasis is on refurbishment rather than
demolition.Q286 Mr Caton: So Sir John Egan should not be

worried that the transport infrastructure is not going
to be there when the houses are built? Q288 David Howarth: Some people say that this

policy is a kind of poor substitute to having a properYvette Cooper: We do have transport infrastructure
under way. It is certainly true that we want to be able regional policy and all of that is right but that is not

sometimes said. I am just wondering whatto increase investment in infrastructure, we have
always said this and I said that earlier to the evaluation is being done of this policy as opposed to
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other sorts of regeneration policy. Does it work to time. Equally, if you just improve the housing and
do not do anything to get people jobs you are still notget people back into city centres compared to other

possible policy options? going to solve the problem. You have to look at the
two things together. I think we have a strongYvette Cooper: What the Pathfinder programmes

are doing is they are looking at the housing market regional policy and regional approach and that
included the Regional Development Agencies,and the local economy and local social issues as well.

They are not simply looking at what has happened which are critical, and the Northern Way Strategy,
which is all about boosting the economicto the bricks and mortar, it is just that that is the bit

that happens to get reported in the papers. The development of the North. We are seeing people
move back into the North and we are seeingPathfinders themselves are looking at a wide range

of issues. What you find with a lot of the economic population growth in the northern regions which is
partly as a result.regeneration schemes is if you do it in isolation then

in the long run it is not sustainable. So you have
examples where you do a lot of work to support Q289 Chairman: Thank you very much indeed. We

have covered a lot of ground. We are most gratefuleconomic regeneration in an area, you give local
people skills and improve training and what happens to you. You have invited us to make some additional

submissions. We will certainly make some strongis they get a job and move out because they do not
want to live in that area because of problems with recommendations and suggest that you were the

instigator of all this!housing and so on. So you have to deal with the
housing and the economic regeneration at the same Yvette Cooper: Thank you very much.
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Q290 Chairman: As you are a Member of the relation to how we approach building standards. I
am quite sure from some of the meetings I have beenCommittee, I am not sure I can really welcome you

to the Committee but I am delighted to see you here. to and some of the discussions I have had with a
range of diVerent organisations that there will beIt is the first time you have been the other side of the

table. We look forward to continued productive some very positive responses to the consultations.
That may lead to looking at some changes. Likediscussion with you on these and many other issues.

We are glad to have you here. We are going to be ODPM, we have a very open mind on this. We want
to see the best eVective standards which meet theabout an hour. I would like to start on the Code for

Sustainable Homes which we talked about last week very many criteria, which you will be aware of, in
terms of addressing the needs of the buildingwith Yvette Cooper. I wonder if you could begin by

saying a bit about what Defra’s involvement was industry, the needs of environmental standards, the
needs of sustainable communities, not least in termswhen the Code was being drafted and produced,

whether you were consulted on the draft before it of my own interest, the need to reduce emissions and
make homes more energy eYcient.was made public and so on?

Mr Morley: I am very happy to do that. Can I start
by wishing you all the best for your new Q292 Chairman: We have had evidence, and I think
appointments in the EAC and also just to say that I there is still some controversy about just how far the
am accompanied by Clare Hawley who is Code represents an advance, and we might come
responsible for liaison with ODPM on sustainable back to that in a moment or two. Just before we do,
housing issues. Clare does a lot of the work on that. there was some dissatisfaction even within the
That is part of the answer to your question, Steering Group about the Code, of which you are
Chairman, in that we do have oYcials in Defra who aware, WWF and so on. The Energy Savings Trust
work with ODPM and have been working on the suggested that the energy eYciency standards were
Code for Sustainable Homes. I have been in close some way short of what they thought was desirable.
touch with my ministerial colleagues, notably Yvette Do you think that it was satisfactory to have the
who has lead responsibility for this, and I have also draft, even though it is a draft, issued when even
talked to other groups like BRE who have some members of the Steering Group were as unhappy
involvement in this issue. We have had quite a close as that?
involvement in this in relation to the way that it is MrMorley: I do not know all the ins and outs of the
formulated and it is now out for consultation. We Steering Group because, of course, it is an ODPM
will be very interested in the responses to that and I matter. I absolutely accept that there were some
am quite sure that there will be some further concerns of the Steering Group in relation to some
revisions to it in the light of the consultation. of the drafts. I thought the Steering Group’s

concerns had been met in terms of the final draft that
was issued for consultation. I might be wrong onQ291 Chairman: I think we would hope that there
that but I thought there had been some movement.will be some further revisions. From the way you say

it, it sounds as though you would be quite happy if
Q293 Chairman: That is not our information.some further revisions take place as well.
Mr Morley: I may be wrong on that, Chairman.MrMorley: I think it is fair to say, and I am sure that

ODPM would not contradict this, it is a genuinely
open consultation. I very much welcome the fact Q294 Chairman: In particular, are you already

engaged in a dialogue with ODPM about how thisthat ODPM have brought forward a Code for
Sustainable Homes which goes beyond the new may need to be amended or are you waiting for the

end of the consultation period?Building Regulations which themselves are a
revision and a tightening up of the previous Mr Morley: We have been talking all the way

through with ODPM. Yes, there are always areasprovision on building codes. I very much welcome
that and particularly like Level 5 of the Code which where you can change. I think the proper thing to do

is to wait for the end of the consultation. I do notis basically zero carbon building standards. I very
much like that. There are some very good ideas in doubt in terms of some of the areas where we have
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an interest in relation to standards, like the energy departments with all the complications that can lead
from there in terms of appeals and so on? A requiredstandards and water standards, that there will be

similar points made in the consultation and I am standard would be much simpler, would it not?
MrMorley:EcoHomes in itself is voluntary, it is notsure we can take it from there.
a statutory standard. We do apply EcoHomes
standards in relation to our procurement strategies.Q295 Dr Turner: It has already been put to us in
Yes, there are arguments for a statutory code. Theevidence that if you look at the details of the Code
concept behind the approach is that the newthere are diVerent levels of compliance and it does
Building Regulations which are coming into force innot have that great a chance of success in
April will raise energy eYciency above the lastenvironmental terms because a lot of developers will
revision, which I think was in 2002, and by 2006 yousimply do as little as they can possibly get away with
will have had an improvement of 40% in the energyand will conform to the lowest possible standard. Do
eYciency of homes in relation to the revisions of theyou share that concern?
statutory building regulations. We should not stopMr Morley: I think there is a potential risk of that.
there. I do not think it is unreasonable in relation toThere are developers and developers, Chairman.
discussions with the building industry because theThere will be some who always seek to have the
building industry would say, “We do not object inminimum costs and minimum standards. I would
principle to having a standard so we know what welike to be a bit more optimistic in terms of whether
are building to. However, in some cases we have toor not people will build to the Code. In terms of
train people, we have to make sure we have the skills,Government procurement, for example, in relation
the new materials for new building standards andto the Government funded houses, the Housing
that takes a bit of time”. I do not think there isCorporation, we can stipulate that homes are built
anything wrong with the concept of raising theto the Code in the same way that we stipulate that
building standards. The new building regulationshomes are built to EcoHomes standard at the
are coming in this April, so the threshold has beenpresent time. I also would have thought that when
raised, and then we have a further challenge beyondyou have builders who are applying for planning
that which currently is voluntary but I think it ispermission, particularly for a prestige development
inevitable that the current Code will become the nextin a prestige area, there is nothing to stop planning
building regulations, the next statutory standards.authorities from making it very clear that along with
That is a period of notice for the constructionthe whole range of criteria that developers will take
industry to prepare for that and to start to build forinto account, such as green space, for example, the
that. That is another inducement for them to gear upkinds of provisions, the kinds of landscaping, the
to build to the Code now because it will be the futurekinds of design, one of the things that planning
statutory standard.committees can take into account is whether or not

they intend to build to the Code and that may well
be a criterion which will be taken into account by the Q297 Dr Turner: How long will you give them?

Mr Morley: I think that is a matter for discussionplanning authority. I see no reason why that could
not be done. It may also be the case in relation to and also it is a matter for ODPM, not just for Defra.
how we can encourage take-up that we do have the
new buyers’ packs coming in for homes. The idea is Q298 Mr Stuart: You are also on record as saying
that there will be a star rating for the level of the that it is as important to raise the standards with
Code, so you get one star for Level 1 to five stars for regard to carbon emissions for existing homes as it is
Level 5. For example, we could ensure that there is for new homes. If the new homes in the private sector
a star rating in the buyer’s pack for the homes that are only subject to a voluntary Code, with a likely
people are buying. I would have thought if people Level 1 compliance, will this not put tremendous
are spending a great deal of money on a new home pressure on your ability to encourage and get
they would want to see a star rating in relation to the existing homeowners to pick up the slack? How will
Code for Sustainable Homes in the buyer’s pack. I you achieve that?
think there are a number of drivers even with the Mr Morley: It is certainly true that we must have
voluntary Code that would encourage builders to policies to address existing building stock because in
build at that standard. Not least, I would have some ways new build is the easy one because you can
thought many builders are responsible, they do have put these in from the very beginning. I am very
an interest in sustainable development and I would concerned about the majority of buildings in this
have thought they would want to apply the Code. country which exist now. We do have to look at ways

in which we can address that and encourage that. I
come back to the point in relation to Level 1. TheQ296Dr Turner:Do you think we are missing a trick

here with the potential for carbon savings? For new statutory standard gives us a 40% improvement
from 2002. Level 1 is out for consultation and Iinstance, if EcoHomes “excellent” was the standard

requirement that would give well over one million would like to see Level 1 raise the threshold above
the statutory standard. Even Level 1 has got to betons of CO2 saving straight away. The worst case

scenario is that developers will comply only at Level above that and, of course, Level 5 is way above that.
I think that is quite right in terms of giving the1 which is way short of the EcoHomes standard.

Would it not be simpler to require the higher industry some aspirations to aim for. In terms of
existing stock there is the Part L revision. ODPM arestandard which cuts through having to get people to

voluntarily comply or refer to their planning currently working with us in Defra on ways that we
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can raise standards in existing stock. Perhaps when has just been agreed with ODPM that it is fully what
Defra wants, or is there any distance between whatpeople refurbish both domestic and commercial

properties, perhaps when they have extensions built, ODPM are pursuing and what you are seeking in the
context of the energy review that we have gotfor example, they can take the opportunity for

raising the energy eYciency standards of the because obviously time is running out in terms of
making sure we meet the targets that we have tobuildings and you can include that as a statutory

measure. Those proposals are being worked on meet?
Mr Morley: Time is running out, I accept that, butjointly between our two Departments and in due

course they will be consulted on. also I think it is fair to say in relation to my last
appearance before the Committee there has been
enormous progress in terms of discussions since.Q299 Mr Vaizey: We have read press reports about

what the new German Government may do in terms
Q302 Joan Walley: Where is the gap? Is there still aof tackling existing homes. Could you enlighten us a
gap between you and ODPM on this?bit about what their proposals are?
MrMorley: No, there is no real gap between us andMrMorley: I do not know all the details about what
ODPM on Part L. In fact, there is not a gap in thatthe German proposals are. I do know that the new
there was a discussion in terms of applying theGerman Chancellor has made raising energy
revision as to whether it should just be to homes oreYciency in existing stock a priority and I very much
all buildings. We have agreed now it should be allwelcome that. I will find out what they are doing. We
buildings, so I am happy with the way things aredo have our own programmes, like Warm Front and
going on Part L and Part L revision could be a veryEEC, the Energy EYciency Commitment, and there
useful contribution in terms of reducing emissions.may be some similarities in terms of what we are

doing although Warm Front is targeted, of course,
at the fuel poor because it is part of our commitment Q303 JoanWalley:Are you happy with the ability of

OPDM to monitor how that gets done because whento eradicate fuel poverty. The Energy EYciency
Commitment is much broader and that is about the Environment Agency came to us they said that

over 30% of new homes do not comply with existingreducing energy. There may be parallels in terms of
the way we are approaching it but we are doing it in Building Regulations? It is one thing to say

something, it is another thing to make sure that it isdiVerent kinds of programmes. I am always
interested to see what other countries are doing and being done.

Mr Morley: I absolutely accept that. The record ofthere are always things that we can learn from other
countries in the same way they often come to our compliance with Building Regulations has not been

good over the years. As part of the announcementcountry to see what we are doing.
that ODPM made, they emphasised the point that
one of the things they wanted to address wasQ300 Mr Stuart: When you spoke at the BRE
enforcement of Building Regulations to make sureconference in September last year you said that your
they were enforced properly.aim in revising Part L of the Building Regulations

was: “to save one million tons of carbon by 2010
Q304 JoanWalley: So the Environment Agency willthrough raising the standards to conserve fuel and
be looking at how they are going to be doing that,power, minimise heat loss and encourage the use of
will they?more energy eYcient materials and measures”.
Mr Morley: Generally speaking, it is the localWWF have told us that, in fact, they believe Part L
authorities who are responsible for the enforcementhas been “watered down”, thereby undermining the
of Building Regulations but I am sure theGovernment’s position. Are you still satisfied that
Environment Agency will have an interest in that.Part L will help you achieve your stated aim?

Mr Morley: Yes, I am satisfied. I am not quite clear
what WWF mean. I know that in the original Q305MrHurd:Can I just bring you back to existing

housing stock and what has been discussed betweenconsultation there was provision in Part L that did
apply to extensions. It was limited because it only you and ODPM. Was I right in understanding that

the Government is thinking about obligingapplied to extensions and it did not apply to other
commercial buildings, just houses. In our homeowners considering an extension or

redevelopment to apply minimum new energydiscussions with ODPM we did say we very much
wanted to see measures through Part L to apply to eYciency standards to the bit that is being

redeveloped or to the whole house?existing stock, but it is all buildings I am interested
in, not just houses. I am very glad to say that ODPM MrMorley:Obviously this is open for consultation.

The idea would be that if you are carrying out anhave agreed that they will now have this joint study
with us in Defra on all buildings. We will come back extension then the energy standards would be for the

whole home.to these issues and I think that might address some
of WWF’s concerns.

Q306 Mr Hurd: An obligation?
Mr Morley: Yes.Q301 Joan Walley: Can I just follow up on that

because when you came to our Committee when we
were looking at this last time around you did express Q307 Chairman: You mentioned a few answers ago

that planning authorities might be able to use theirsome concern about whether or not Part L was going
to be tight enough. Are you saying now with what powers eVectively to encourage—
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Mr Morley: Yes, encourage. Environment Agency—and what we are looking to
do is to see how we can encourage water eYciency
through things like the uptake of water meters, theQ308 Chairman: Do you have any examples you are
regulator is looking at issues like tariVs, as Defra is,aware of where local authorities are already doing
labelling perhaps some water eYcient products,this?
using the Water Fitting Regulations to have someMrMorley: I do know from my discussions with the
level of compulsion in relation to products on sale inGreater London Authority, who are very committed
relation to their water use, and using Part G of theto promoting low carbon housing developments and
Building Regulations to use all the tools at ourare very enthusiastic about the opportunities
disposal in terms of encouraging eYciency.presented by major developments like Thames

Gateway, which comes within their area, they are
very keen to look at ways of encouraging developers Q312 Ms Barlow: You have obviously done a lot of
to apply the Code. They do have perhaps more of an research on encouraging eYciency but have you
advantage than some areas in that the London done any work on which level has to be complied
Development Agency does own quite large chunks with to reach the kinds of savings that we want to
of that land. In fact, in that case, Chairman, I think see?
they can go beyond encouragement in that if they MrMorley: To be honest with you, because it is new
own the land I imagine they can make that a contract build even if we applied the higher level it would not
condition. make a huge contribution. It would make an

important contribution but not a huge contribution
Q309 Chairman: I do not know whether anyone is in relation to water uptake. We have to have this
monitoring whether local planning decisions reflect range of approaches in terms of addressing the issue
the desire to encourage this but it would be of water eYciency.
interesting if any evidence is collected about that.
Mr Morley: There is PPS1 which is local planning

Q313 Ms Barlow: In its memo, Water UK has listedauthorities have a duty to encourage sustainable
what it thinks are essential elements to be included indevelopment, so there is a responsibility on the part
those homes which are located on floodplains. Theyof local authorities to do that. The Code is not yet in
include door gates, flood resistant under-floor ventsoperation, it is still in its consultation period.
and high level electrical sockets. When we spoke toCertainly it is something that I would want local
CIWEM last week they said they thought the Codeauthorities to give very careful thought to and we
did not include these measures. Is it not basic sensewould take every opportunity to encourage them to
to put the elements into the code at the most basicdo so.
level considering where the Government intends to
be building a lot of these new homes?Q310 Chairman: When the Code was originally
Mr Morley: Certainly in terms of flood risk areas,discussed it was described as the Code for
but the Code is a general code for all buildings andSustainable Buildings and you made a point just
it is not necessarily the case that if you are notnow about buildings rather than just homes. It has
building in any flood risk area you would have tonow come out as the Code for Sustainable Homes.
adapt homes quite in that way. I think this is an issueWhy did that change take place?
for the planning authorities in particular, which theyMrMorley: I think ODPM always envisaged this to
are obliged to take into account under PPS25. Thebe a code that was applied to the building of homes.
examples you give are relatively low cost if you areThere are other standards in relation to commercial
building a house from new but they can really reducebuildings. There is the Energy Saving Directive, for
the cost of recovery. I think that can be addressed. Iexample, which applies to commercial buildings. We
do not think you necessarily have to stipulate forwould want to see whatever regulation was available
every single house in the country when it would notbeing applied to all buildings because I am interested
be needed for every house in the country.in all buildings, not just in homes.

Q311 Ms Barlow: The draft Code has six elements, Q314 Joan Walley: No-one doubts your
of which two are to do with water eYciency and, as commitment to legal Sustainable Timber, I am just
we have mentioned before, five levels. Can you say a little bit disappointed that was not the cornerstone
which level you think should be complied with to of the Code. Are you disappointed too and do you
reach the kinds of water savings that are needed by think that it will be in when the consultation is
the new communities? finished?
MrMorley: Basically I want to see water being used Mr Morley: I repeat, it is an open consultation and
as eYciently as possible and in that case I support the we need to look at that. I think the dilemma you have
highest level in relation to the Code. Just like energy when you have voluntary codes is you need to strike
eYciency, I am also always interested in water a balance in the way that you draft them so that you
eYciency in existing stock. As part of our manifesto get some real improvements on a range of issues, and
commitment we recently set up a Water Savings certainly Sustainable Timber is one of them.
Group, which I chair, and we have brought together
all the major players within the water industry—the

Q315 Joan Walley: Can you set out for me how it isConsumer Council for Water, Ofwat,
representatives from the water companies, the one of them?



3247788012 Page Type [O] 22-03-06 20:48:24 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 85

31 January 2006 Mr Elliot Morley MP and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

Mr Morley: I said it is one of the considerations, it have better compliance with pressure testing you
have better compliance in relation to energyis not in the Code at the moment. What I was trying

to say was the challenge is you have a Code that has eYciency.
a lot of desirable improvements but it is not seen as
so daunting, bearing in mind it is a voluntary code, Q321 Mr Caton: When we spoke to her last week,
that a lot of builders will decide that it is just too Yvette Cooper said that one reason for the Code was
diYcult to try to build their homes to that. I think to: “provide the direction of travel for future
that ODPM have had a genuine attempt to do this. improvements to Building Regulations” and,
I repeat, it is an open consultation and I am sure that indeed, you echoed that this afternoon. Is that not an
we can look at aspects of the Code in relation to the expensive and time-consuming way for Government
consultation. I would certainly want to ensure that to flag up its future intentions about Building
one way of meeting your concern is to make sure that Regulations? Why not just produce draft Building
all the timber you can buy on the market is from Regulations with a reasonably long lead-in time?
legal and certified sources, in which case you would MrMorley:This is a long lead-in time. You have got
not need the Code for that because you would the new regulations coming in in April and you are
address it in that way. right to say what is being developed is the Code, and

it is still being developed, of course, it is not quite
there yet. Once it is developed then the buildingQ316 Joan Walley: Can I ask Ms Hawley, in terms
industry can see what is coming and they can prepareof the discussions that you had with ODPM when
for that and, indeed, they can prepare for that sooneryou were doing the detailed work for this Code, were
rather than later by adopting it voluntarily ratherthe talks about including legal timber in or was it not
than waiting for it to become statutory. I do notpart of the discussion at all?
think that is an unreasonable way of approachingMs Hawley: I am afraid I was not part of the
the issue.discussion so I am not able to answer that.

Q322 Mr Caton: I welcome what you say about theQ317 JoanWalley: It might be helpful to have a note
Code not being tablets of stone yet and a lot ofon the extent to which Defra were pushing for it to
people who have given us evidence will share thatbe included.
view because a worrying majority of them haveMrMorley: In all fairness, I think including certified
expressed real concerns about the adequacy of thetimber as a condition really goes a bit beyond what
Code, and I am sure they will be saying the samewe were discussing in relation to the Code,
thing in their responses to the consultation. Willparticularly as the way to address that is in what
Defra be seeking to raise the bar on the Code’stimber comes on to the market. I accept that house
standards making it more challenging and,builders and, in fact, all builders should bear that in
therefore, of more value?mind. I was in a school yesterday in Liverpool where
Mr Morley: We are always looking to applyall the timber, and it was a timber clad school as a
environmental and sustainable measures to thematter of fact, was FSC. That is the kind of
highest possible standards that we can reachresponsible building we want to see.
agreement on. Bearing in mind that you do have to
take into account the points I made about the fact

Q318 JoanWalley: Unless it is a minimum standard that if you raise voluntary standards too high then
we are leaving it to chance, are we not? you will get less and less people willing to take them,
Mr Morley: It is a question of balance again. I you have got to strike the balance about having real
repeat, we do have the consultation and I am sure improvements but doing it in a way that encourages
people will make their case in that. people to apply. In fact, having a number of

standards, which is being suggested, is one way of
Q319 Chairman: We would not want builders to be doing that because there is some pride in those
using stolen goods when they are building homes! builders who can build to the highest standards and
Mr Morley: Certainly not. I also think there are some commercial advantages

in relation to their marketing if they can do that as
well.Q320 Chairman: We spoke a few minutes ago about

the distressingly large percentage of new buildings
that do not comply with Building Regs. In addition Q323MrHurd:You have been quite consistent with

Yvette Cooper in signalling that the voluntary Codeto tightening them up themselves the question of
enforcement is absolutely central in this. is to be seen as a stepping stone towards higher

standards of Building Regulation, but are youSpecifically, does Defra have any views about how
that enforcement can be improved? satisfied that message has got out there to industry

because it has not been the overwhelmingMrMorley:As I say, it is primarily a matter for local
building inspectors through the local authorities. impression from the evidence that we have received?

If you are not satisfied what is Government going toWe certainly think that the pressure testing needs to
be improved. There needs to be more pressure do to make sure that message gets out?

Mr Morley: It has been said numerous times, andtesting in relation to housing development. We need
to make sure that builders are building to a standard you heard Yvette make these points, she is the lead

minister, she has responsibility for that, and I amwhere they do not fail the pressure test. That is one
example where we could see improvements. If you sure the industry take very careful note of what she
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has said as Planning Minister. On a number of builders, and from others, although everyone would
occasions, and you mentioned the BRE conference, like to think that consumers would prefer to buy
I repeated that point there, which was an audience homes that are built to high environmental
predominantly of builders. They know very well that standards, in practice they say there is very little
this is the intention. evidence of that and what people want is the

cheapest possible deal for the level of specification
they are going to be using. The Sustainable BuildingsQ324 Colin Challen: It seems to me that the
Task Group did recommend that compliance withGovernment machine is designed to run at a precise
the Code should attract an incentive in the form ofspeed of something like 37 miles per hour and
Stamp Duty discount. What has happened to thatanything which detracts from that is a bit of a
idea?nuisance. We have just had the publication of the
Mr Morley: Fiscal matters, as you will appreciate,Exeter report and there is nothing particularly new
are matters for the Treasury. There are clearlyin that since the initial results of the conference last
arguments for using fiscal incentives in variousyear, but how do you feed that into this process? It
forms to try to encourage uptake. Just as a personalseems to me that in response to some of the questions
opinion, I think we should have good standardswe have had in this session and in previous sessions

there is a bit of a cosy accommodation, if you will which are statutory, not incentivised. If there is a
forgive the pun, with the house building industry on role for incentivisation it is to go way beyond the
how we proceed. Is there not a bigger sense of statutory standard. That is where there may be an
urgency and can Defra really imbue ODPM with argument for incentivisation and I think we should
that sense of urgency a little more and push the look at the case for that.
process?
Mr Morley: I would not want you to think I was

Q327 Chairman: I think your answer was a politebeing too cosy with the house building industry.
way of saying the Treasury blocked this idea, whichWhile I do not want to be unreasonable, I think you
will not come as a great surprise but it is nice to havehave got to listen to their legitimate concerns and I
it said as explicitly as that. The diYculty that I havethink giving them time to prepare for higher
is we have got a situation where the statutorystandards in terms of training and preparation is not
requirements are not as demanding as many of usunreasonable. The other side of the coin is I think
think they should be. Appreciating the pressuresbuilding standards have been sloppily applied and
that you and others are under, nevertheless thethere has been a lack of ambition by our volume
progress is still disappointingly slow and, therefore,house builders in this country. Many other countries
even though in principle I sympathise with what youare building more eYciently to better standards and
said about using an incentive to go beyond thein a very cost-eVective way. I think many of our
statutory requirement, at the moment the only waybuilding companies can do a lot better and I
to get to a level of standard which is going to makecertainly expect to see them do so when we apply
progress addressing climate change is to go beyondthese new standards.
the present statutory Code and, therefore, a fiscal
incentive is quite appropriate even if it is only takingQ325 Colin Challen: On the back of the Exeter
it a little bit further. That is why I think many of usreport, would you expect to have discussions with
feel that a fiscal incentive would be highly desirable.house builders to look at the wider context?
If Stamp Duty for the moment is blocked by theMr Morley: The need to take action on climate
Treasury, are there any other fiscal incentives thatchange is real and pressing. The building sector
you think might be worth trying?within the UK contributes about 40% of total
MrMorley: It is possible. I am not saying that theseemissions so, therefore, they are a major source of
kinds of approaches are blocked by the Treasury,greenhouse gases and CO2. It is absolutely essential
they do have to be considered and it is the Treasurythat we combat this in terms of better building
that considers them. Chairman, you are probablystandards, new technologies and planning issues. It
aware of a pilot scheme in Woking whereby Britishalso has the advantage that not only are you
Gas as part of the Energy EYciency Commitment isaddressing environmental issues, you are also

making homes more comfortable and cheaper to live working with the local authority where the authority
in. These are highly desirable outcomes and I do not are contributing some money and British Gas are
think we should apologise for the new standards that contributing some money and what they are doing
we are introducing and we should not be looking for for existing buildings is if people uprate the energy
ambitious conditions within the Code, and that is eYciency of their homes then they get a discount oV

what the Government is doing. their Council Tax. I quite like that approach. That is
an example of how you can incentivise retrofit,
which is one of the more challenging areas. I thinkQ326 Chairman: The industry will always say that it
we should explore these approaches within thewants more time, industries always do that, and I
Energy EYciency Commitment which will bethink the message from reports like the Exeter report
revised under EEC3, which is coming up veryis time is the one thing we have not got in addressing
shortly. That is just one example and I am quite surethis problem. We would like to strengthen your case
there are other fiscal approaches that could be takenand any discussions you have by what we say here.
although these are in the hands of the Treasury, asThis leads conveniently on to the next point I wanted

to raise. In the evidence we took from house you will appreciate.
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Q328 Mr Hurd: Can you satisfy us that Defra are Q329 Mr Chaytor: Minister, do you think that
Government has taken its eye oV the ball a little bitmaking the case here because the evidence we have
with all this focus on the Code for Sustainablereceived from builders like Crest Nicholson and
Homes which only applies to new homes given thatWimpey’s, who claim to be at the forefront of
new homes inevitably are a tiny, tiny proportion ofsustainable building, is that there are no economics
the existing housing stock and the attention given tofor them because the consumer is not prepared to
retrofitting of existing homes, which provides thepay a premium. All the evidence from the Energy
largest contribution to CO2 emissions in the housingSaving Trust, which you are well aware of, is that the
sector, is almost ignored? You mentioned the EEC3major roadblock is consumer apathy because the
scheme which comes in from 1 April this year—cost benefit and hassle trade-oVs do not work out
Mr Morley: I do not think it is quite that soon.and for a number of years now there has been a

chorus calling for fiscal stimulants to break through
this consumer apathy but nothing has come out of Q330 Mr Chaytor: I was going to ask can you
the Treasury for quite a long time. Can you satisfy remind us of the timescale of EEC3.

Mr Morley: I think I will have to check that but Ius that Defra are making the case? Can you see a way
think EEC3 is 2007.of hitting our energy eYciency targets without these

types of fiscal stimulants to the consumer?
Mr Morley: We are always looking at energy Q331Mr Chaytor: Is there a formal consultation on
eYciency targets and Defra makes its submission to the kinds of things that might be in EEC3?
the Pre-Budget review and the Budget review along Mr Morley: There is no reason why we could not
with all other departments and we make our have a consultation on that, we normally do in
suggestions on matters the Chancellor might like to relation to these measures. In fact, I have been
consider in relation to meeting some of the objectives talking, along with my colleagues, the Minister for
that we have as a Department and as a Government, Energy and also the Financial Secretary, to the
so we do do that. There are a number of points. First energy companies who have some ideas themselves

about being a bit more innovative in the EEC andof all, I do not necessarily accept that having good
having some more flexibility in approach. I haveenergy eYciency standards is going to add an awful
encouraged them to give us those ideas and we willlot to the price of a house. It depends on how high
certainly consider those. You are right, it is theyou go. If you go into a very high zero emission
existing stock that is a challenge. For example, thestandard then, yes, you are going to add cost but the
point about Part L to extensions, although that iscost is going to be very diVerent. I do not think in
important, is the carbon savings it will give you areterms of good quality consumers will necessarily
tiny, frankly, but they are important because evenhave to pay a lot. In fact, I went to see a development
small savings add up altogether to help you withon Monday just outside Manchester, I think it was
your life savings. You can get much bigger savingsStamford Brook, which is being built on National
in relation to the existing stock and that is why I amTrust land and the National Trust have an interest in
very glad that we have this joint working withthe development. That is a very large scale housing
ODPM and Defra and also have the involvement ofdevelopment and they are very traditional style
the Carbon Trust and the Energy Saving Trust whohouses. If you look at it, it looks like any other
are also involved in that work in terms of drawing uphousing development, but they are building to a
proposals on this.very, very high standard. They are building to

EcoHomes excellent standard. I know from my talks
Q332 Mr Chaytor: Do you think there is anwith the Housing Corporation, the Housing
argument for a formal consultation process onCorporation believe that if you are doing this on a
EEC3 in exactly the same way as there is now on thelarge scale then building to EcoHomes standard
Code for Sustainable Homes?excellent does not add a great deal to the cost of the
Mr Morley: I am very keen on being as open andhouses. Let us just make that point, which I think is
transparent as we possibly can in all thesequite important. Secondly, I guess for many people,
approaches.given the price of houses, cost is the main issue, I

would not dispute that, but there is an issue also of
making consumers and buyers understand the Q333MrChaytor: In terms of fiscal incentives, is not

the case for fiscal incentives even more powerful witharguments. I think if you say to someone, “Would
retrofitting, whether it is the Council Tax rebate thatyou object to paying £500 or £1,000 more, bearing in
you have mentioned or the Stamp Duty rebate thatmind that you will recover that cost in reduced
applies equally to the purchase of older homes?heating bills over the next few years”, a lot of people
Mr Morley: I repeat, I think that fiscal measureswould say, “Yes, that sounds pretty reasonable to
could well have a role in it and I think they shouldme”. There are issues of incentivisation, which I
be given serious consideration.recognise, there is an argument for fiscal measures,

but there is also an argument for good standards and
keeping the costs down to the consumer and there Q334 Mr Chaytor: Moving on from energy
are also arguments for making people aware of the eYciency, which we tend to focus on, to water
arguments and benefits of energy eYciency. I come eYciency, there is a fiscal incentive for water
back to the point that perhaps one way of doing that eYciency in terms of enhanced capital allowances

for the installation of water eYcient devices.is having a star rating in buyers’ packs.
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Mr Morley: For companies. Q339 JoanWalley:When the plan was first there for
the new homes we were talking about 150,000 new
homes a year and subsequently that has gone up toQ335MrChaytor:For companies, yes. Do you have
200,000 new homes by 2016. We are aware thatany knowledge of how successful that has been?
ODPM have commissioned research about that butThat has been in place for two years now. Is there a
could you tell us a little bit about what Defra hasformal assessment of how eVective it has been in
done in terms of the environmental impact andreducing consumption?
various issues which will arise from that increase inMr Morley: I am not sure there has been a formal
the numbers of new build?assessment but I can check that for you and if there
MrMorley:We did commission a report by Entec tohas I will make sure the Committee has the analysis
look at the environmental impact of the Barkeron this. Not very long ago I did launch the measures
review.on the water fitting devices and there were more

water saving devices which had been added to the
list, which was administered for us by Envirowise, Q340 Joan Walley: Would that have the possibility
and basically there is a whole list of approved water of reducing the number of homes?
saving devices which are on the website which Mr Morley: No, it was designed to look at the
potential buyers can look at and because they are impact. What is clear is that there is a need for more
approved they can get a capital allowance on those homes. You can have an argument about what the
fittings. All I can say to you is there has been a lot of precise figure is, and I have no reason to dispute the
interest in this but I am not sure whether it has been modelling that ODPM have done, they are the lead
running long enough to have a formal evaluation Department on this, but what is beyond doubt is that
although I will check that out for you. we do need more homes, and we do need more

homes in the south, but that also means that there is
an environmental impact and you do have to assessQ336 Mr Chaytor: You appreciate the point that
that and the Entec study was an attempt to havewhere there is a fiscal incentive in place already it
some independent analysis of that and that was whywould make sense to have a full evaluation of the
we commissioned it.eVectiveness of that which might determine the

Treasury’s response to the pressure for new fiscal
incentives. Q341 Joan Walley: Could you perhaps give us an
Mr Morley: I think, Chairman, if David is trying to idea of the diVerent headings you are looking at in
convince me that there is a good role for fiscal terms of the environmental concerns?
incentives he is pushing an open door really. You do Mr Morley: It looked at impacts such as water,
have to look at these within the range of measures waste generation, transport, it covered all of those
that you have, I agree with that. areas.

Q337 Chairman: Indeed, we would entirely support Q342 Joan Walley: In fact, in the evidence that we
you. We want to use the resources cost-eVectively so had before the Committee, the Bedfordshire
we want to find out what the best incentives are and Councils Planning Consortium said they are
how they work. concerned about the various impacts, particularly in
Mr Morley: That is right. This particular measure respect of water. Is that something you are looking
has only been going for two years so it is perhaps a at closely? Can you give an assurance as a result of
little bit early, I think you would want to see a three all the new build that we will not be falling foul of the
year period before you evaluate. EU Water Framework and the EU Habitats

Directive?
Q338 Chairman: Returning very briefly to what you Mr Morley: We were obliged to apply both the
were saying about new homes, the evidence we had Framework Directive and the Habitats Directive,
very strongly from the house builders we saw was which we take very seriously, and we have to comply
that most buyers of new homes are stretching with those regulations. Water companies themselves
themselves to the very limit in their mortgage and are obliged to have a 25 year forward look in relation
that even an extra thousand quid on a hundred and to water demand and potential housing demand and
fifty thousand quid enters into their calculations as build and they have to build that into their resource
a burden. I think that is something else which could management. There is an obligation on them to do
be explored as part of the research. I would love to that.
think what you have said in answer to those
questions is right but I could not help being slightly

Q343 Joan Walley: So you are satisfied that we willconvinced by what they were saying. Knowing
be taking account of the various directives that arepeople who are buying for the first time, they are
there?absolutely at the limit.
Mr Morley: We have an obligation to take accountMrMorley: I am sure that is true of first-time buyers.
of those directives and, indeed, so we should.I do not disagree with you that cost is certainly a

consideration. I come back to this point that I just
do not accept that having good standards of energy Q344 Mr Vaizey: Can I ask you about reservoirs. It

seems quite clear that the strategy that the watereYciency are necessarily going to add a large cost to
the building, I think it is about how the buildings are companies want to pursue is to build more reservoirs

in the South East. How closely involved is yourdesigned and built as well.



3247788012 Page Type [O] 22-03-06 20:48:25 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 89

31 January 2006 Mr Elliot Morley MP and Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

Department in thinking about that? Are you water in certain areas. You will have to have some
more water capacity in the longer term if you haveconvinced of the case put forward by the water

companies? got an expansion of development.
MrMorley: They have to make their case in relation
to the forward look in relation to future demand. It Q350 Mr Vaizey: Given the importance of water
is probably the case that there will have to be some within planning, do you think there is a case for
new reservoir capacity in relation to the long-term making the water companies statutory consultees to
water demand but, of course, we would want to see the planning process?
other measures taken into account such as leakage Mr Morley: They certainly need to be a consultee.
and water eYciency before water companies start to There is no reason why we should not look at the
make an application for a reservoir. argument for making them a statutory consultee. In

terms of large scale developments, ODPM and
ourselves would expect water supplies to be takenQ345 Mr Vaizey: Can I press you on that in terms
into consideration, and indeed water treatment forof water leakage. I think you will probably find that
that matter as well, as part of the overall strategicThames Water will say, “We are doing all we can but
approach. When it comes to the planning stage thewe still need a reservoir”. Do you think that the
planners would also want to be assured that there iswater companies could do more?
adequate water supply and proper water treatment.Mr Morley: The water companies have a target to

follow in relation to reducing leakage and the latest
Q351 Chairman: So the Government have said, “Wefigures from Thames are much more encouraging, I
want lots more homes in the South East” andhave to say, than the figures in the past, they are
Thames have said, “We need a new reservoir” andmaking some progress in reducing water leakages in
you said they have got to be better at stopping leaks.the Thames area and I very much welcome that. It is
There is at least some suggestion that there isstill the case it is likely that there will be demand for
potentially a gap here. Are you saying thenew reservoirs. We do have a list of what water
Government would not allow a reservoir untilcompanies are thinking about.
Thames had reached a certain standard in terms of
reducing leaks?

Q346 Mr Vaizey: In terms of sites? MrMorley: It is not so much for the Government, it
Mr Morley: Yes, in terms of sites and in terms of is for the planners. In relation to the planning
capacity. application one of their considerations would be

whether or not the reservoir is needed. It is likely that
given the increase in water demand there probablyQ347 Mr Vaizey: Is that a public list?
will be a need for a reservoir for the Thames region,Mr Morley: I think in relation to Thames they have
that is likely. It is inevitable when Thames makesproposals for a very large reservoir in Oxfordshire,
that planning application that if people think therewhich is public knowledge. I do not think there is
are grounds to criticise it in relation to its leakageany secret about that.
rate then, of course, they are going to do that, so it
is very important that Thames does address the

Q348 Mr Vaizey: Any others? leakage rate, not only in relation to sustainability
Mr Morley: There are some proposals for some but also in relation to the credibility of its own
smaller ones. I am not absolutely sure whether these planning application, and I am quite sure they know
are in the public domain or not. that very well. Just coming back on the statutory

consultees from the water companies, by the way on
a regional level water companies are a statutoryQ349Mr Vaizey:One of the other aspects about this
consultee.is that even if the water companies do make the case

for a reservoir you have still got to dig quite a large
Q352 Chairman: So, on a decision to increase thepuddle and then fill it with water which takes quite a
number of houses being built in the South East thelong time. Even on the best case that Thames Water
Government might have a view about what thatputs forward they are unlikely to have their
does to water supplies.Oxfordshire reservoir ready until about 2020, yet the
MrMorley:We will have to take into account waterlarge number of homes that are planned for the
supplies in relation to the long-term plans, yes.South East over the next decade, and we are likely to

see those built over the next decade, means in a sense
there will be a water gap even if the need for a Q353 Ms Barlow: Speaking at the launch of the

Water Savings Group Action Plan back in October,reservoir is identified, it would not be on stream for
those new homes. Is that an issue that you are you said: “the uncomfortable reality is that we can

no longer assume unlimited supplies of water in allaware of?
Mr Morley: I am not sure there is a water gap circumstances”. Does this just mean that we can

forget about having our hosepipes on in the summerbecause that would have to be a consideration in the
planning. It depends exactly where the development or does it mean a lot more? Does climate change and

an increased desire on behalf of consumers actuallyis. It is possible to have some water transfer in the
south, you can move water from one area to another. mean that particularly in my area, the South East,

when consumers turn on the tap they should notYou cannot move it all over the place but there is
potential water transfer which can give you extra assume that water will always be there?
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Mr Morley: You are absolutely right on that point. Q356MsBarlow: Is there any evidence yet that there
You do seem to have a very liberal supply of is customer awareness that water is a limited and
speeches that I have made in various places, precious resource?
Chairman. You are absolutely right in that in this Mr Morley: I think it is a bit too soon to say
country I think most people take water for granted although you are probably aware of some of the
and they assume it is not a problem, turn a tap on publicity recently about the situation in the south.
and there it is, you can build more houses, not a Some of the newspapers have been carrying stories
worry, lots of rain, but that is not the case. We do in the last couple of days about the fact that we had
have water stressed areas in the east of England and a very dry summer and now we have had one of the
the south. We have had some remarkably dry driest winters on record, that rainfall in some parts
winters and, in fact, this winter, unfortunately, has of the region is 40% what you would normally expect
proven to be a very dry winter. It is not over yet so in the winter. I think people are aware that there are
there is still the possibility that we will get above problems. We also know from some of the work on
average rain. The fact is we do need to take into climate change that there is a very high awareness of
account the fact that water is an important resource climate change amongst the public, weather patterns
and we must not waste it. That includes thinking do appear to be shifting and there are implications in
about how we use it, the regulations, water using relation to climatic change and water that we cannot
devices. We have to take all of these points into ignore. These are issues that we do have to address
consideration in the way that you quite rightly said. in terms of our long-term planning. Whatever the

situation is for the future I think it is important we
come back to this point that people should use waterQ354 Ms Barlow: In the near future could you
eYciently. We do need to raise awareness on thatpossibly foresee a situation where water is only
and that is one of the work streams of the Group.available for part of the day, say?

MrMorley: I think that would be a major failure of
planning the supply if we were ever in that situation. Q357 Mr Vaizey: I am becoming mildly obsessive
I do not envisage that, it would be a failure if we were about saving water. I had Thames Water’s top man
in that situation. To avoid being in that situation we round to my house in the constituency to tell me how
need to raise awareness of the fact there is a need to to save water on Friday and, luckily for me, I had an
use water wisely and we also need to encourage the over-sized cistern and a leaking tap.most eYcient use of water, which is why we have the

Mr Morley: Not a good example then.Water Savings Group.

Q358 Mr Vaizey: He could identify litres and litresQ355 Ms Barlow: Could you give an update on the
of water that I could save. It does strike me there iswork of the Water Savings Group? In particular, can
a massive gap and surely if it is important to saveyou say what success you are having with customer
water you should be thinking about a proper publicperceptions and awareness, which is what you have
information campaign. To hear we have only gotbeen talking about? We were told earlier by Thames
40% of the rainfall is news to me. I was very casualWater that water consumption is going up despite
about my leaking tap, it was in my downstairs loo, itthe Government’s campaign.
was out of sight, out of mind. People should be told,Mr Morley: What Thames had to say was very
“Check your taps”. It seems to me there is not veryinteresting. The trouble is a lot of people are
much accessible information about how to saveswitching to power showers and all sorts of diVerent
water. I think you can get simple messages through,devices which do not help in relation to water use.
just as I think people have taken on board the factThere are many devices that can save water use. The
that you turn oV your standby button to save energy.Group has just been set up and the working groups
Mr Morley: There are very simple gains that can behave just started their work. There are five working
made, for example, with dual flush toilets, which aregroups which are looking at a number of work
now the norm when you are buying a new toilet,streams. I will just give you the work streams: the
particularly for a refurbishment or a modernisationmeasuring of success, how you know that you are

having an eVect in terms of reducing water; what the (apart from new build), which are on sale in the
information needs are, gaps in information, various superstores and in the hardware
priorities for that and how you fund that; best wholesalers. I think that there is more there that
practice in water company variations of water could be done. There is an industry-financed group,
eYciency; identifying best practice and how you can waterwise, and they are working with water
apply it; understanding and changing customer suppliers looking at the idea of a labelling scheme, a
perceptions and raising awareness, a point you were bit like the energy labelling scheme from A to E in
touching upon; and the policy and regulatory relation to energy. What they are looking for is a
framework. Those are the work streams under way labelling scheme for water eYciency and I very much
by the Water Savings Group at the present time. The welcome that.
new Consumer Council for Water also has new
duties compared to its predecessor, including

Q359 Colin Challen: The Government does to seemsustainability but also raising consumer awareness,
to have taken up Ken Livingstone’s suggestion thata much more educative role. I know that the new

Chair of the CCW is very enthusiastic about that. we should flush the loo a little less.
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Mr Morley: Not flushing the toilet? Hmm. Q364 Mr Stuart: The Pathfinder Scheme has had
something of a poor press in the last week and,
regardless of the money actually spent by ODPM on

Q360 Colin Challen: Is that something you will be consultants, I wonder whether Defra is entirely
looking at? happy with the way that Pathfinder is proceeding.
Mr Morley: I see; so I am being invited to look into MrMorley: It is principally an ODPM matter rather
toilets! Less water use is something that we want to than a Defra matter. We obviously have an interest
encourage. I know Ken has some interesting ideas in what ODPM are doing. There are a number of
on saving it which are not altogether ones that we points. First, more homes are being refurbished in
might want to propose. Pathfinder than demolished, as I understand it.

Secondly, I do know some of these homes that are
coming down in Pathfinder and they are shockers,Q361 Mr Caton: In its evidence to us the RSPB
Chairman. They are often presented as quite niceargues that charging by volume through water
Victorian terraces and I think you can refurbishmetering should become the accepted norm and that
Victorian terraces. In my own constituency we havethe Government should be proactively promoting
an area called Frodingham village which is oldmetering. Do you agree with that and, if so, what is
ironworkers’ cottages and they have beenthe Department doing?
refurbished by a housing association. They had toMr Morley: We should certainly be encouraging
build extensions on the back for bathrooms andpeople to go on to water meters, and we are. We
everything else and it means that they are smallishpoint out the benefits of going on to water meters.
two-bedroom houses, but it is a very niceWater meters are fitted free of charge, of course.
development and it is popular, particularly withThat is a charge that is borne by the water companies
first-time buyers. There is a mix to buy and to rentand is built into the periodic price reviews. The
and I very much like that development, and I thinkproblem is, of course, that we do not have water
you can have a nice urban environment and decentshortages across the whole country and if you want
homes with a refurbishment. However, I do knowto have a campaign on water metering I think it is
that there are some other houses which are due forlogical that you concentrate your campaign in areas
demolition which are not nice terraced houses. Youof the greatest water shortage and where you are
may be aware of Orchard Park in north Hull. Somegoing to get the greatest benefits. There is therefore
of those houses were built in the sixties or seventies,great logic in terms of encouraging people to go on
they were built under what was then called the “nometers in the south and the south east. There is a
fines” system. Some of them suVered from chronicharder argument in Northumbria where they have
mould and damp. Some of these older houses areKielder reservoir and there is no shortage of water;
single solid wall. Trying to insulate these houses andthere is not a problem, even though, of course, it is
make them warm and decent is really very hard,more sustainable and we would still encourage it,
really very expensive. On top of that there are somebut I think it is an issue of priorities. The water
issues about why people want to live in areas, whichcompanies themselves, of course, do have powers
goes beyond the house. It is the whole issue of theunder the Water Act to make an application to
nature of an area and sometimes the best way ofDefra for water scarcity status whereby they can
dealing with it is a mix of refurbishment andapply to fit meters compulsorily. We have had the
demolition so you can build some other homes. Ifirst one of those applications into Defra, which is
think that some of the criticism levelled at Pathfinderfrom the Folkestone Water Company, and we will
has been a bit unreasonable. I like to see older housesmake a determination on that certainly by the end
refurbished but I think Pathfinder is a bit moreof March.
than that.

Q362 Chairman: Can I take you back for a moment
to this question of new homes? Even before the
Government’s response to Barker had been
published the Environment Agency told us that their

Q365 Mr Stuart: So as far as you are concernedresearch showed that water companies had
Defra is happy with the demolitions that have goneunderestimated by 20% the level of housing growth
on? Obviously, we are aware that there are homesin their water resource plans. Is that something you
that are suitable for demolition. That is not theare aware of and concerned about?
point. The question directly to you is: is Defra happyMr Morley: The Environment Agency thinks the
with all the demolitions that have gone on with thewater companies have done it?
homes that seemed to fit more the description of the
ones that you said could be refurbished?

Q363 Chairman: Yes. Mr Morley: These are matters for ODPM. Our
interest is that when areas are refurbished they areMr Morley: Yes, I do understand that. I think that

if there is evidence that their plans are wrong they done on the basis of sustainable communities, that
you have things like adequate green space and thatcan be directed by the Secretary of State to revise

their plans and make amendments in relation to you take into account energy use and insulation.
Some of these refurbishments and rebuild projectslonger term demands. If the Environment Agency

have concerns about this then, of course, we will take are a significant improvement on what was there
before.that very seriously and we will look at the basis of it.
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Q366 JoanWalley:Can I press you a little further on that you have within your own department, which in
Defra’s case is considerable. However, we do bringthat? The point about some of the criticism there has
in consultants from time to time, and some of thosebeen in the press is that there has been a huge
who would be classed as consultants are people likeamount of money spent on consultants and I just
the Energy Saving Trust and the Carbon Trustwonder where you feel consultants are going to have
which are very important bodies that bring withthe remit on the sustainable development aspect in
them a great deal of skill and expertise which we verythe proposals that are coming forward because we
much value in relation to our own strategies.are not talking about public bodies in that sense, are

we? We are talking about consultants who are going
Q367 Joan Walley: It would be very interestingto be drawing up plans, looking at future housing
though, would it not, to see to what extentalongside economic regeneration? From where I sit
consultants have embraced the remit of sustainablethe diYculty is how to make sure that they put
development in terms of the work that they aresustainable development at the heart of the
doing? I suspect not as much as you would like.proposals that they are coming up with. It seems to
Mr Morley: The departments are charged withme that that is not centre stage. This comes back to promoting sustainable development andthe whole heart of the problem about the codes that particularly we are talking here in relation to

we want to see and how they apply this to sustainable homes and sustainable communities
consultants who are not necessarily briefed on all which we have a very clear Government strategy on.
of this.
Mr Morley: I cannot comment on ODPM’s policy Q368 Joan Walley: So you would expect there to be
on consultants. I think that is a question you need to clear guidance from ODPM in relation to the remit?
put to them. I can answer in general terms that all MrMorley: I am sure that ODPM are addressing the
departments do use some consultants. Obviously, issue of sustainable communities.
we only want to use consultants if they are bringing Chairman: Thank you very much. It has been a very
some skills or expertise or adding value which is not useful session and we look forward to seeing you

again in due course.available within the range of experience and skills

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Elliot Morley MP, Minister of State for Climate Change and
Environment, Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

EAC PROGRESS REPORT ON SUSTAINABLE HOUSING

When I gave evidence to the committee on Sustainable Housing on the 31 January 2006 a number of
questions were raised on which I undertook to write to you with further information. These are dealt with
in this letter.

You highlighted work that was being done by the German government to address carbon emissions of
existing homes. The German government is proposing to embark on an extremely ambitious programme to
systematically bring all housing stock built before 1978 up to modern energy eYciency standards, over the
next 20 years. ƒ1.5 billion has been set aside for this purpose. This programme is being taken forward by
the German Energy Agency, DENA (Deutsche Energie-Agentur) which was established in 2000 to develop,
initiate and coordinate innovative projects and campaigns which promote energy eYciency over the long-
term.

Joan Walley asked to what extent the use of legal timber has been considered for incorporation in the
Code for Sustainable Homes. ODPM are actively considering this as part of the consultation process within
the material section of the Code. My department is fully engaged in this process.

You asked me to clarify the correct timing of the third Energy EYciency Commitment (EEC3). I can
confirm that the statutory consultation will take place in 2007 and the EEC will run from April 2008 to
March 2011. The current EEC runs from April 2005 to March 2008.

You asked for a progress report on the Enhanced Capital Allowance Schemes (ECA) for water eYciency.
The Water Technology List, which lists all products that meet the eligibility criteria for the water eYcient
ECA scheme was launched in November 2003. It currently has nine technology classes and over 653
products listed. This ECA is still in its infancy so we do not have any plans to evaluate it at this stage.

The Government is however carrying out a formal evaluation of the ECA scheme for energy-saving
technologies which is four years old and much bigger that the water eYciency ECA scheme. It is anticipated
that the evaluation for the energy scheme will report later in 2006.

In my hearing we discussed a list of proposed reservoirs and I was unsure whether this list was publicly
available. I can confirm that the list is in the public domain and I have attached a copy to this letter. The
list can also be found in the Environment Agency’s report to Government “Maintaining Public Water
Supply” which was published in July 2004. This report assessed each water company’s water resources plan
covering the period 2005–30.



3247788012 Page Type [O] 22-03-06 20:48:25 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG3

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 93

I look forward to seeing the Committee’s progress report on Sustainable Housing when it is published.

Regards,

Elliot Morley

Annex

List of Proposed Reservoirs

The list below is taken from the Environment Agency’s report to Government “Maintaining Public Water
Supply” which was published in July 2004. This report assessed each water company’s water resources plan
covering the period 2005–30.

Proposed location Company

Broad Oak Southern Water/Mid Kent Water
Folkestone and Dover Water Services

Clay Hill South East Water
Havant Thicket Portsmouth Water
South west Oxfordshire Thames Water
Lower Severn Severn Trent

The report also indicates proposed enlargements to existing reservoirs:

Bewl Southern, Mid Kent
Abberton Essex and SuVolk Water

Defra/Water Supply and Regulation Division 31 January 2006

February 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Association for the Conservation of Energy

The Association for the Conservation of Energy welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Committee’s
inquiry. Given that the focus of the Association’s work is on reducing overall energy demand and
encouraging increased uptake of energy saving measures, we shall be confining our response to the issues
raised in Questions 1–3 of the Inquiry.

Question 1: Can a voluntary Code [for Sustainable Buildings] possibly deliver the degree of change needed in
the building industry to achieve well-designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact
on the local environment?

There is widespread acknowledgment, both within Government and outside it, that non-compliance with
existing, mandatory Building Regulations is at a worryingly high level. This—and the fact that many
developers regard Building Regulations as a “gold standard” (rather than as a minimum requirement)—
demonstrates the limited usefulness of a Code that is merely voluntary. That said, there are a number of
ways in which even a voluntary Code can be made more eVective:

— Through the introduction of various fiscal measures, developers and builders can be incentivised
to build to the higher standards set out in the Code. We shall describe in more detail some of the
possible measures in our answer to Question 3 below.

— Critically, the Government must indicate, when the Code is introduced, that the standards
contained in it are those that will become mandatory when Building Regulations are next revised.
This revision must take place by 2010 at the latest, but we would strongly exhort the Government
to bring it forward to the earliest feasible date before then.

We welcome the Government’s announcement that all new homes receiving Government funding (either
directly, through Government Agencies or through public-private partnerships) must comply with the Code
with eVect from April 2006. In their recent response to theHouse of Lords Science & Technology Committee
Report on Energy EYciency, the Government indicated (at page 27) that the Code “could give a clear
indication of the likely future direction [of Building Regulations], demonstrating to the industry what is
possible.” As we have already made clear, we firmly believe that, in order to be eVective, the Code must give
that indication. This is absolutely essential for sending the appropriate signals to the construction and
building materials industries.

We also believe that it is imperative for the standards set by the Code to be suYciently ambitious and
stretching. At the very least, the base level should be equivalent to the EcoHomes “Very Good” standard—
since the Housing Corporation has already committed itself to raising to this level in 2006 the environmental
performance standard required from all the homes that it funds.

In the 2003 Energy White Paper, the Government referred to the Danish situation as an exemplar of what
can be achieved through robust energy regulations. The White Paper admitted (at para. 3.12) that: “a
detached home built to the latest standards in England & Wales consumes nearly 20% more energy than an
equivalent home in Denmark”. Since then, the Government has of course announced new revisions to the
Building Regulations, which will come into force in April 2006. The OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister
claims (over-optimistically, in our view) that the new Regulations will lead to an average 20% increase in
the energy standard of new dwellings. This would, at first sight, appear to put us at last on a par with
Denmark. However, in the intervening period the Danes have also upgraded their standards, leading to a
projected further improvement in the energy eYciency of their new buildings of 25%. Therefore, if the
Government is serious in its aspiration to achieve energy standards at least as good as those in Denmark,
it is entirely reasonable to suggest that the Code for Sustainable Buildings should set standards that are 25%
higher than those that will flow from the 2006 Building Regulations.

Question 2: Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public,
ahead of its imminent introduction early in 2006?

The answer to this question is clearly “no”. It is extremely diYcult to obtain reliable information about
the state of progress in relation to the development of the Code. Many key stakeholders have not even heard
of the Code; others complain that they have no idea how to have a meaningful input into its development.
As importantly, the complete lack of awareness among ordinary consumers means that an important
opportunity is being lost to start to stimulate consumer demand for new homes built to high energy
performance standards.
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Question 3: Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and
greater environmental performance?

As we indicated in our answer to Question 1, we believe that the introduction of fiscal measures to
incentivise higher standards has a vital role to play in giving the Code for Sustainable Buildings real “teeth”.

Along with the Energy Saving Trust and others, we wrote formally to HM Treasury just three days ago,
calling on them to introduce further fiscal incentives to improve energy eYciency in both new and
existing homes.

We believe the following three fiscal incentives to be the most promising for new build homes:

— AStampDuty rebate for house buyers purchasing homes built to a high energy performance standard
(eg the Code for Sustainable Buildings)

The idea behind this is quite simple—that such a rebate would stimulate consumer demand for
sustainable homes. This in turn would encourage developers and builders to build new homes to
a higher standard. A stamp duty rebate could be even more eVective if it were linked to a reduced
“planning gain supplement” (see below).

— Reduced “planning gain supplement” for housing developments meeting a high energy performance
standard (eg the Code)

Kate Barker’s 2004 report on housing supply recommended that the Government should actively
pursue measures to share in the windfall development gains accruing to landowners when they sell
land for housing. She suggested the introduction of a “planning gain supplement” as a way of
doing this. It is proposed that this would take the form of a charge that would be levied on the
developer (probably at the time of granting planning permission), with the aim of capturing part
of the windfall gain. The charge would be a proportion of the increase in the value of land when
it is sold for housing (as opposed to agricultural or other purposes). The granting of planning
permission would be conditional on the payment of the planning gain supplement.

We believe that a reduced rate of planning gain supplement should be oVered to developers who
build houses to a high energy performance standard (eg the Code). It is likely that, in order to
incentivise developers, the reduction in PGS would have to be a relatively large proportion (at least
half) of the additional cost of building to a higher standard.

Such an incentive would help Building Regulations to improve more rapidly in the future: as
already indicated, if significant numbers of homes are already being built to a higher standard, it
is easier for the industry to adjust when Building Regulations are revised.

— A restriction of the current zero VAT rate for new build properties to those that meet a high energy
performance standard (eg the Code)

Currently a zero VAT rate applies to all new build housing. Restricting this zero rate to new homes
that meet a high energy performance standard would, as before, act as an incentive to consumers
to demand (and builders to build) sustainable homes. If the new build did not meet the standard,
it would attract VAT at the standard rate of 17.5%. This would have the additional benefit of
removing the current perverse incentive, which favours new build (0% VAT-rated) over
renovations (17.5% VAT-rated, with a reduced 5% rate applying to a limited number of supplies).

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Association of British Insurers

The Government’s plans to enable developers to respond to demands for housing should take account
of long-term risks, such as flooding and climate change. Design and planning of new developments should
incorporate risk avoidance and risk management measures, so that eVective financial protection can
continue to be oVered to residents and businesses.

The Government should strengthen its policy framework for safeguarding the long-term viability and
sustainability of new housing, including:

— Incorporating resilience to flooding and other risks (eg fire, windstorm) into the Code for
Sustainable Buildings, taking account of current and future climate.

— Establishing an eVective and fast-track system-build standard (LPS2020) that confirms the
insurability and mortgageability of new developments using modern methods of construction.

— Ensuring that the planning system is responsive to the full range of market signals, including the
availability and cost of insurance, so that new developments are targeted on the lowest risk sites
and avoid those at highest risk (eg low lying parts of the floodplain).

Only by putting in place a strong policy framework can the Government ensure that it delivers truly
sustainable communities today and for the foreseeable future.
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1. The Association of British Insurers (ABI) is the trade association for insurance companies operating in
the UK. It represents over 400 members who, between them, transact around 94% of UK insurance business.

Role of Insurance in Sustainable Housing

2. Kate Barker’s report to the Government in March 20041 highlighted the depth of the housing shortage
in this country, and the knock-on eVect for spiralling house prices. House-building rates would need to
almost double from 140,000 to 260,000 a year to stabilise increases in real house prices at 1.1%—in line with
average EU levels.

3. The Government responded to this challenge by proposing a set of policies in “Sustainable
communities: homes for all” to deliver over 1.1 million new homes in the South-East by 2016.2 These new
homes will play a key role in sustaining economic stability and promoting social inclusion in the poorest
communities.

4. The insurance industry is central to the operation of the UK housing market. Lenders will usually only
oVer a mortgage on a property with adequate building insurance. As a result, insurers have a strong interest
in a thriving and sustainable housing market.

5. In today’s competitive UK insurance market, insurers are increasingly using an assessment of risk to
price their products, particularly as reinsurers are placing greater emphasis on this approach. If the risks to
new developments are not managed for the future, aVordable financial protection may not be readily
available.

6. Sustainability should be a central consideration for any large-scale plans for re-development. New
infrastructure is typically designed to be in place for many decades, and so planners should always take a
long-term view. Infrastructure decisions leave a substantial legacy. The built environment turns over at a
rate of around 1% each year, and so is slow to respond to external factors.

7. The built environment should oVer protection for the whole population, including those most at risk.
Socially deprived households are up to 5 times more likely to suVer a burglary, 31 times more likely to suVer
a domestic fire and 16 times more likely to die in a fire than households in general.3 There are a number of
factors associated with low incomes that increase the risk of fire. These risks should be addressed at the
design stage of a housing development to ensure that the UK building stock addresses the needs of all
potential occupants.

8. These aspects of sustainability have not been fully addressed in the Government’s plans to date. The
Government should strengthen its policy framework for safeguarding the long-term viability and
sustainability of new housing. This paper highlights some key areas where further action is urgently needed
to deliver truly sustainable communities.

Code for Sustainable Buildings

9. Developments should be resilient to natural and man-made hazards, such as flooding, fire, windstorm
and driving rain, if they are to be considered truly sustainable. The costs of weather damage and subsequent
repair will be reduced if developments are designed and constructed to be resilient.

10. Climate change is likely to increase the frequency of damaging weather events, making it even more
important that resilience is incorporated into the design and construction of new buildings. Buildings
constructed today will typically still be in place in coming decades when the impacts of climate change are
felt more intensely. Storm and flood losses have totalled over £6 billion over the past seven years (Figure 1).
Insurance claims due to severe weather could treble by the middle of the century unless action is taken to
improve the resilience of new building stock.4

11. Flood resilience, in particular, could be a key feature of flagship developments in locations, such as
Thames Gateway, where many of the new homes will be built in the floodplain.5 Resilience does not have
to cost much more, provided it is designed into the development at an early stage.

1 Delivering stability“ securing our future housing needs, Kate Barker Review on Housing Supply, March 2004,
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/consultations–and–legislation/barker

2 Sustainable communities“ homes for all, OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, January 2005,
http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id%1122851

3 Our Fire and Rescue Service“ White Paper, OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, June 2003,
http://www.odpm.gov.uk/index.asp?id%1123887

4 A changing climate for insurance, Association of British Insurers, June 2004,
http://www.abi.org.uk/Display/File/Child/552/A–Changing–Climate–for–Insurance–2004.pdf

5 Making communities sustainable“ managing flood risks in the Government’s growth areas, Association of British Insurers,
February 2005, http://www.abi.org.uk/display/File/Child/554/Making–Communities–Sustainable–housingsummary.pdf
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12. The Government already has comprehensive guidance on making buildings resilient to flooding.6 The
ABI has also published its own factsheet on ways that homeowners can limit the damage caused by
floodwater once it enters a property,7 eg concrete floors, lime-based plaster, electrical sockets and service
meters located above the likely flood level. The report examines the additional cost of installing flood
resilient measures during renovation against the costs saved the next time the property floods. All the
measures highlighted pay for themselves after a single floodwhen retro-fitted. Norwich Union estimates that
cost of repairs to a house could be reduced from £49,000 to as little as £8,500 with installation of flood-proof
measures. Many of these measures are significantly cheaper when included in designs for new-build.

13. In a similar way to locating new developments away from high-risk sites, the resilience of buildings
can only be assured through changes in regulation. Currently, the building regulations are primarily
concerned with health and safety issues, although this has been broadened recently with the introduction of
energy eYciency standards for buildings.

14. The ABI would like to see the Code for Sustainable Buildings to consider issues of resilience and
durability. There should be a minimum level of durability for all new homes to ensure that damage and
repair costs do not escalate over time, so that maintenance of buildings is aVordable and sustainable over
their lifetime. A move towards low-quality housing could mean higher insurance costs, if insurers believe
the risks and costs of damage to be increasing.

15. The Code for Sustainable Buildings oVers an opportunity to bring many sustainability issues together
in one clear place. House builders have welcomed strong signals from Government about the key
components of sustainability that should be incorporated into new developments. But they have argued that
they are suVering from “checklist overload”, and would like to see a single product that consolidates the
range of initiatives currently on the market.

Modern Methods of Construction

16. Innovative construction techniques oVer a key mechanism to speed up rates of house-building and
reduce costs. The Housing Corporation and English Partnerships both have targets that at least 25% of
grant-funded homes from 2004 will be built using modern methods of construction.

17. However, this approach could prove to be a double-edged sword. As with all new technological
approaches, there are some risks and uncertainties that need to be carefully managed.

18. For developers, oV-site modular homes have the potential to oVer considerable time and cost savings
during construction, because modern methods of construction can reduce project time. Individual
components may also be imported from outside the UK at cheaper prices. But it is important that we
understand more about the longevity of homes constructed using modern methods, and their resilience to
flooding and other hazards in the long-term.

19. Information on risks to properties built using modern methods of construction is currently anecdotal.
Insurers need to understand risks to make cover readily available. Given their well-established claims
profile, conventional-build properties will be the benchmark against which innovative construction
techniques such as MMC will be judged. To qualify for insurance under normal terms, properties built using
modern methods of construction should show equivalent performance to conventional build against a range
of common risks—both in terms of the frequency or size of damage, and the cost of repair across the lifetime
of the building. The ABI is currently undertaking research to support these assessments at the generic level
but the construction industry and government need to supply relevant information on individual systems.

20. Insurers and lenders have been supporting development of BRE’s independent standard for modern
methods of construction (LPS2020), in order to provide recognised reassurance on designs that we have little
experience of in the UK. This scheme and others like it (ie third party accreditation) could provide a market
mechanism for dealing with these new risks.

Planning and Market Signals

21. The ABI supports a market-led approach to planning new housing, but a full range of market
indicators should be explicitly considered, eg availability and cost of insurance. House prices will not be the
only guide to the health of the housing market in a particular area. Insurance underpins the housing market,
because most mortgage lenders will not advance a mortgage on a property unless adequate insurance is
in place.

6 Preparing for floods, OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, October 2003,
http://www.odpm.gov.uk/stellent/groups/odpm—buildreg/documents/page/odpm–breg–600451.pdf

7 Flood resilient homes, Association of British Insurers, April 2004,
http://www.abi.org.uk/Display/File/Child/553/Flood–Resilient–Homes.pdf
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22. In the UK, insurers are increasingly using an assessment of risk to price their products.8 The
availability and cost of insurance will be driven by local risk factors, for example flooding, fire incidence,
subsidence risk, and crime rates. All these factors should be taken into account when planning the location
of new housing.

23. Take-up rates of insurance will also be aVected by the degree of social exclusion. Of the population
in England living within the tidal floodplain, those in the most deprived income groupswere eight times more
likely to be living in the tidal floodplain than those from the least deprived.9 Similarly, smoke alarm
ownership is lowest among those most at risk of fire. ONS Family Expenditure Survey shows that
Household insurance penetration is lowest in the lowest income decile—half of these households have no
insurance cover. Thus not only are these sections of the community most at risk of fire or flooding, but the
consequences of a fire or flood are likely to be more damaging and longer-term.

24. The insurance implications of new developments or large-scale regeneration projects should be
considered at the planning stage. Local authorities should prioritise lower risk land for development,
including areas of lower risk from flooding, subsidence. Local rates of fire and crime should also be
considered in the risk assessment. Land exposed to higher risks should be avoided for new development, or
certainly not targeted for lower income groups. These groups have less ability to pay for insurance products,
and housing in a higher risk location will create another barrier to insurance protection.

25. Lack of insurance will ultimately aVect the marketability of the development, since lenders are
unlikely to oVer mortgages on properties that cannot obtain buildings insurance. Where flood protection
does not fully meet insurers’ requirements and insurance is more expensive, the value of properties may be
aVected and mortgages will be more diYcult to obtain.

Planning and Flood Risk

26. ABI research has shown that flood risk for the new housing developments in the Government’s
growth areas could be substantial (£55 million per year, or 5% of national flood risk). Careful land-use
planning could halve these costs by avoiding the highest risk sites. Insurance may not be readily available
for new developments in the most vulnerable parts of the floodplain.

27. ABI research into the Government’s housing growth areas shows that good planning is the most
eVective way to minimise flooding and climate change risks. (Figure 2).10

— Moving properties oV the floodplain, using non-floodplain parts of development sites, reduced
flood risk by up to 96% for all growth areas except Thames Gateway.

— In Thames Gateway, where much of the land targeted for development lies in the floodplain, a
sequential approach that allocates housing to the lowest risks parts of the floodplain could halve
flood losses.

28. The Government must strengthen its Planning Policy for floodplains (PPG25). The sequential test set
out in PPG25 is a powerful planning tool in minimising the impacts of flooding, but it has not been used
consistently in drawing up local development plans.

29. Local authorities need to be encouraged to minimise flood risk by avoiding development on the
floodplain. Essential infrastructure (hospitals, fire stations, power sub-stations) and vulnerable occupants
(care homes, hospices) should be located in the safest and most readily accessible areas. Where there really
is no alternative outside the floodplain, development should be allocated to the lowest risk areas first. These
principles apply even in well-defended parts of the floodplain—low-lying land should be avoided where
possible.

Conclusion

30. The insurance industry has an active role to play in working with the Government to solve the housing
shortage in this country. If long-term considerations, such as flooding and climate change, are incorporated
into the plans at an early stage, creating truly sustainable communities can be a very real goal.

8 The social value of general insurance, Association of British Insurers, March 2005, http://www.abi.org.uk/generalinsurance
9 Deprived communities experience disproportionate levels of environmental threat, Environment Agency, September 2003,

available from http://www.eareports.com
10 Making communities sustainable“ managing flood risks in the Government’s growth areas, Association of British Insurers,

February 2005, http://www.abi.org.uk/housing
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Figure 1: UK Weather damage claims on a four period rolling average.
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Memorandum submitted by Bedfordshire Councils Planning Consortium

INQUIRY ISSUES

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings, which have minimal impact on the local environment?

I do not believe that a step change in the building industry providing energy eYcient, well-designed
dwellings, which have a minimal impact on the local environment, can be achieved under a voluntary code.
A statutory document or code of practice is required. The house building industry will only provide
dwellings to suit market forces and will always look to maximise profits and sales. This results in the industry
always looking to provide dwellings at the cheapest possible cost but to sell at the maximum possible price.
The base line cost will obviously depend on many factors, land prices, labour and material costs and
anticipated returns on investment. The selling price will generally depend on the style of dwelling, size, the
attractiveness and desirability of the area and the maximisation of profit margin. Therefore the quality of
dwellings will always be in jeopardy in any voluntary code. As will the use of brownfield land, as the
purchaser of the land has a duty to rectify (and pay) for any clean up operations. This government’s heavy
application of landfill taxation has also exacerbated this problem.

There is considerable pressure on developers to produce the funding from section 106 agreements to pay
for schools, aVordable houses, transport, green infrastructure etc. Unless there is a statutory code for
energy-eYcient buildings, sustainable building will be oVered as one of the items on shopping list that a local
authority or Local Delivery Vehicle can demand from the developer. AVordable Housing can have a large
impact on this. The issue of how much of the aVordable housing is paid for by the housing corporation and
how much is paid for by the section 106 agreements is unresolved, and is diYcult to discover. As far as I am
aware the planning authorities have show that they have negotiated with the developers before they can go
to the housing corporation. It is only if there is not enough money to deal with the infrastructure needs and
the aVordable housing that the housing corporation will contribute. If the section 106 agreement has to pay
for the aVordable housing it can seriously lessen the amount of money for items such as sustainable housing.
Considering that many authorities believe that there is an infrastructure deficit it is likely that money from
section 106 will be put towards remedying existing deficits rather than sustainable building standards.

A voluntary Code relies upon the attitude of the local councillors which might be good or might be very
poor. There is not suYcient marketing and publicity to explain to new house buyers how much money will
be saved in bills from sustainable housing and the contribution that it makes towards climate change. As a
result of this developers and councillors are able to say that there is not the market demand and as a result
they would have to raise the house price and no one would buy them.

There is a huge diVerence between the standards of local councils as regard sustainable housing. In South
Bedfordshire District Council, which has to build 26,000 new homes by 2021 as part of the MKSM growth
area there is no insistence on Eco Home standards. In response to a question from South Bedfordshire
Friends of the Earth to a full District Council meeting in October, as to whether the council would insist on
Eco-Homes “very good” Standards for all new development, Cllr Nicols answered in the negative, saying
that “the council was not in a position to force the achievement of higher standards through the planning
system as this was a national policy matter and needed to be addressed primarily through building regulation
changes.” However, English partnerships which are operating in Milton Keynes have a policy that all the
new build under their direction, both as the landowners and as planners, has to be Eco Homes, “Very Good”
and they are also asking for and agreeing that 10% of the new build should be “Eco-Homes Excellent”.

There are serious concerns that many new houses do not meet the standards of the existing building
regulations. Indeed according to an article in The Guardian 18 September 2005 The Building Research
Establishment in Watford says that 60% of new buildings do not conform to the existing building
regulations. Councils do not have the resources to police the regulations. If the existing statutory code is not
followed it gives little hope for a voluntary code. It is therefore essential that legislation is in place to force
constructors to include energy eYciency and minimising impact on the environment in their house building.

We are concerned that a new code is being considered, rather than using the BREAM standards of eco-
homes “very good “and “excellent”. We believe that these standards are the minimum and we believe that
the standard required for the present environmental challenges is the new standard of Z-squared which has
been developed by the World Wildlife Fund with BedZed.

Z-squared is a carbon neutral standard which is based upon the development in by BedZed in Wallington
South London. There are plans for 2,000 new homes to be built to this standard in the Thames Gateway.
The Z-squared standard could achieve a 99% reduction in CO2 emissions, 65% reduction in water use. And
a 76% reduction in household waste sent to landfill and of course enormous savings in bills to the
homeowner. There is no point in building aVordable houses if they are unaVordable to live in. Considering
not only the challenges of climate change but also the rising costs of water and energy for house-owners, it
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seems extraordinary that the Sustainable Communities Plan does not insist upon this standard throughout.
The Housing Corporation is insisting that all their new build is now “eco homes very good”. Why cannot
these standards be applied to developers?

Consideration also needs to be given to how the governments target for 60% of development to be built
on “brownfield” land can be achieved thereby ring fencing the 40% target for Greenfield. At present the ratio
is fairly arbitrary as to its eVectiveness and is left purely to the Planning Authorities to attempt to achieve.
The result is that the target is applied nationally rather than to each individual Planning Authority area and
the thrust appears to be that it matters not where the target is achieved, as long as nationwide it is achieved.
This is not a sustainable philosophy, as it will ensure that in the areas with limited Greenfield availability,
more will be developed on that Greenfield land to the detriment of that locality. The target must be applied
locally and each individual locality must be legislated to achieve the ration. The expression 60% brownfield
first and then 40% Greenfield to follow should be considered. If these targets cannot be met then it should
be mandatory that development allocations should be scaled back proportionally. We are concerned that
research done by George Krutcher of South Bedfordshire District Council, which was laid before the
MKSM EIP shows that due to the existing situation and ratio of brownfield/greenfield only 26% of the new
build can physically be on brownfield which goes completely against the governments targets. We have sent
in a copy of this evidence.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

Yes, as without some incentive to the construction industry “more of the same” will always be built for
the reasons as in item number 1. There is an urgency and a need to make emissions taxable. If the government
is to fulfil its Kyoto targets it has to seriously consider the impacts of household emissions and their
construction. According to the Environment agency the energy used in constructing, occupying and
operating buildings represents approximately 50% of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK. Construction and
demolition waste alone represent 19% of total UK waste. The environmental eYciency of buildings in the
UK remains lower than in many other European countries. An increase in the number of single person
households, together with rising domestic waste production and water consumption, means that increases
in environmental eYciency are needed just to limit the impact of existing buildings. Also the money that is
released from spending on household bills will benefit other parts of the economy. Also it is a chance for the
UK to develop the expertise and skill base in this area, which will, in the near future be in demand across
the world economy.

Tony Blair stated in a speech to “the 10th anniversary of the Prince of Wales’s business and the
environment programme in September 2004” that “Just as British Know how brought the railways and mass
production to the world so British scientists, innovators and business people can lead the world in ways to
grow and develop sustainably” If there was an established code of Z squared for all new building then it
could provide a huge boost to the “green industries” and thereby the whole economy. Therefore fiscal
measures should be brought in order to reward higher building quality.

There are fiscal measures which should be changed. VAT is still charged on converting existing buildings
into smaller dwellings, whereas it is not charged on new building. It is far more sustainable considering the
increase in single person households to increase the number of conversions and improvements, particularly
than to build from new. This also gives more space for more dwellings in town centres rather than on the
outside of towns.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

The ODPM five-year plan only pays “lip service” to it for the reasons as follows

B4.1 The overall scale of house building required.

Is it essential to build new housing while promoting sustainable development?

There is currently an empty housing stock of some 900,000 houses in the UK. The utilisation of
this asset would decrease the requirement for new development, promote urban regeneration and
utilise already existing infrastructure. Infrastructure would need to be expanded to cope, but
would be far less financially demanding on public resources than creating new infrastructure for
new development. Initiatives of urban regeneration have been proved to be successful in the past
creating sustainable evolving communities in urban areas and decreasing “slum areas”.
Consideration should be given to either removing VAT on refurbishment of housing stock and/or
the introduction of VAT on to new house building. This would have the eVect of equalising the
provision and make it more attractive for landlords to bring housing stock back into the market
place for either sale or rent. Although we support the New Empty Dwelling Management orders
referred to in paragraph 5.30 of Homes For All we believe that the government should be doing
much more in order to bring empty homes back into occupation.
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B4.2 The proposals are unlikely to significantly reduce house prices

House prices nation-wide only generally fall in times of recession. In certain specific areas prices
may fall when that type of property becomes undesirable due other opportunities of new
development thus creating slum areas. House prices in the southeast, even during the eighties, did
not fall to the extent of negative equity as experienced by other areas in the UK. We live in a market
driven economy, house prices in the SE and surrounding areas will reflect comparables and land
prices and will continue to rise at a higher rate than the rest of the UK, and this is where the
majority of the proposed new development will be. We are currently in a situation in the SE
whereby local people and those on salaries of less than £40,000 p.a. cannot aVord to live in the
towns and villages they consider “home” or even within a reasonable travelling radius of their
work environment. The median wage in South Bedfordshire is £21,575 (National OYce of
Statistics) and average house prices in the area are currently £109k for a flat, £148k for a terraced
home and £174K for a semi-detached house (reference BBC News Online December 2004).

Will the new housing actually answer the demand?

According toHomes forAll, theODPM’s Five Year Plan published in January 2005, a main reason
for the need for increased dwellings is the rise in single occupancy. On page 15, paragraph 2.5 states
that: “Over one million more households were formed between 1996 and 2003, an increase of more
than 5% compared with a population rise of just 2%”.

Homes for All predicts that this trend will continue and that by 2021 “the total number of
households is expected to increase from 21 to 24 million—almost 190,000 new households each
year.”

Significantly firm policy statements are lacking on the type of accommodation which is built.
Homes for All talks of meeting the assessed needs for aVordable housing, but there is nothing to
show that developers will be building single occupancy homes, which, according to ODPM is
where the demand is, rather than three, four and five bedroom executive homes, for those who can
aVord to buy on the open market.

Indeed the Sustainable Communities Plan states that “too many large homes are being built, when
the demand is mainly for small households. In recent years more than one in three homes built in
the SE have been larger four bedroom houses.” (page 9)

A response to the growth in single person households would be to encourage conversions of
existing buildings as this would use up less energy, create less carbon emissions and use less land.
However VAT on conversions makes it more expensive for a developer to convert than to build
from scratch

It is far from clear that new house building on the scale planned, and without clear sense of the
type of dwellings to be built, will deal with the real housing need, which we regard as meeting the
needs of people on existing waiting lists and those with the genuine need for aVordable housing.

On 30 October 2005TheObserver newspaper reported back on promises by Gordon Brown in May
to The Observer that shared ownership would help huge numbers onto the housing ladder. The
article reporting that the shared ownership scheme “will take a year to start operating and aims
to help only 20,000 purchases a year nationwide.”

The same Observer article also examines the aVordability of the shared ownership scheme. In a
shared ownership scheme for one person flats in south London, the combined mortgage and rent
amounts to £625 per month, an amount which is out of many people’s reach. (Ref: Gareth Rubin,
The Observer, 30/10/05)

Will the Government be able to aVord to build enough social housing for those who cannot aVord to
be on the schemes for home ownership, yet whose jobs are vital for a functioning economy?

There are certain problems with the supply of aVordable social housing that are only hinted at in
these documents but which should be in the forefront of the debate. The 1980s Right to buy
initiative has helped many people; it has also depleted stocks of social housing. Indeed paragraph
1.22 of Homes for All states that the right to buy is “expensive for the Taxpayer” and that “since
1980 we have lost 1.7 million council homes and 100,000 housing association homes.”

Further, in a speech on aVordable rural housing and available on ODPM’s website, Keith Hill MP,
the former ODPM Minister, said: “The Right to Buy has helped boost homeownership, which we
think desirable, but it hasmeant the loss of 1.8 million homes from the public sector at an estimated
cost of £40 billion in discounts.”

This situation has added to the diYculty faced by people on the housing waiting lists seeking
accommodation. The scheme is still continuing although it is now part of the Home-Buyer scheme.
The result is that although many people will be helped into home ownership, it will be very diYcult
to achieve a net increase in the social housing stock in the region. Indeed there could be a net fall
in the amount of social housing.
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Paragraph 1.15 of Homes for All states that this means that, “despite massive increases in
investment since 1997, the number of new aVordable homes being built is below that of the mid
1990s”. Paragraph 2.11 adds that “More new social homes are now being built, but sales of local
authority and housing association properties mean the total stock of social housing is still falling”.

B4.4 The geographical distribution of new housing, including plans to concentrate development in the South
East in four growth areas,Milton Keynes, the Cambridge/Stansted corridor, Ashford and the Thames
Gateway.

The main area of concern we have with regard to the areas targeted is the lack of infrastructure/
the inability of the current infrastructure to cope with demand. New development will create a need
for new infrastructure, which will take up large areas of greenfield. If infrastructure is not in place
prior to housing the current facilities will become even more overloaded, the transport routes could
experience gridlock syndrome and schools and hospitals will not be able to accommodate demand.

Transport routes East to West ie Milton Keynes to Stansted are already unable to cope with the
demands placed upon them.

Unemployment is currently very low and this is encouraging commuting, not a sustainable
practice!

Areas proposed for development are in a very small overall geographical region, where new
development is initiated along main transport routes (while awaiting new infrastructure) ribbon
development will occur causing coalescence of the whole region. Urban sprawl over the south east
of England.

All the growth areas proposed are “commuter belt” areas for London and will encourage
transport/travel into and out of the city thus increasing the already seriously overloaded transport
infrastructure.

B4.5 Whether the proposals will promote high quality sustainable communities whilst avoiding poorly
designed urban sprawl.

This will depend totally on the planning permitted, timescales allocated, infrastructure available
and methodology of development.

Initial new development trends towards existing infrastructure, this will create ribbon
development as opposed to new communities. As land is generally at a premium along these routes
they will be financially prohibitive to the lower financial classes and very acceptable to commuters.
Commuting is not the basis of sustainable development and does not encourage “community”
development. If areas are developed piecemeal by diVerent developers with no overall area
development plan then where is the community?

In the interests of sustainable development, are subways and cycle paths to be a requirement for
development? If they are then land usage will be more extensive resulting in higher house prices to
compensate developers for the cost of land.

B4.6 The balance of new development between housing for sale and social housing.

The concept of social housing is one that everyone approves of but when does social housing loose
its meaning? When the cost is not aVordable to the people it is meant for. All new development
over a certain size has to provide a proportion of social housing, but the cost of that housing is
comparable to the price of housing stock in the rest of the development which includes the balance
build out cost for the property developers’ profit margin. In the South East cheaper does not mean
aVordable.

If social housing is initially released at “aVordable prices” it could have the eVect of corralling
residents as they will be unable economically to move further up the property ladder, therefore not
releasing the social housing thus creating the demand for more social housing. An upward spiral
eVect of demand for social housing is then being created. One possible solution to this would be
a tiered system of social housing with price structures and grant aid designated by Government
according to demand and cost in individual areas.

Regeneration of existing housing stock in existing urban areas could be economically more viable
for social housing needs. It would also be more acceptable for those requiring the housing as
amenities such as schools and doctors already exist and the need for transport is less.

B4.7 The extent to which decisions relating to housing, including numbers, tenure and density should be
taken by central and local Government.

Local government decisions regarding development are based wherever possible on an
understanding and knowledge of demand as opposed to a perception or generalised statistical need
as seen by central government. From this point it would seem appropriate for information from
local government, who recognise requirement, know what housing stock is available and
understand the type of housing needed, to be the basis for development.

Local Government decision-making with regard to development would reduce the problems of
planning applications, as they would be giving local people what they want and need.
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Large businesses do not budget from the top down; they ask individual departments to send their
budgets up to be analysed and discussed, a proven business principle.

B4.8 Impacts upon the environment overall.

Our present lifestyle in the UK is having a considerable negative impact upon our environment
both locally and globally, yet the urgent need for large scale change in our lifestyle, although
seemingly recognised by some parts of government, does not seem to be recognised by the SCP.

Tony Blair said in March 2005 “Climate Change represents a potentially catastrophic threat, but
it is within our control to address it—and address it we must”. Around this time the new UK
Strategy for Sustainable Development, Securing the Future was published. This is much stronger
than the 1999 Strategy and embodies the principle of “living within environmental limits”. Around
the same time PPS1 was published which states in paragraph 13 (i) “Development Plans should
ensure that sustainable development is pursued in an integrated manner, in line with the principles
for Sustainable Development set out in the UK Strategy”.

However the “Sustainable Communities Plan” does not seem to follow these principles and aims
and we are concerned that the ODPM does not recognise the significance and implications of the
principles of Sustainable Development. This was particularly clear in the “overview” of
“Sustainable Communities, Building for the Future, 2003” which defined sustainable communities
in the following seven points:

1. Accelerating the provision of housing.

2. AVordable housing.

3. Tackling homelessness.

4. Low demand and abandonment.

5. Decent homes.

6. Liveability.

7. Protecting the Countryside.

However these points were very diVerent from the four aims of the 1999 UK Strategy for
Sustainable Development which were:

1. Social progress which recognises the needs of everybody.

2. EVective protection of the environment.

3. Prudent use of natural resources.

4. The maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment.

There is a complete diVerence of approach and underlying aims between the definition of
Sustainable Communities and that of Sustainable Development. One is seriously concerned with
the local, national and global environment, the other is concerned with decent homes and creating
places where people want to live. This becomes much more marked with the publication of PPS1
and the new UK Strategy for Sustainable Development, Securing the Future.

The new document “Homes for All” shows that ODPM is now aware that there are serious issues
concerning sustainable development. In appendix 1 it states that “Sustainable Communities
embody the principles of Sustainable Development . . . Meet the needs of existing and future
generations”. However it continues to describe sustainable communities in eight sections talking
about the needs of the community. In these eight sections that fill over two sides of A4, the stress
is not on “living within environmental limits”, but on “minimising climate change”, and on
promoting a lifestyle that “minimises negative environmental limits”.

“Minimising climate change” and being “environmentally sensitive” is not the same as showing a
commitment to the Kyoto protocol and the government target, deemed very necessary by many
scientists, of cutting CO2 emissions by 60% by 2050 .

The Impact of Increased House Building on the Environment as Regards Biodiversity

The SCP could have a considerable negative eVect upon biodiversity in the region. This is an area where
“Homes for All” says very little about biodiversity. In Appendix one it mentions “protect and improve
wildlife habitats” Otherwise it talks merely about “greener communities” in chapter 8 these phrases give a
totally false impression of the base line conditions.

This does not reflect the seriousness of the existing threat to our biodiversity nor any indication of the
pressures that it might be placed under if development of this scale goes ahead. Since the 1970s there has
been a considerable decline in biodiversity. Farmland birds have declined by 60% since 1970. Some common
bird species have declined in numbers by 80% since 1970 and according to the RSPB, a third of the UK’s
most important habitats and a quarter of our most threatened species are still declining. In other words our
children today can enjoy significantly less wildlife than those of us who were children in the 1970s. Indeed
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such is the problems that the aims of the government are not to massively increase biodiversity but merely
to try to reverse and to halt the decline. This is shown by Government’s Public Service Agreement target
reverse the decline in farmland birds by 2010.

There is no acknowledgement in Sustainable Communities of the impacts of large scale development on
biodiversity. This is mirrored by the latest ruling against the UK from the European Court. The European
Habitats Directive 1992 is a very important piece of legislation. The introduction to the habitats directive
states that “natural habitats are continuing to deteriorate and an increasing number of wild species are
seriously threatened.” And as a result measures have to be taken to protect Special areas of Conservation
and protected species. The new ruling from the European court on the Habitats Directive says that in many
ways the UK government is not properly implementing this vital piece of legislation. In particular they refer
to the eVects of water abstraction and land use planning. The ruling on land use planning is very significant.
The Habitats Directive in article 6 requires that the indirect implications oV development nearby on the
protected site are seriously considered. The scale of development in certain regions in the SE is such that it
will cause light disturbance, noise disturbance, habitat fragmentation and many other indirect eVects upon
protected sites.

Regional Planning Statements are not site specific and therefore although they now have to do a Strategic
environmental assessment, they do not look at the eVects on individual Strategic Areas of Conservation of
which there are several in the East of England Region and the South East. However the European court has
ruled that this attitude cannot continue. In paragraph 56 of the judgement it says “It thus follows from the
foregoing that, as a result of the failure to make land use plans subject to appropriate assessment of their
implications for SACs, Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive has not been transposed suYciently
clearly and precisely into United Kingdom law.”

There are considerable concerns about protected species, such as bats. There has been such decline in these
species that there is considerable protection in the Habitats Directive. In Article 12 section 1 D of the
Habitats Directive it states that the “deterioration” of roosts or breeding gounds is prohibited. The
Conservation (habitats etc) Regulations 1994 have made it a criminal oVence to remove or destroy a bat
roost but they do not mention the idea of deterioration. You can leave the tree with bats roosting in it.
However if you concrete over the semi wild habitat upon which the bats in the roost are feeding from and
create noise and light pollution which will disturb the bats, then you are causing the deterioration of the
roost and you are harming the population levels of this protected species. The scale of building in the SE is
such that unless there is a step change in attitude there will not be enough semi wild habitat left to support
the existing bat population.

It is important to stress the role that farming has had in destroying semi wild habitats. Indeed farming
can often be far more of a culprit than new housing development. Housing, if designed with biodiversity at
the heart of land use could create habitats within the rural area and create enough semi wild areas to support
and enhance biodiversity. Indeed the TCPA guide Biodiversity by Design points to how this could be done
to the benefit of all. However there is no leadership on this and it is unlikely that any planning authorities
will put this at the heart of there plans. Green infrastructure is very nice for people and indeed it is one of
the pleasanter aspects of the plan. However green infrastructure is not the same as adequate protection of
the environment as regards biodiversity.

1. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

It does nothing to address these issues. We have seen only recently the ODPM’s thrust to demolish
perfectly adequate dwellings in the Midlands and North of the Country (that is following some
refurbishment) and yet target even more growth in the south of the Country. How is this sustainable? It
encourages migration to the South at the expense of future growth in the Midlands and North and further
exacerbates land shortages and development pressures in the south. It must make sustainable sense to spend
approximately £25,000 renovating existing dwellings for use rather than to spend £2,000 demolishing them
and then spending £130,000 building new ones. Total cost for a single dwelling provision of £132,000.

It is indeed interesting at the same time as the government supporting the importance of the growth areas,
“Our cities are back.” Report for ODPM 2004 has been produced of which the sub title is “Competitive
Cities make Prosperous Regions and Sustainable Communities.” It explains as the economic background
that “Over the past decade competitiveness in the world economy has undergone massive changes.
Advanced economies like Britain have focused increasingly on high value knowledge based services and
products.” It goes on to say that cities are key to supporting the knowledge based economies that are so vital
for the overall future of the economy of the UK.

It heralds Manchester as a huge success story as it had an inner city population of 1,000 in 1991 and now
has a population of 15,000. If the government is so keen to support the regeneration of cities across the UK,
is it not questioning the economic importance of the development in the growth areas.
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D. Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

D7.1 transport investment priorities

It is recognised that the serious current shortfall in infrastructure provision needs to be addressed, but
there are no statements or proposals on how this is to be achieved or where the funding is coming from and
in what quantity. Only vague references have been made to a required increase in funding provision that is
necessary to meet both the current deficit and future needs generated by the development targets. There do
not appear to be any policies relating to transport and is seriously lacking in substance.

D7.2 It is recognised that if the scale of developments envisaged are allowed to proceed then significant
and extensive infrastructure of all types is required to be provided, but so far there has been no attempt to
calculate or define where the funding and infrastructure provision is coming from. This is a major flaw in
the various documents, reports and proposal and needs rectification.

Note: quote from the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee report into the
Sustainable Communities Plan—“Lord Rooker’s statement that there would be no growth
without infrastructure was welcome. However, if this is so then the Government needs to make
it clear how it intends to ensure timely development of infrastructure to keep pace with housing
construction. This does not yet appear to be happening”

D7.3 There have been ODPMs suggests that infrastructure costs can be “clawed back” through Section
106 and other Planning agreements. Infrastructure costs of this magnitude could never be “clawed back” in
suYcient quantity by Section 106 agreements or Planning gains and our history of ensuring that Section 106
agreements are signed up an implemented is woeful.

Also suggested that existing local residents will fund infrastructure through bonds and then local taxes -
why should they- why should existing residents fund the infrastructure provision being installed for the
benefit of new residents and businesses moving into the area?

D7.4 It appears that sums of money indicated as available for infrastructure funding will not be anything
like suYcient to meet the requirement generated by growth in the various regions. The Government must
address this issue as a matter of urgency and make clear exactly what level of public funding for
infrastructure it intends to make available in the region between 2001 and 2021. It needs to demonstrate to
the residents of the regions that this level of funding is adequate and will be forthcoming in advance of any
development. In this regard we believe that Lord Rooker’s statement that there would be no growth without
infrastructure is a positive step forward, however, if this is to be so then the plan needs to make it clear how
it intends to ensure timely development of infrastructure to keep pace with housing construction. The RTS
plans for roadbuilding in the East of England are costed at over £3 billion over the next ten years, however
there is only £1 billion allocated.

Sustainable Buildings and Transport in the Wider Context

The Eco Homes standards have a wide remit. They are not solely about energy eYciency. They are about
access to public transport and other issues. We believe that this wider context should be supported and
enhanced. There are signs the wider implications of transport and land use on sustainability are being
realised but are not being fully understood. The government is bringing in Accessibility planning which
begins to look at the problems. However the basic problem is much wider. First people commute further to
work than they used to. The MKSM strategy only allows for 12,000 new jobs in South Bedfordshire against
26,000 new homes by 2021. This is not following the principle of reducing the need to travel. This disparity
does continue around Bedfordshire.

In the SE 41% of all trips by car are leisure trips or shopping trips according to the Sustainable
development commission’s report for the IPPR on “Keeping the SE moving”. These trips have a
considerable eVect upon the sustainability of the new build. Although the rise of out of town supermarkets
has not been supported by direct government policies, indirect policies and unchecked trends have
supported the demise of town centres. The problem with sustainable urban extensions is that they are often
planned beside a new bypass. This is the case with the following proposed roads Luton Northern Bypass,
the Dunstable northern bypass, the Harlow northern bypass, the Norwich Northern Distributor road, etc.
It can be much easier for the resident of the “sustainable urban extension” to drive along a new bypass than
to deal with the congestion of the town centre. Parking in out of town retail parks is free, compared with
the high prices of town centre car parks. There is often considerable congestion surrounding the town centre.
The sustainable urban extensionwill add to the congestion but can easily make it worse without adding trade
to the town centre and so can help to destroy the town centre. Like biodiversity town centres are in decline
and the decline needs to be reversed and acknowledged and planned for in the Sustainable Communities
Plan. According to the New Economics Foundation between 1997 and 2002, specialised stores closed down
at the rate of 50 per week in the UK. In 1995 there were 230,000 banks, post oYces, pubs, grocers and corner
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shops in Britain, by 2002 there were only 185,000. Over 40% of independent food, drink and tobacco
retailers have been lost in the past decade. The loss of shops can create a considerable loss to the local
economy. Every £5 spent in the local economy creates £25 within the local economy.

It also has a dramatic social eVect. Small shops and markets play a huge social role. For many people it
can be the only social contact of the day Small shops will put people in touch with others and form a network
of help and care. The cost of social services could be immense if this safety net totally goes. Also if the whole
culture is car based then the social exclusion for the fifth of the population who do not have access to the
car will be considerable and will lead to more problems. An active town centre is a meeting place for people
and therefore activities and culture tend to spring up and be supported. If it is diYcult to reach the town
centre in the evenings but easier to go by car to an out of town cinema complex then people will do it. In
Leighton Buzzard and Aylesbury there are very few buses in the evenings so most people are cut oV or drive
to Milton Keynes. Most people do not recognise the impact of their daily actions, but when there is no town
centre or community if they have the means to, they will often consider moving to an area where there are
local shops and a more traditional way of life. There needs to be a lead from government on these issues.

There are larger ramifications to the local economy issue. Local food from local farmers can save on
considerable costs to the rest of the economy and environment. The amount of km that our food travels has
a considerable environmental cost. According to a recent DEFRA report called “Food Miles”. “Social costs
of congestion, accidents, infrastructure, CO2, noise and air pollution, related to food miles are estimated as
over £9 billion per year.” This report also says on page 2 “Since 1978, the annual amount of food moved in
the UK by HGVs has increased by 23%, and the average distance for each trip has increased by over 50%.
Food transport accounts for 30% of all road freight transport tonne kilometres within the UK”.
“Supermarkets tend to centralize all their distribution. This can result in hundreds of extra miles. A
sandwich company in Derbyshire, for example, supplies its products to a major supermarket chain and has
a plant within a few hundred metres of one of its shops. The sandwiches arriving on this shop’s shelves,
however, have to be routed through one of the retailer’s RDCs on a round-trip of approximately 160 kms.”
The local food economy which is being supported by the rise in farmers markets and the enormous growth
in demand for organic vegetables which is not being met by the UK could be proactively supported by the
government and put at the heart of planning. The implications on transport, health, biodiversity, reducing
waste, supporting the farming industry could be considerable. This is a matter for DEFRA and for the DFT.

The lack of support for this aspect of sustainability and indeed the tacit support for the opposite was
clearly revealed at a a conference on Funding and Delivery of Essential Transport Infrastructure in the
Greater SE” on 23 of November 2005, Both Henry Cleary head of the New Growth Areas and Ian Jordan
stated that they supported town centres and that we cannot build our way out of congestion. They also state
that local congestion is a problem. However, they also make reference to a large number of dual
carriageways which are described as unlocking development sites. One of the key parts of the MKSM
growth area is the widening of the M1 and the Dunstable Northern bypass. (The new Community
Infrastructure Fund is supporting Junction improvements to the junction 14 on the M1). All of these
projects have links to new lorry parks. A large growth industry in Bedfordshire is the distribution industry.
Money is therefore going from the government in to new roads which will support those industries which
use freight lorries. A particular example of this is supermarkets.

The government is concentrating on the Strategic Highway Network. This will facilitate movement and
increase the capacity for road freight. This can have serious negative consequences. Bedford is suVering as
so many people will drive to Milton Keynes in order to do their shopping. The National Trust has issued a
report highlighting the problems with the amount of cars travelling on rural roads for “days out”.

The main problems with congestion are local. 43% of all trips are under 2 miles according to the national
travel survey 2002 and 60% are under 5 miles. Surely the aim should be to concentrate on local trips. The
DFT ad the Highways agency talked of “locking in the benefits” of building roads alongside schemes to
manage demand. However in the existing consultation on the Dunstable Northern bypass there is no
mention of local transport needs. In the case of the Linslade Western Bypass people had to get arrested in
order to achieve a strategy from the local councils to lock in the benefits, such as traYc calming and
better buses.

We are also concerned that there is a long list of roads schemes in the draft Regional Transport Strategy
that have not been through the appraisal process. According to the new guidance from the DfT the “no
road” option should be seriously considered. Road building should only be considered after a full range of
options and solutions have been examined. It is therefore worrying that so may road schemes without
appraisal are being put into the East of England RTS.

However to deal with local transport issues there is a superb report published on the Department for
transport website called “Smarter Choices”. This talks of the eVect of policies such as school travel plans,
walking and cycling and better buses on congestion. Congestion can be reduced by 21% if these measures
were implemented according to this report. However there is no more money in the Local transport plan
bidding process to support revenue funding for buses and for soft schemes. The money for developers as I
have already stated is much in demand. When I asked Henry Cleary from ODPM at this conference what
should happen in South Bedfordshire where there is a serious lack of accessibility to key services due to the
poor quality of the bus services and the local congestion is so bad in Leighton Buzzard that 75% of the
population shop outside the town. His reply was that there should be an application to the transport
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Innovation fund for road pricing linked with better buses. This would be very diYcult politically in South
Bedfordshire and it is odd to expect local councils to take the lead when national government is not prepared
to take the lead. If Road Pricing comes in in the next few years as the government is saying that it will, then
there will be a huge change in the assessment and appraisal of the need to build new road schemes and there
will be the funding to go into public transport. The government should be leading on this and on the drive
for modal shift not leaving it to local delivery vehicles.

The example of East West Rail is an example of the contradiction in transport policy. The supposed
justification for the high level of growth in the MKSM, according to the Roger Tym report “the background
study to the Milton Keynes South Midlands growth Area” of 2003, is the growth in knowledge-based jobs
as a result of the spin-oVs from industries in Oxford and Cambridge. It would seem to follow this that the
railway between Oxford Milton Keynes and Bedford with a link to Aylesbury should be reinstated. The cost
was estimated at £65 million in 2004 by the East West Rail Consortium. The government is funding the first
of a series of dual carriageways to link Milton Keynes and Aylesbury. The cost of the present one, the Stoke
Hammond and Linslade Western bypass is £43 million, the next bypass is the Wing bypass which is
estimated at £80 million. There is still then one more to link the route to Aylesbury. Yes this route will be
excellent for freight that wants to move from the M1 corridor to the A41, but it will not promote the spin
oV industries from Oxford in the area. According to Ian Jordan, head of South East and East division in
the DfT at the same conference as above the main aim with rail is to keep the costs down. We believe that
this is unfair. Work that CPRE have done, has showen that the normal escalation of costs in road building
is around 40%. Against this the cost escalation of railways is not so bad.

There are serious long term problems with congestion in the SE and this could seriously impact upon the
economy and quality of life. RPG9 for the South East states: “Another threat to the region’s long term
prosperity is the widespread congestion.” (para 2.19). The Highways agency stated at a seminar for the EIP
on the East of England Plan in September this year that by 2021 even if all the road schemes listed in the RTS
were built there would be an increase of 44% in traYc queues on the main networks in the East of England.

The Chairman of the Examination in Public for the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-Regional
Strategy said in his report to the Secretary of State “It became evident to us that, despite laudable eVorts
being made in some place, there is still along way to go before the MKSM towns will have comprehensive
town wide public transport systems that are suYciently attractive and frequent to enough to encourage a
significant modal shift.There needs to be significant progress towards this aim at an early stage in the
strategy. It is not a matter that can be left to catch up later. His most important comment was that “of the
various step changes sought in the SRS this will be one of the biggest and most necessary if truly sustainable
communities are to be achieved.” At the conference on transport in the growth areas on Nov 23rd there was
a total acceptance that we cannot build our way out of congestion. Therefore there is a desperate need for
some leadership to deal with this and help with a significant modal shift otherwise the SE will be chocked
by traYc and the environmental consequences will be considerable.

Transport is responsible for nearly a quarter of the UK emissions and is set to rise. If the proposed RTS
for the East of England goes ahead, there will be a rise of 30% in carbon dioxide emissions due to surface
transport in the period 2001–21 in the East of England according to a report done by Keith Buchan for
Sustainable Transport for the East of England and present to the Panel of the EIP.

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

Concerns over water supply are a major concern. The government is targeting massive development into
the southeast and East Anglia areas. These areas established as the driest rainfall areas in the country. The
region is the driest region in England and yet the development proposals are the greatest magnitude in
England. There are various maps, identifying that in the majority of the region water supplies are already
fully committed and in some areas abstraction is already unsustainable. So how can the pressures of this
huge development proposal be met without the increased water provision by water transfer and/or increased
collection and storage measures? The provision of this increased water infrastructure is already too late to
keep pace with the proposed development rates. Creation of new collection and storage facilities may take
at least 10 years to procure and become operational and therefore should have been addressed long before
these development proposals.

To further emphasise the above points, representatives attended a meeting of the Chilterns Conservation
Board where presentations were given. Two were by the local water companies, Thames and 3 Valleys
(Veolia). The former was very complacent about the increased demand for water (but we know that they
budgeted 100 million for a de-salination plant to copewith the Thames Gateway proposal—and were turned
down by Ofwat). However, 3 Valleys lose at least one water source a year with little opportunity for
replacement. They rely on having access to Grafham Water via Anglia Water (Anglia have opposed this but
the High Court recently gave 3 Valleys access to 40% of their demand from Grafham).

Grafham cannot supply everybody’s water needs in the area especially with the existing rising demand.
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More interestingly, 3 Valleys see sewage disposal as more of a concern because you simply can’t increase
the size of sewage plants or build more without dumping an increased chemical burden into the rivers.
Mostly, this is ammonia from the treatment. The ammonia permissions have strict limits and they cannot
be exceeded without penalties. These limits may be EU limits in which case even the ODPM oYce cannot
bulldoze through them!

Water use may be reduced by metering but that won’t aVect sewage quantities, in fact it makes the
problem worse because lower water flows pass through the treatment plants leading to higher ammonia
concentrations in the output. Also, reducing the water flow reduces the volume of water into the river and
this has eVects further down where other plants may discharge.

Thames Water have been ordered to reduce the leakage especially in London to increase their available
resources but they suVer from the constant movement of the London Clay, which constantly fractures the
pipes. Anglia Water have the same problem in the clay where the older pipes are asbestos cement. So,
although Thames theoretically have access to 25% more water if they stop all their leaks, in practice it isn’t
easy to do without spending vast sums (whose?) and huge disruption in Greater London.

There are serious concerns that SCP could contradict both the Habitats Directive and the EU water
framework directive.

The latest ruling on the EU habitats directive from the European Court states in paragraph 50 of the
ruling that the UK “has not transposed Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive correctly as regards
water abstraction plans and projects”. This means that when water licences are given there is no requirement
in UK law to look at the eVect that water abstraction could have on protected sites. Development that has
indirect impacts upon SAC sites according to the habitats directive should be seriously considered only if
there is an over riding public interest. In the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the East of England
Plan (RSS14) there are concerns in nearly all of the regions concerning over over-abstraction and the eVects
that this could have on biodiversity.

The Environment Agency stated in a seminar for the EIP for the East of England Plan that they would
be considering getting water from the Trent. The river Trent flows into the Humber Estuary which has
internationally protected sites. If the flow of the Trent is lessened due to supplying water for the East of
England then there could be detrimental eVects upon the internationally protected sites, which would make
the development unlawful.

The EU Water Framework is in its early days. It was signed up to in 2000 and is due to be implemented
fully by 2015. The aim is to improve the water quality in all water bodies, streams, rivers etc by 2015. The
aim is to achieve good status. There are derogations in the case of “Sustainable human development and
overiding public Interest”. River Basin Management Plans are being set up in order to monitor and improve
the water quality in each area. Obviously the run oV from farmland can have a considerable eVect on the
ecological status of water bodies. However treated sewage will have considerable eVects upon the quality of
the water, as is shown above. The East of England is set to have drier summers so the amount of surface
water will lessen in proportion to the amount of treated eZuent. If there is large scale development then the
amount of treated sewage flowing into the water courses will considerably increase and could cause a serious
deterioration of the water quality and thereby might be contravening the EU Water Framework Directive.
South Bedfordshire Friends of the Earth are presently seeking legal advice upon this issue.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

No—see 8 above.

10. Consultation with Local Communities, in the Implementation and Delivery of SCP.

We are concerned that Local communities are being excluded from the process. Tony Blair said that
“Local communities should be at the heart of Sustainable Communities” at the Sustainable Communities
Summit in January 2005. However the new planning system is extremely hard to understand. Terms such
as Local Delivery Vehicles and Local Development Frameworks and Statements of Community
Involvement are very diYcult for the public to understand. Local Delivery Vehicles to most people mean a
lorry or van delivering goods.

Most serious decision making is taking place at the Regional Spatial Strategies. These draft strategies are
put together by unelected bodies. They are remote and intimidating to local people and they cannot be voted
out. The new Planning Authorities LDV’s are undemocratic.

There is little money being given by central government to explain the system and to advertise it and to
educate people. Involving the community is an expensive and time consuming activity. Unless people are
aware of how they can be involved then they will not consult.

Also most people resent being consulted and then ignored. Involving local communities in the decision
making process can be the most powerful tool in truly creating places where people want to live. However
that power has to be given to the community and the facilitation of the process has to be financed otherwise
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it is meaningless. The Neighbourhood Initiative with Planning For Real and “Free Form Arts” work in
Dunstable are exciting visions for the future of how local people and agencies and government can work
together in a way which will often save money but needs to funded up front.

Summary

The scale of development in the South east is well beyond the Environmental Limits of the region and
therefore is contrary to the new UK Sustainability Strategy and the New PPS1. However if in any of the
new building in the SE there is to be any hope of Sustainability, the government has to take a proactive and
in many case mandatory lead in supporting public transport and road user charging, insisting upon carbon
neutral buildings, seriously reversing the decline in biodiversity, and truly supporting local economies, local
communities and local food and the new green industries. It could be so easily done.
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Memorandum submitted by Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)

Introduction

1. The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) welcomes the Environmental Audit Committee’s
inquiry into progress since publication of its report Housing: Building a Sustainable Future in January 2005;
we are pleased to have the opportunity to make a submission.

2. CPRE advocates positive solutions for the long-term future of the countryside and the sustainable use
of land and other natural resources in both town and country. Founded in 1926, we have decades of
experience of the operation of the spatial planning system in England and are the single largest third party
participant in it. Our volunteers engage with the preparation and review of development plans at regional,
county and local levels, and scrutinise over 100,000 planning applications annually. CPRE played a leading
role in arguing for the changes to planning policy embodied in PPG3 Housing (2000) and has campaigned
since for its implementation. We believe that the planning system should:

— enable society to meet identified needs for housing;

— foster the regeneration and renewal of existing urban areas in preference to greenfield expansion;

— respect the capacity of the environment to accommodate development, in line with the UK
Sustainable Development Strategy’s emphasis on environmental limits and mindful of the
probable implications of climate change; and

— require high standards of design, accessibility and green construction and operation.

The Government’s Approach

3. CPRE has major concerns about the Government’s approach to housing. We do not believe that the
recent pronouncements, including the Five Year Plan Sustainable Communities: Homes for All (January
2005) and the consultation paper Planning for Housing Provision (July 2005), adequately address the
environmental impact of the scale of housing development envisaged in the Sustainable Communities Plan
and subsequently in Kate Barker’s Review of Housing Supply. Nor, in our view, has the Government yet
satisfactorily responded to the concerns and questions set out by the Committee in its report in January. In
particular, there is little evidence that the Government has addressed eVectively the Committee’s first
recommendation, that “the environmental impacts of the proposed increase in housebuilding deserve much
greater consideration than they have yet received from the Government”.

Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. The extension of the Density Direction to include the South West and East of England, announced
in the Five-Year Plan, is welcome if long overdue. Nonetheless, the minimum density of 30 dwellings per
hectare required in PPG3 is insuYcient to enable a viable bus service, for example, and represents very
wasteful use of land. Raising density per se will do little to improve the environmental impact of new
development unless environmental capacity, location, sustainable construction, mix of uses, layout and
design are also fully incorporated into the planning process. The Green Belt Direction, prefigured in the
Plan, will by the ODPM’s own admission do very little to strengthen protection of Green Belt land from
inappropriate development. Moreover, the proposal is overshadowed by the large-scale threats to Green
Belt land arising directly from Government policy, notably the recent approval of large-scale housing
development west of Stevenage in Hertfordshire, the proposals for airport expansion set out in the Air
Transport White Paper and proposed growth areas in Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire,
Essex and Hertfordshire.

Planning for Housing Provision

5. CPRE is very concerned by the proposed approach to planning for housing set out in the consultation
paperPlanning for Housing Provision (ODPM, July 2005). While we welcome the increased emphasis placed
on establishing a sound evidence base to inform planning policies and decisions, we believe the proposed
approach to allocating land would:

— lead to more housebuilding in areas where there is already high demand and the countryside is
under the greatest pressure from development;

— reduce the impetus and viability of urban regeneration, further blighting areas of low demand;

— undermine the sequential approach in PPG3 and progress made on recycling brownfield land
for housing;

— make it harder to meet UK commitments on sustainable development, eg to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, by encouraging unsustainable patterns of development;

— undermine the plan-led system and locally accountable decision-making;
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— widen regional disparities by encouraging more development in areas of high demand and
discouraging it in areas where the market is weak;

— fail to meet the need for aVordable housing; and

— not address the key issue of housebuilders who have landbanks with planning permission but are
reluctant to bring it forward for development.

6. The proposals in Planning for Housing Provision appear not to have taken proper account of
environmental factors or indeed of the Government’s own sustainable development objectives as set out in
the revised UK Sustainable Development Strategy and PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development (2005). In
its initial acceptance of Kate Barker’s report, the Government stated that more consideration was needed
of the implications for the environment and sustainability more widely of the proposed increase in
housebuilding—something Barker herself acknowledged. It is disturbing, therefore, that the findings of the
research into these eVects, subsequently commissioned by the Government and led by Entec, have yet to be
published. Further, we understand that they were not available to inform the proposals in the
consultation paper.

7. CPRE has commissioned its own independent research to assess the implications of the proposals for
urban regeneration, the environment and housing aVordability (a copy of the report Will They Work? is
enclosed). This focussed on selected areas where the ratio of house prices to income is among the highest,
and therefore the increase in housebuilding aimed at reducing prices (as suggested by Barker) might be
expected to be greatest. The research found that senior local authority planners believed the proposals
would:

— result in more development on greenfield (and in some cases Green Belt) sites;

— make it harder to follow the sequential approach to site allocation and release set out in PPG3;

— have little direct eVect on the availability of aVordable housing;

— severely prejudice the prospects for successful urban renewal; and

— make it harder for planning to achieve sustainable development.

The Sustainable Communities Plan

8. Since its publication in 2003, CPRE has maintained a close interest and involvement in the Sustainable
Communities Plan and its implementation. We have so far been disappointed that the environmental
sustainability of the Sustainable Communities Plan, and in particular the growth areas it proposes, appears
highly questionable. The gestation of the draft East of England Plan (Regional Spatial Strategy 14), in which
CPRE is a key participant, illustrates these concerns.

9. We note that in their submissions to the examination-in-public of the draft Plan, the Government’s
own agencies (English Nature and the Countryside Agency) have jointly expressed serious concern at the
“absence of evidence that the in the Plan to demonstrate that the proposed level of growth can be
accommodated without compromising core environmental concerns”. This underlines the points, made in
the independent Sustainability Appraisal of the draft Plan, that “further development on any significant
scale is likely to have serious negative impacts on water resources, biodiversity, tranquillity, air quality,
recreational access and congestion”, and that “the rate and intensity of economic, housing and
infrastructure growth envisaged for the region . . . is intrinsically damaging to many aspects of the
environment and quality of life”.1

10. The agencies refer to their concerns about the “apparent lack of sustainability appraisal of the
Sustainable Communities Plan”, one of the “key drivers” of draft RSS14, which have “fundamentally
determined the scale of growth proposed”. “If”, they continue, “the principles of sustainable development in
the widest sense have not been applied to these key drivers, then the probability of the RSS being inherently
sustainable in its influence must be seriously weakened”.2 Yet the ODPM has explicitly stated, in its opening
statement to the examination-in-public of the draft Plan, that “any future increase in housing supply will be
delivered within the principles of the Sustainable Communities Plan”,3 with no mention of the Sustainable
Development Strategy, PPS1 or any other environmental or sustainability policy.

11. The agencies further point out that, if the draft RSS is not sustainable, this would be contrary to the
statutory purpose of the planning system as laid down in Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004.

12. The failure of the Government to subject the Sustainable Communities Plan to any form of public
consultation or environmental appraisal appears to be at the root of many of the unsustainable pressures
the environment faces from development. The failure of the East of England Regional Assembly to make
any changes to the submission draft of RSS14 in the light of the Sustainability Appraisal highlights

1 East of England Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Report Levett-Therivel/Land Use Consultants/EERA, November 2004, pages
59 and 62.

2 Matter 1A, joint submission by English Nature and the Countryside Agency to the examination-in-public of the draft East of
England Plan.

3 East of England Public Examination—Opening Statement by ODPM on growth issues, November 2005.
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deficiencies encountered so far in the application of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive,
which came into force in July 2004. We understand that the European Commission will report to the
European Parliament in 2006 on member states’ progress with implementation of the SEA Directive. In the
light of the recent ruling by the European Court of Justice on the UK Government’s failure correctly to
apply the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) it will be interesting to see what assessment is made of its
performance so far on the SEA Directive.

The Code for Sustainable Buildings

13. CPRE welcomes moves to encourage better standards of eYciency in the use of materials and
resources in construction. These are long overdue. We believe it is important that these should be mandatory
and extend well beyond energy and water eYciency in construction and use to the sourcing of materials,
particularly the re-use and recycling of aggregates and other building materials. The new spatial approach
to planning, embodied by the 2004 Act and national planning policy in PPS1, PPS11 and PPS12, presents
an opportunity to make these elements key aspects of the initial strategic stage of planning rather than bolted
on at the end. Early consideration of natural resource demands should enable planners to select options that
minimise the demand for materials that development policies and proposals will give rise to later on, thus
helping to minimise the wider environmental footprint of development.

14. The EcoHomes methodology, developed by BRE, provides a holistic representation of the
environmental eVects of housing construction. These include energy, water, construction materials, waste,
land use (ie greenfield site or previously developed land), transport and wildlife. The methodology proposes
standards to manage this range of eVects. We hope that the Code will strengthen this methodology, retain
its full integrity and make its application mandatory across the country.

15. The Government has made clear its intention to rely overwhelmingly on private developers to provide
housing. It is therefore inexplicable that it appears determined to make the Code purely voluntary for private
developers. We do not believe that a voluntary code is remotely adequate to the task facing us. The Code
is not expected to cover refurbishment. The challenge of retrofitting energy and water-eYciency measures
to existing housing is enormous on its own without allowing developers to continue to add unsustainable
buildings to the total housing stock.

16. We are also concerned by reports that, having resisted eVorts to draft more demanding building
regulations, the ODPM may seek lower standards in the Code. In the absence of a mandatory code with
demanding standards, the only way to raise standards among private housing developers would be through
strong development plan policies. Yet, the legality of addressing these issues through plan policies is to our
knowledge untested, and its acceptability to Government is called into question by paragraph 30 of PPS1,
which states:

“Planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally aVect matters within the scope
of other legislative requirements, such as those set out in Building Regulations for energy
eYciency.”

17. Even if such objections could be overcome, this approach would impose a much greater time and cost
burden on the public by demanding that the same arguments be had repeatedly through individual local
Development Plan Document reviews. It would also reduce certainty for developers working on more than
one local authority area, and potentially encourage competition among local planning authorities for the
lowest standards (which would therefore be the most attractive to developers).

18. There is a danger that sustainable construction standards in new development may be used to ignore
the wider environmental dimensions of housing policy. It is important to remember that even a mandatory
code will not stop development which is in the wrong place from inflicting extensive environmental harm.
A major concern about the Sustainable Communities Plan growth areas is the huge increase in road traYc—
and consequent noise, light and air pollution and emissions—that will arise from development on the scale
and in the places proposed. The emphasis on housing rather than mixed use development and the inability
of planners and developers to ensure provision of excellent public transport in the growth areas appears to
make this inevitable. Further, since newly built housing represents only 1% of total stock at any one time,
its contribution to overall sustainability objectives in the medium term is tiny, albeit cumulatively important.

Water

19. Concern about water supply does not appear to be a “knee-jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers”.
Combined with the forecast eVects of climate change on rainfall and flooding, it is an acute and growing
concern. The Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management (CIWEM) is so concerned
that it has called for a rethink and public audit of the Government’s growth plans.

20. Concern is most acute in the East of England. This is the driest region in Britain, where a combination
of wetter winters, even drier summers, extensive low-lying land and vulnerable coasts raises serious
questions as to the wisdom and practicality of the “step-change” in development proposed in the Sustainable
Communities Plan and now taken forward in the draft East of England Plan. In evidence to the
examination-in-public of the draft Plan, the Environment Agency has stated that the growth proposals
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demand two large and expensive expansions in supply capacity as well as a 15% improvement in water
eYciency in all new housing and an average 8% reduction in water use in all existing housing across the
region. Such a proposition, simply to accommodate the level of growth proposed in the next 16 years, is a
formidable challenge, and there must be doubts as to its achievability. It also poses unanswered questions
about the polices driving the growth.

21. The obligation on water companies to supply water to new development has made it far too easy for
planners and politicians to ignore the problem of water supply. While education of users in eYciency should
help, relying on intended, voluntary behavioural change to ensure the sustainability of planned growth
appears unwise. Large-scale expansion of water supply capacity (ie new reservoirs and increased
abstraction) also has major environmental eVects. Alternatives, such as desalination plants or some sort of
water grid, need large quantities of energy to function, which raises its own sustainability questions. Changes
to water pricing, combined with conservation measures and calibrated to minimise the risk of individual
households suVering water poverty, but designed to penalise lavish use, are likely to be necessary. The
forthcoming Code for Sustainable Buildings should set high, mandatory, water eYciency standards so that
what is built now is resilient to increasing scarcity and much higher prices in future. Above all, greater
attention to the capacity of the environment to accommodate and support new development is essential to
addressing the issue of water supply. CPRE believes that the best way of giving water the prominence it
deserves in spatial in planning is for there to be a new Planning Policy Statement on water issues.

Recommendations

22. CPRE believes that a number of essential challenges have been ignored by the Government’s
emerging policy on housing. For them to be adequately addressed, we believe the following measures are
needed:

— Review of Public Service Agreements relating to regional development through the
Comprehensive Spending Review to create a coherent national context within which regional
policy which respects environmental capacity considerations can be developed and applied.

— Proper and rigorous application of Strategic Environmental Assessment to all development plans,
including Regional Spatial Strategies. This should include full assessment of a range of options
and their natural resource implications, and revision of draft policies and proposals in the light of
findings as they emerge.

— Strong reiteration of the emphasis on urban regeneration and the sequential approach to
development in draft PPS3, combined with complementary fiscal incentives, notably reduction of
VAT on renovation and repair.

— Recognition that any measures to secure funding for infrastructure costs to support development
should not further increase the attractiveness and viability of greenfield over brownfield sites for
developers or local authorities (or the communities the latter represent).

— Publication of a new Planning Policy Statement (PPS) on water.

— Introduction of a mandatory Code for Sustainable Buildings, applicable to all new development
(with possible exemptions for Listed Buildings). This should strengthen the EcoHomes
methodology, retaining its full integrity, and set demanding standards that are robust enough to
accommodate the expected eVects of climate change over the next several decades.

— Introduction of complementary fiscal, policy and other measures to boost retrofitting of water and
energy-eYciency measures and micro-renewable energy generation capacity to the existing
housing stock.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Chartered Institute of Housing

Introduction

1.1 The Chartered Institute of Housing (CIH) is the only professional body for individuals working in
housing. Its primary aim is to maximise the contribution that housing professionals make to the well being
of communities. Membership status is dependent on completion of a professional qualification and a track
record of professional achievement. CIH has over 19,000 individual members working for local authorities,
housing associations, Government bodies, educational establishments and the private sector.

1.2 CIH welcomes this inquiry and the opportunity it provides for a deeper investigation into the progress
made on the delivery of sustainable housing.
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On the Code for Sustainable Buildings

2. Can a voluntary Code for Sustainable Buildings deliver the change needed in the building industry to achieve
well designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

2.1 Some developers are involved in progressive and innovative work, as highlighted in the Five Year
Plan, but there is real concern that this is a minority and that the impact for the majority of private
developers will be small. The opinion of CIH respondents is that a voluntary code cannot deliver the change
needed in the building industry. Housing built by the social sector, regulated by the Housing Corporation,
will respond more eVectively due to the requirements set, but social housing development is only a small
percentage of new house building. The lack of incentive for private developers to step up the standards to
which they build will only increase the gap between the sectors as they respond to diVerent levers. It is
uncertain that the inclusion of private developers in the bidding for National AVordable Housing
Programme grant will encourage them to apply the same standards to the housing they develop without
that subsidy.

2.2 Results from surveys by CABE indicate that people would pay up to 5% more for energy eYciency
and other environmental measures, but current levels of housing shortage mean that this is not an indicator
that private developers currently have to consider to boost sales. Building regulations are the only really
eVective way of driving up standards in energy eYciency and other environmental requirements.

3. Is the Government doing enough to promote the code with the industry and general public?

3.1 Not enough is known about the code, as reflected in the responses CIH received, and not enough is
being done to promote it, apart from the doubts about its eYcacy expressed above.

3.2 The code is still being developed and tested for a national roll out in 2006, which may explain the lack
of promotion. However, if the code is intended to encourage purchasers to demand higher environmental
standards, the lack of awareness and the time it will take to raise that awareness will mean a loss of impact
in the short term. This, coupled with the voluntary basis of the code, will weaken the potential impact at a
time when pressure is on to achieve a “step change” in delivery.

3.3 There is still a lack of awareness among the general public on wider environmental and sustainability
issues, but greater knowledge there could lead to increased pressure of demand which might influence private
developers in the future, so there needs to be more proactive measures by government to raise awareness of
environmental sustainability.

4. Should the Government introduce fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

4.1 There should be a balance of penalties and incentives; penalties based around minimum standards to
be achieved, and incentives such as tax breaks to exceed those minimum standards.

4.2 In the social housing sector, there is an argument for considering a sliding scale of grant based on
Eco-Homes measures, particularly to cover those areas of expenditure which will not be covered by rental
income, such as water saving. There is concern amongst the social sector that there are increasing pressures
to deliver on requirements such as environmental measures with decreasing subsidy and fixed rental
incomes, and so increased incentives in this sector also need to be considered.

On the Five Year Plan

5. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan (Sustainable Communities: Homes for All) demonstrate a greater
recognition of and commitment to tackling impact of increased house building on the environment?

5.1 The plan gives recognition to the problems, and makes commitments to addressing it through a
variety of measures, including increased brownfield development, higher densities and promoting excellent
design. There has also been success in some areas, such as the brownfield development. However, in the long
term, some policy commitments could potentially be compromised by conflicting pressures. The voluntary
basis of the code could undermine the stated commitment to excellent design standards and sustainable
buildings, in comparison with the eVect that could be produced through building regulation for example.

6. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental impact of the geographical distribution
of demolition versus new build?

6.1 The plan is welcome in responding to real pressures for housing linked to the economic growth of the
wider south east. However, in the long term, a more robust proactive vision for greater economic throughout
all of the English regions is needed, which will in turn prevent further increase on some of the environmental
challenges facing the south east—notably those connected with water supply and flood risks.
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On the Infrastructure.

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure in the
four Growth Areas? (transport, schools, hospitals etc)

7.1 In spite of the announcement of the infrastructure fund, there are considerable concerns in the regions
containing the growth areas that the funding will be adequate. It has led to the protests by regional
assemblies over the number of houses expected.

7.2 Experiences to date show that as the pressure for more homes leads to developments increasing, there
is delay in provision for the wider services required alongside that.

8. Are water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources in the four Growth Areas? Is
concern about security of water supply, in the SE in particular, a valid one or simply a reaction to some hot dry
summers?

8.1 There are pressing issues for water companies on maintaining and improving the infrastructure for
existing homes. Investment in advance of development requires careful liaison with national, regional and
local agencies tasked with delivering the plan, to ensure that patterns of growth and development can be
accurately planned for, and investment correctly directed.

9. Is suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

9.1 Water consumption has increased as a result of lifestyle changes, and more action is needed around
raising awareness of the implications of this to the general public. Whilst better standards in water eYciency
in new housing stock is important, greater measures are needed to increase water eYciency in existing
housing stock. In some regions the message is clearer than others, largely because of the impact of water
shortages that already exist, although more needs to be done to make people aware of the reality of the
problems, rather than seeing it as a periodic or over reactive response.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE)

1. The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment is the government’s advisor on
architecture, urban design and public spaces. CABE is an Executive Non-Departmental Public Body. It is
funded by both the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and the OYce of the Deputy Prime
Minister (ODPM).

A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

2. There are clearly benefits for the building industry in complying to a voluntary Code—principally, a
clear and eVective process, which can speed up development and make it more predictable and consistent
for all concerned. However, this can equally be achieved by legislation demanding compulsory compliance,
which would also have the additional advantage of providing a level playing field for everyone—and would
prevent accusations that those who are complying voluntarily are suVering more than their non-complying
rivals. CABE does believe, however, that a voluntary Code could assist the industry as well as helping to
achieve sustainable buildings.

Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

3. One current example of a fiscal incentive is Transform South Yorkshire’s Delivering Design Quality
initiative (of which CABE is a supporting partner). DDQ oVers practical and financial support to house-
builders and developers who are committed to improving their design quality standards. The aim is for all
new housing developments to achieve “Building for Life” standards and in return, home-builders will
qualify for access to the “Innovation Fund’, a source of additional funding. The scheme also encourages a
better working relationship between Local Authorities and Home Builders. Clearly, there is scope for this
sort of initiative to be extended throughout the country.
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B: Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater recognition
of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment or does it
merely pay lip service to it?

4. Yes it does, unquestionably—but delivery remains the crucial issue. Design codes are a crucial factor,
as a potential method of detailed design guidance that can help improve the quality of new development.
CABE has been working with ODPM and English Partnerships to evaluate the use of design codes as a tool
to accelerate the delivery of high quality sustainable housing in schemes throughout the country including
in high pressure growth areas such as Ashford, and areas of renewal such as Newcastle. Over the course of
the past 18 months CABE has facilitated enabling assistance to the seven coding pilots, assisting the
development partnersdraft codes that respond to particular local conditions which in the future will improve
delivery of well designed neighbourhoods. Some of the codes have incorporated rules for sustainability in
use and construction.

C: LPS2020

The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of that
consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and add
value to the construction process?

5. A significant amount of research is needed by a design team to explore alternative systems, to
investigate mortgage and insurance issues, visit previous sites, talk to system suppliers and many other
issues. Additional funding is required to cover these extra costs, and design consultants are often dependent
on either a visionary client, their own anticipation of future trends, or economies of scale.

6. By providing a single and consistent method of assessing the performance and design of new methods
of construction, the LPS2020 standard has the potential to save time, money and eVort in this process.

D: Infrastructure

Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

7. Whilst some progress has been made on this front, there is still a pressing need to promote water
conservation, with usage made much more transparent to the consumer. Water metering is one possible
solution.

8. Furthermore, research by CABE demonstrates that home owners are increasingly concerned about the
environmental impact of house building. 87% of buyers want to know if their homes are environmentally
friendly, while 84% are willing to pay 2% extra on the purchase price for an Eco House.

9. However, CABE believes that the current regulations used to designate an Eco Home are not stringent
enough. Indeed, the standards considered as “excellent” should really be the minimum baseline for all new
developments. In the push for low carbon communities—which evidence suggests consumers support—we
need much tougher benchmarks than are currently in place.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by East Herts Council

1. Introduction

1.1 The population of the district of East Hertfordshire is currently around 130,800, half of which live in
the five main towns of Bishop’s Stortford, Buntingford, Hertford, Sawbridgeworth and Ware. The
remainder live in over 100 villages and hamlets across the district, with much of the area Green Belt.

East Hertfordshire is the most rural district in Hertfordshire but is under great pressure from development
due to its proximity to London and its position in the Eastern Region adjacent to Stansted and the M11
growth corridor and Harlow North proposed expansion.

The district’s special character is largely due to its surviving mixture of historic buildings in their
picturesque settings. Development and building has been carefully and sensitively controlled by the Council
in order to protect the local environment.

Although the district’s rural character means it has an important agricultural base, the local economy is
in fact dominated by the service sector. In the main it is a prosperous district and enjoys higher than average
earnings, with a high proportion of workers commuting into the capital.
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1.2 The District Council is currently heavily involved in the East Hertfordshire Local Plan Public Inquiry
and as such available oYcer time to respond in depth to the Committee’s call for comments has been limited.
Nonetheless the Council is very keen to make representations and we therefore hope that the following brief
points will be of assistance to the Committee in its deliberations.

1.3 The following comments are set out in accordance with the list of inquiry issues published by the
Committee on its website.

2. East Hertfordshire Council—Comments

(A) The Code for Sustainable Buildings

2.1 Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve
well-designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

We strongly welcome the introduction of the Code for Sustainable Buildings and believe that it will assist
in the step change required in terms of energy eYcient sustainable design. However, we are of the view that
unless the Code is made compulsory many of its potential benefits will not be fully realised. This is because
private sector developers will be less inclined to adopt the Code until they are required to do so. If the Code
were to be compulsory a level playing field would be created which would not disadvantage any particular
developer.

2.2 Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
its imminent introduction early in 2006?

We are not in a position to comment on promotion of the Code to industry, except in terms of public
sector awareness where its imminent introduction is known. However, in terms of the general public we feel
it has been poorly promoted and can only hope that this will dramatically change with the Code’s national
roll-out in 2006.

2.3 Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

The Government should introduce suitable fiscal measures to reward higher building quality standards.
We believe there are a wide range of measures that could be adopted, many of which have been brought to
the Government’s attention by environmental and industry bodies during past consultation on economic
instruments. The Government’s existing lower rate of VAT on some energy eYciency measures has been
very welcome. However, we believe the Chancellor should extend this to include a wider range of products
whether professionally installed or not. The District Council has for some years operated a solar club which
was initially set up to encourage the DIY installation of solar thermal systems. However, the disparity in
VAT rates reduced the economic advantage for householders installing their own system on a DIY basis,
reducing take up at the lower end of the market and requiring greater reliance on the “clear skies” grants
for systems to be cost eVective.

In addition to further VAT reforms the key measure that could be adopted is a reduction in stamp duty
for energy eYcient homes, which would fit well with the forthcoming introduction of the Home
Information Pack.

(B) Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

2.4 Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for all demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

Sadly we are of the view that the ODPM Five Year Plan, “Sustainable Communities: Homes for All”
whilst laudable in some respects does not properly take into account environmental considerations. The
Plan has very serious implications for districts such as East Hertfordshire, promoting as it does the huge step
change in housing supply, leading to unsustainable developments such as that proposed at Harlow North. It
appears to concentrate solely on economic drivers to the detriment of environmental quality and does not
appreciate that there must be an upper limit to housing development in order to create a “sustainable”
community as a whole.
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2.5 To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

We do not consider that the Plan addresses the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build. Again, we would emphasise that the plan is economically
driven, placing its emphasis on development in the south eastern quarter of the UK and so in eVect backing
Kate Barker’s “Review of Housing Supply” (March 2004).

The Strategic Environmental Assessment undertaken of the Eastern Region’s Regional Spatial Strategy
(RSS14) recognised that there had been insuYcient consideration by the Government of the North-South
Divide and the move to increasing new build in the south-east.

(C) LPS2020

2.6 The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis
of that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

As a local authority we do not appear to have been specifically consulted on LPS2020. However, we
welcome the general principles of LPS2020 in terms of setting higher performance levels for dwellings.
However, we would emphasise that new build must be of high design quality both in terms of its construction
and its aesthetics.

(D) Infrastructure

2.7 Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such
as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

It is our view that the Government is in no way securing suYcient funds for the timely provision of
infrastructure. In Hertfordshire we desperately need to improve existing deficiencies in terms of
infrastructure before even contemplating massive new levels of house building. Development, like that
proposed at Harlow North, will therefore put an intolerable strain on infrastructure such as schools, medical
services and transport links.

TraYc congestion is a major issue for Hertfordshire as a whole, and it regularly features as a chief concern
of residents in Council MORI polls. The area has a very high level of car ownership and poor public
transport links east-west and those north-south are very focussed on London. We believe that the current
infrastructure is barely capable of supporting existing demand and problems will only be exacerbated as
housing development proceeds. For example we have seen cases of road improvement measures cancelled,
but have not seen the Government redirecting that funding into local public transport.

The East of England Regional Assembly has suspended its endorsement of the Regional Spatial Strategy
because of the Government’s lack of clarity and commitment to the provision of infrastructure.

Given the Government’s approach we therefore question how future development in our area, such as
that at Harlow North, can in any way be termed a sustainable community.

2.8 Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concerned about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

We are of the view that security of water supply is a key issue for the district. The Strategic Environment
Assessment of RSS14 voiced serious concerns over future water provision and we believe that the
Government has not provided an adequate answer. The East of England already has less water per capita
than some parts of the Middle East, and water use in Hertfordshire is already one of the highest in the UK.
Climate change scenarios are also predicting the situation to worsen.

If the water companies continue to abstract locally to meet demand, we will see more rivers with low flows
leading to major problems for the biodiversity and general environment of the District. We are not
convinced that the aim to see a 25% increase in the water eYciency of new build will be suYcient to avert
problems given the level of new construction proposed.

2.9 Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

There appears to be very little eVort by the water companies or the Government to educate and inform
people of the need for water eYciency. Any promotion that does exist seems to focus around hose-pipe bans.
There is a real need to step up the water saving message and perhaps consider water eYciency schemes. The
Environment Agency does now seem to be producing some promotional material on water eYciency, but
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it is insignificant compared to that on flooding. The time would appear to be right for a balanced campaign
on flooding, water eYciency and climate change. Any such campaign would need to be properly resourced
and local authorities would be keen to be involved given the appropriate funding.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by East of England Regional Assembly (EERA)

A—The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

2. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

East of England regional policy aims to minimise any negative environmental impacts of new
development, with an emphasis in the Regional Housing Strategy and Regional Spatial Strategy on density,
design and quality of schemes. The Region’s Environment Strategy points out that there are two main types
of environmental impact: from the use of resources in construction and by occupiers, and the impact on
environmental character through quality of design.

Use of the Code as a single national standard would help to ensure that more detailed aspects of design
relating to energy and water use, waste disposal and flood resilience, are given appropriate emphasis, and
dealt with consistently across the country. By itself however, the Code for sustainable buildings can only
have a limited impact. Mandatory use of the Code in public sector building developments will set an
excellent example and ensure high standards for those buildings. However, this will not be enough to secure
sustainability improvements in the private sector to any significant degree. Financial incentives and/or
further strengthening of the building regulations will be needed for the private sector is to adopt similar
standards to the Code, across the board.

The need for improved design standards in new buildings is paramount. Environmental improvements
in building design need to be part of a package of measures to ensure economic, social and environmental
sustainability of buildings in urban and rural areas. This includes issues of site design and road layout which
are particularly important in relation to community safety and ease of access. The draft East of England
Plan (RSS) policy SS16 on the built environment has a range of criteria that must be incorporated into
delivery of new buildings, through local development documents. This includes measures to maximise
contributions to local character, density, mix of use and types as well as having regard to community safety,
access and resource eYciency. Environmental enhancements through improved building design will also
help to meet regeneration objectives in areas of disadvantage.

During the public consultation into the draft East of England Plan some respondents have suggested that
the policy on sustainable buildings could be stronger to help secure better resource eYciency in new building.
However, EERA feels that there is only little that can be done to strengthen the policy in the RSS, though
of course we await the outcome of the ongoing Examination in Public. Rather, to help delivery of
improvements to building design and sustainability, planning policy will need to be supported by changes
to the building regulations. Working together they will have a much greater impact.

3. Is the government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

EERA has not been involved in the Code’s development, though would welcome the opportunity. We
have seen little evidence of promotion of the Code and its content, in the East of England. It is recommended
that the Government uses the Regional Centre’s of Excellence for Sustainable Communities, to do this on
a regional scale. Indeed, the Regional Housing Strategy for the East of England, has already proposed that
a regional perspective on the Code for sustainable buildings is prepared, working closely with Inspire East,
the Regional Centre for Excellence in the East of England. This will help to ensure that issues that are
particularly prevalent in the East of England are given priority, that the Code is promoted widely in the
Region and that support and training in using the Code can be provided.
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B—Sustainable Communities Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM five Year Plan demonstrate a greater recognition of and greater commitment to tackling,
the impact of increased house building on the environment or does it merely pay lip service to it?

5. To what extent does the 5 Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

No comment.

C—LPS 2020

6. Construction standard for dwellings—on the basis of that consultation is it possible to determine whether
the new standard will be a positive force for change and add value to the construction process?

No comment.

D—Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

The Assembly’s view is simply that the Government is not doing enough to provide infrastructure to
support the growth plans they have for the East of England.

EERA issued the following statement on 10 December 2004:

“The East of England Regional Assembly deplores the Government’s grossly inadequate funding of the
transport infrastructure costs associated with the additional 478,000 houses planned for this region
between 2001–21.

Bearing in mind that the Assembly’s acceptance of this massive growth was conditional upon adequate
government provision of the necessary infrastructure; and mindful of Lord Rooker’s repeated written
assurances that growth will not be imposed without the associated infrastructure, this Assembly wishes to
make clear that it now regards its endorsement of the draft East of England Plan as suspended pending a re-
examination of the Government’s willingness to support its own aspirations adequately in financial terms.”

EERA’s endorsement of the Plan remains suspended pending continued examination of the
Government’s willingness to fund infrastructure and support development, and to ensure the Plan’s
proposals are conditional upon, and phased in coordination with, infrastructure investment.

The Government’s recent decision to postpone improvements to the M11, the key transport corridor in
the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough growth area is likely to further undermine the Assembly’s
confidence in the Government’s assurances regarding the provision of necessary infrastructure.

EERA has submitted evidence to the Examination in Public in support of this position stressing that
conditionality and phasing are critical to delivery, and to some extent, public acceptance of the East of
England Plan. EERA is arguing that a new policy should be introduced into the Plan to explicitly link new
development to infrastructure needed.

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth areas? Is
concern about security of water supply in the South East a valid one or simply a knee jerk reaction to a few hot,
dry summers?

The East of England is the driest of all the English Regions and EERA would dispute the assertion that
any concern about water supply is simple a knee-jerk reaction.

The Sustainability Appraisal of the East of England Plan remarks that the growth policies therein are
likely to have significant negative eVects on the water resources of the region, particularly in southern parts
where water availability is lowest and the housing allocation highest. Work done by the Environment
Agency shows that there are already water supply and demand issues in parts of the Region, with surface
water through the majority of the Region already fully committed to existing abstractions in the summer
and that no significant resource is reliably available. There are a number of catchments where winter
abstraction is no longer reliable during very dry winters.

The East of England Plan policy on water supply, management and drainage, Policy ENV 9, sets out a
series of measures to maximise the sustainable provision of water supply, and to ensure that new
development is appropriately located. For example the policy requires that local development documents
take account of the Environment Agency’s Regional Water Resources Strategy to protect water resources
and ensure provision for water abstraction.
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The problems of infrastructure mentioned in our response to question 7 above, include necessary water
infrastructure. The draft East of England Plan states that development should not exceed the capacity of
existing water supply systems or proceed ahead of planned improvements to increase supply.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

No comment

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Energy Saving Trust

This response should not be taken as representing the views of any individual member.

Background

The Energy Saving Trust was established by the UK Government after the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992,
to help the tackle climate change. We promote mass-market sustainable energy across the UK. This
essentially means: domestic energy eYciency; small-scale renewables; and cleaner road transport.

Housing accounts for some 27% of UK carbon dioxide emissions. Accordingly, much of the Energy
Saving Trust’s eVort goes into helping householders, local authorities, energy companies, and others to
improve the energy eYciency of existing housing. However, we also run an Energy EYciency Best Practice
programme that addresses issues around new housing, and there is potential for a greater role in this area
for our Local Support Teams and regional programme.

The Role of Newbuild

The Government’s Energy White Paper sets a very challenging, but achievable, goal for carbon reductions
by 2050. In any one year, improvement of the existing housing stock will yield far greater carbon reductions
than anything that can be done on newbuild. However, over successive years, emissions from the new build
stock are cumulative. That is to say: if 200,000 homes are built in one year, then that leads to one million
homes over five years—or 4% of the total stock. Some one-third of our housing stock by 2050 is yet to be
built. The impact on carbon emissions of newbuild clearly cannot be ignored.

Good energy performance is fundamental to the development of sustainable housing. The Energy Saving
Trust sees high-performance newbuild as playing a number of roles:

— It represents high-quality construction, with increased comfort, reduced fuel bills, and minimal
maintenance requirements for the occupants.

— It directly reduces carbon emissions over the lifetime of the home.

— It paves the way for successively tougher Building Regulations in future years, with the prospect
of mainstreaming zero-emission homes over the next decade.

— It sets standards that will be adopted in the refurbishment market, thus multiplying the carbon
savings.

Government recently announced a 20% improvement in newbuild performance under the Building
Regulations Part L. This was a welcome development, although it was less than the 25% that had been
proposed and expected since summer 2004.1 Given the importance of newbuild energy performance as set
out above, we believe it is important to continue to improve on this, both through successively tighter
Building Regulations and through other support mechanisms.

A. Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

Yes. A voluntary code should introduce market diVerentiation in a credible manner. It should allow a
process whereby:

— local authorities set authoritative requirements in their planning policies;

— developers understand these requirements and are able to invest in them for regular use;

— the requirements are audited once the development is finished, to ensure compliance;

1 See “Proposals for Amending Part L of the Building Regulations,” p 31, ODPM, July 2004. Also see “Sustainable
Communities: Homes for All” p 69, ODPM, January 2005.
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— home buyers know the property is independently accredited as sustainable; and

— the building industry as a whole sees the direction of regulation in the medium-term.

However, this approach will only work if the code sets meaningful standards; if the Government commits
to introducing regulation further down the line, that is roughly in tune with the higher levels of the code (on
energy, this is a 25% improvement by 2010);2 if the Government leads by example, by ensuring that the
higher levels of the code are built to in all publicly funded developments; and if support schemes, incentives,
and further requirements are put in place that are linked to the code, to ensure its relevance within the
context of a joined-up policy environment.

Examples of elements of a wider framework that could prove useful are:

— a Builders Obligation, based on the code, to ensure that the building sector delivers a minimum
proportion of high performance buildings—rather like the current Renewables Obligation on
energy suppliers;

— a Low-Carbon Buildings Programme, oVering financial incentives for developments to exceed
planned performance standards, combining microgeneration technologies with energy eYciency
(such a programme has recently been consulted on);

— an information and advice programme, such as the Energy Saving Trust’s Best Practice
programme, oVering information, advice, and training on building to higher standards; and

— fiscal measures (see question 3 below), as an incentive to build to high standards under the code
regime, where this would otherwise not happen.

Each of these elements would need to be developed in more detail, depending on the actual content of the
Code and Government’s intentions with it.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

No. We are not aware of any Government promotion of the code.

We understand that the Code will be mandatory for all Government funded newbuild as of April 2006.
This is welcome, provided the energy performance standard under the code is meaningful.

Provided the energy performance standard under the code is meaningful, we would like to see
Government promote it in:

— Central guidance on planning—for instance, best practice guidance on PPS1,3 as recommended by
the Sustainable Buildings Task Group in May 2004.

— Information on the Energy Performance Certificate for newbuild, to be introduced in 2006–07
under the European Directive on the Energy Performance of Buildings.

— Other support schemes and policies—whether fiscal incentives, grant support, or other.

We believe it is important for Government to utilise established organisations such as the Energy Saving
Trust to promote a robust code, rather than invent new delivery vehicles and diVerent messages for it. The
Energy Saving Trust already provides extensive support to the industry on how to achieve higher energy
performance standards. Provided the energy performance standard under the code is meaningful, the
Energy Saving Trust would be keen to promote this, using the established channels under our existing Best
Practice programme.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

Yes. There are no fiscal mechanisms in place to encourage developers to build to higher standards than
those in the Building Regulations. Neither a voluntary code nor the Energy Saving Trust’s Best Practice
programme are likely to transform the market on their own and additional fiscal measures could encourage
developers to build to higher standards by

(a) making building to higher standards more financially attractive for developers, and

(b) making sustainable homes a more attractive financial option for home buyers.

The Energy Saving Trust’s recent fiscal report4 concludes that stamp duty incentives and modification
of planning gain supplement would both be eVective fiscal mechanisms to encourage higher performance
newbuild. Between them they could yield carbon savings of 8,400tC pa by 2010. The carbon savings in the
following decade would be still higher and more significant.

2 “Proposals for Amending Part L of the Building Regulations,” Section 6: Possible Future Performance Standards for Part
L, ODPM, July 2004.

3 “Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development,” ODPM, 2005, puts sustainable development at the core
of the planning system, but there is no detailed guidance on the tools and methods available to achieve this.

4 “Changing Climate, Changing Behaviour: Delivering Household Energy Saving Through Fiscal Incentives,” Energy Saving
Trust, 2005.
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A further option is the introduction of a sustainability connection charging policy. According to this
concept, the more sustainable the home, the lower the connection charge to energy utility services. There is
an element of fairness in charging more for the connection of less sustainable homes to infrastructure that
they will utilise to a greater extent than will more sustainable homes. Ofreg, the Northern Ireland energy
regulator, are currently considering this mechanism.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

Yes. The Five Year Plan does make specific proposals on addressing environmental issues. The question
is whether these proposals will be delivered in policy initiatives and on the ground.

On energy, the plan made firm statements about introducing tougher energy performance standards for
newbuild, and this was welcome. In particular, it committed to:5

— raising the energy performance standards under Building Regulations by 25%;

— reviewing Building Regulations at least every five years;

— establishing excellence for energy and water eYciency under the Code, and ensuring this is adopted
in publicly supported sites; and

— demonstrating the code in the Thames Gateway and a range of other areas from 2005.

Clearly there has been slippage both on the Building Regulations (20%, not 25%, with the danger of the
figure becoming even lower if the proportion of electrically heated flats were to increase); and on the
development of the code (no announcement on its content as yet). We believe what is important now is to
make up for lost ground and reconfirm the original intentions, ie:

— set in place mechanisms to deliver a further 25% improvement in Building Regulations by 2010;

— ensure the code sets meaningful energy and water eYciency standards that do establish
“excellence” and pave the way to the Building Regulations for 2010; and

— ensure that publicly funded developments comply with the standards of “excellence” under the
Code, not just the lowest rung.

Overall, we are concerned that the Code for Sustainable Buildings seems to be the main tool for ensuring
high-performance developments in terms of energy, but that the content of the code is still not public, nor
has it been connected with wider policy and funding criteria for private developments. The next few months
will reveal whether our concerns are justified.

5. To what extent does the Five year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

In the current socio-economic climate, it is probably fair to say that the energy perspective is a secondary
consideration when it comes to the geographical distribution of housebuilding. However, we are concerned
that option appraisals should take into account the energy implications of demolition as against
refurbishment. Given that the cost of building a new home is some £70,000—enough to insulate an existing
home many times over—on pure energy grounds, it will almost always be more sensible to refurbish a home,
rather than demolish it and build a new one.

C. LPS 2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation, is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

As the standards required of new homes become ever higher, new designs and construction methods will
have an increasingly important role to play. We believe there is a need for LPS2020 as a mechanism for
reassuring the insurance industry, investors, and others that these new designs are viable. As such, we
welcome the LPS2020 initiative. We would urge Government to take it into account as it develops the code
for Sustainable Buildings. This would help simplify, not make more complex, the framework within which
developers must operate.

5 “Sustainable Communities: Homes for All,” p 69–71, ODPM, January 2005.
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D. Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

The Energy Saving Trust does not have detailed knowledge of the development of infrastructure in the
growth areas. However, we do believe that full life-cycle costing would reveal a number of opportunities
for low-carbon developments at a lower cost than new energy supply infrastructure. Examples include low-
demand developments that reduce the need to reinforce grid connections; and distributed generation that
reduces the need for extending gas and electricity networks.

It is clear that this issue is not set out as a consideration in the Sustainable Communities Plan. It should
be addressed, not only to help minimise environmental impact, but also to maximise cost-eYciencies in
delivering the new developments.

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the south-east of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee-jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

Water supply is outside our core area of expertise. However, from our expertise and experience on energy,
we can draw the following parallels:

— There is a need to undertake a full lifecycle costing for the provision of services, whether energy,
water, or other. Demand-side eYciency, or more localised production will often be cheaper than
building large, centralised plant, and will have less severe environmental impacts.

— Extreme weather conditions will inevitably raise concerns about longer-term climate change, even
if individual weather incidents cannot be causally linked. Given the general acceptance by the
scientific community that man-influenced climate change is happening, and that this will lead to
unpredictable weather, it does not seem unreasonable to prepare for this in the case of water
supply.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency, and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

From our expertise and experience on energy we can again oVer the following insights:

— There is a need for an overall communications programme on climate change, as the framework
for more specific messages on energy, water, and other resource issues.

— Communications in this area need to be long-term and consistent; they need to lead to culture
change, which does not happen overnight.

— The opportunity should be taken to “move people along the process”—if someone is interested in
taking action on climate change, they should be helped to take action in all areas—energy, water,
and other, rather than “lost” after each point of contact.

— Raising awareness on resource eYciency needs to be accompanied by a call to action.

— Such action must be easily achievable; people will not do it if it requires a lot of eVort. This means
that the right infrastructure must be in place, and easily accessible, for delivering the necessary
changes.

November 2005

Joint memorandum submitted by English Nature, Rural Development Service and the Countryside Agency
(Landscape Access Recreation)

Natural England

1. A new organisation—Natural England—is being created with responsibility to conserve and enhance
the value and beauty of England’s natural environment and promote access, recreation and public well-
being for the benefit of today’s and future generations.

2. The creation of the new organisation, Natural England, has already begun, with English Nature, the
Landscape, Access and Recreation division of the Countryside Agency, and the Rural Development Service
working together as partners. This natural partnership is delivering joint outcomes and paving the way for
Natural England, whilst continuing to deliver their separate and respective statutory duties:

— English Nature is the independent Government agency that champions the conservation of wildlife
and geology throughout England.
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— The Rural Development Service is the largest deliverer of the England Rural Development
Programme and a range of advisory and regulatory rural services.

— The aim of the Countryside Agency’s Landscape, Access and Recreation division is to help
everyone respect, protect and enjoy the countryside.

3. This evidence has been produced jointly by English Nature, the Rural Development Service and the
Countryside Agency’s Landscape, Access and Recreation division who are working to create Natural
England, a new agency for people, places and nature.

4. We welcome the Committee’s decision to return to the important issue of sustainable housing and to
assess what progress has been made since the Committee’s report into this issue was published.

5. English Nature and the Countryside Agency both submitted evidence to the Committee’s inquiry into
sustainable housing. We would reiterate our previous evidence, the main points of which can be summarised
as follows:

— The UK Sustainable Development strategy should underpin a sustainable housing policy, with the
planning system ensuring that the objectives of sustainable development are met in an
integrated way.

— Housing needs and increased housing aVordability must be met in ways that enhance the
environment and improve quality of life. Our concerns about significant additional housing are
largely related to where and how development takes place.

— The environmental implications of new development must be fully and properly addressed. This
must include proper protection for our designated landscapes, sites and species as well as
recognition of environmental capacity. Future development must recognise the limits for using
natural resources and prevent irreversible losses of biodiversity.

— We must create locally distinctive and high quality environments that local people will be proud
of. Local communities should be actively involved in planning for the future of their communities
and should receive direct and substantial benefits from development in their areas. All
development should deliver a net gain (or at least a neutral eVect) for the social, economic and
environmental interests of the area, with no significant losses to any of them.

— Much greater emphasis should be placed on the quality of new development. The planning system
should set out the standards that development should meet. Exemplar sustainable communities
should be created in the growth areas, with the lessons learnt applied to development elsewhere.
A range of tools and techniques can help deliver high quality development.

— New housing must showmajor resource productivity improvements in water, energy and materials
use. Revisions to the Building Regulations, the introduction of the Code for Sustainable Buildings
and the widespread adoption of environmental standards such as “ecohomes” will help improve
the environmental performance of new housing.

— Infrastructure, including “green infrastructure” should be provided as an integral part of new
development with investment decisions supporting spatial strategies and the planning system
ensuring the joining up of service providers. If introduced, a planning-gain supplement, planning
tariVs or further reforms to the system of planning obligations should be used to deliver significant
local community and environmental benefits.

6. We have no evidence to oVer that significant progress has been made on any of these matters since the
publication of the Committee’s previous report.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Friends of the Earth

Friends of the Earth England, Wales and Northern Ireland welcomes the opportunity to provide evidence
to the Committee on the Government’s delivery of sustainable housing. Friends of the Earth is an NGO with
102,000 supporters and local campaigning groups in 200 communities. We are also a member of Friends of
the Earth International, which has member groups in 70 diVerent countries. Friends of the Earth has worked
on planning and housing for over 25 years, and we are convinced that the land use planning system is a key
mechanism for delivering sustainable development.

Summary

Friends of the Earth made clear in its submission to the committee’s previous inquiry “Housing; building
a sustainable future” (EAC 2004) that current Government policy on regional development and housing
provision is a major obstacle in achieving sustainable development in the UK and conflicts with the
Government’s own stated aims contained within the UK Sustainable Development Strategy.1 Overall we
see nothing in current or emerging Government policy to change this view. We are particularly concerned
about four areas of Government policy:

1 A Better Quality of Life: A Strategy for Sustainable Development for the United Kingdom, May 1999.
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I. The continued drive to implement the damaging recommendations of the Barker Report (March
2004) exemplified by ODPM’s five-year action plan, “Sustainable Communities: homes for all”
(ODPM 2005) and the more detailed consultation “Planning for housing provision” (ODPM
2005). The eVect of these proposals is to undermine the delivery of sustainable development with
wide-ranging implications for social housing provision and environmental limits.

II. The overall failure to eVect a step change in building performance reflected in the disappointing
changes to the standards for building regulations.

III. The continued reliance of voluntary agreements such as the proposed code for sustainable
buildings which will not deliver the necessary prescription or certainty to eVect lasting change in
building standards.

IV. The profound failure of government to grasp the opportunity that the spatial planning system
oVers to tackle climate change particularly in relation to encouraging carbon Zero development
principles for housing and ensuring that environmental limits and resource conservation are at the
heart of strategic planning.

1. The Impact of “Price Driven” Housing Policy

1.1 The Government has laid out its general policy position on housing provision in the ODPM five year
action plan “Sustainable Communities: Homes for all”. This document accepts uncritically the findings of
the Barker report and provides a general commitment to its implementation (Ref ODPM 2005). In addition
ODPM has set out a more detailed policy approach to the increased supply of housing in the consultation
paper Planning for Housing Provision. This paper makes clear that “plans should use market information,
in particular prices, in determining the level and distribution of housing provision” (Box 2.2). Friends of the
Earth believe this a radical and regressive policy development which places crude market indicators at the
heart of decision making. Annex 1 contains our response to the consultation paper and provides further
detail on why the specific proposals at regional and local level would undermine the objectives of sustainable
development [not printed].

1.2 Sustainable Development, as PPS 1 makes clear, is the fundamental objective of the planning system
and must underpin housing policy and be reflected fully in the forthcoming draft PPS3. In line with the new
Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS DEFRA 2005), this means that economic, social and
environmental objectives should be integrated. SDS 2005 is very clear that “integration” is essential, and
that integration is diVerent to “trading-oV” or “balancing” of the diVerent objectives. This recognition
should be made more explicit in PPS3 by, at the least, replacing “reconcile” with “integrate” whenever
Sustainability Appraisal is mentioned.

1.3 In contrast, existing policy, exemplified by the Sustainable Communities Plani, the Barker Report
and the recent Consultation paper Planning for Housing Provision is essentially a reflection of a market-
driven conception of how to meet housing needs in England. This model assumes that increasing supply is
the prime means for tackling aVordability, and that releasing more land in areas of high prices is the prime
means for increasing this supply, in eVect making house prices the key arbiter of the amount and location
of new homes. While this objective appears to oVer a simple “fix” to the current undoubted shortages in
social housing provision, it ignores a whole series of fundamental policy issues.

1.4 First, the social objective for sustainable development is around securing housing need for everyone.
House prices are a very poor proxy indicator for this. Even slightly more sophisticated price indicators—
ratios of, for example, lowest quartile income to lowest quartile house prices—are poor indicators, because,
for example:

— AVecting this ratio does not in any way guarantee that people in housing need will be able to buy
these houses—low price houses are open to all to buy—speculators as well as people in housing
need.

— This ratio only deals with the owner-occupation tenure.

1.5 Second, the means of tackling whatever price indicator is chosen has already been deemed to be
increasing housing numbers. However if the policy objective is some target around price, then the
mechanism of increasing housing numbers is almost certainly not the most eYcient nor only means of
meeting it. First, the mechanism is not likely to be eVective in its own right:

— There is no guarantee that the houses built will be aVordable, or in the “lowest quartile”.

— Supply-demand is not simple for housing—building more houses in an area can make the overall
house price go up.

1.6 Perhaps more importantly though, there are many more policy mechanisms which could and
should be used to meet housing objectives, not just building more houses. These include:

— Setting a higher percentage of aVordable homes in any development.

— Lowering the size-threshold below which developers must build aVordable homes.

— Tackling the incentives which are fuelling the growth of second homes (eg council tax rebates and
the proposed SIPPS revisions).
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— Relocating jobs from higher to lower demand for housing areas.

1.7 Finally, in addition to not delivering on the Government’s housing objectives, these measures would
also lead to the focusing of growth in high demand areas in ways which erode public participation in
decision-making, and breach environmental limits.

1.8 To deliver on all three elements of sustainable development—economic, social and environmental—
requires that these aims are integrated at the beginning, rather than having a policy focus on one element
and treating the other two as “bolt-ons” which are to a greater or lesser extent traded-oV against the
supposed “main” objective. The primary focus here on increasing supply neglects major side-eVects on
inequalities (further growth in the strongest economic regions) and the environment (more housing where
there are greatest environmental pressures) and is a prime example of failing to integrate at the start of the
policy making process.

Ignoring Environmental Costs

1.9 We are aware that ODPM have commissioned ENTEC to provide a view of the environmental
impacts of implementing the Barker Report and that this work is yet to be published. In addition DEFRA
published an analysis of the impacts of three expansion scenarios including those recommended by Barker
in April 2004 (Study into the environmental impacts of increasing the supply of housing in the UK. DEFRA,
April 2004). This report concluded that there were a range of serious environmental implications of such
growth. These included:

— Increased climate change emissions.

— Potential water supply shortages.

— Impacts on Biodiversity.

— Increased flood risk.

The issues of flood risk are illustrative of the wider failure of Government to consider environmental limits
before committing itself to particular growth areas. The ABI has conducted research which illustrates that
one third of all new housing in the growth areas is to be built on flood plains and that 10,000 houses will be
in areas of significant flooding probability (Making communities sustainable—managing flood risks in the
government’s growth areas, Summary report, ABI, February 2005). Government policy demonstrates an
illogical and unreasonable approach to a highest level of strategic planning and inevitably leads to failures
to directly consider infrastructure needs and environmental limits of particular localities.

The launch of PPS 3 (housing) is likely to compound all of these problems by adopting the Barker reports
approach to housing provision. This will lead to “point” development outside the four growth zones where
local authorities will attempt to focus additional growth in high demand areas. This is a profound mistake
and undermines the government’s own logic of trying to focus growth where it might be best served by
infrastructure. Such additional growth beyond that envisaged in the Communities plan is bound to
compound the impacts on environmental limits. Friends of the Earth and many other organisation have
been calling for a national spatial framework in which strategic choices can made about growth based on
the principles of sustainable development. Such a framework would be able to address the need to redirect
growth to those areas in need of regeneration in order to achieve a more eYcient and sustainable pattern of
growth across the nation.

1.10 Given the range and breadth of concern that has been raised about potential environmental impacts
of government housing policy it is surprising that both ODPM’s five-year plan and the consultation paper
on housing provision failed to adequately address these issues. “Planning for housing provision” pays lip-
service to the importance of the environment but provides no indication whatsoever of how environmental
limits can be respected alongside the aggressive promotion of a market-led vision of housing provision.

1.11 ODPM’s five year plan does stress the need to consider the environment (Chapter 8) but it is
deficient in two important ways:

— It oVers a “voluntary” and “best practice” vision of ensuring that environmental standards,
including design and layout, are incorporated into new development. The profound weakness of
this approach is dealt with in more detail in section 3.

— The five-year plan has at its core a dangerous policy gap between the objective for sustainable
development and the objectives of “sustainable communities”. There are significant diVerences in
emphasis between the UK sustainable development strategy and the list of objectives for
Sustainable Communities contained at Annex 1 of the ODPM five-year plan. For example, there
is no explicit reference in the principles of sustainable communities to environmental limits or
biodiversity. In addition while the sustainable development strategy stresses the need to integrate
the principles of sustainable development rather than “balance” or “trade them oV”’ the five-year
plan suggests that such principles should be “balanced and integrated”. This amalgamation of
contradictory approaches is more than just a semantic issue. Delivery of sustainable development
requires a common understanding of objectives, shared language and a clear policy narrative and
hierarchy. Government must make a choice between a coherent vision based upon sustainable
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development or an overall housing policy which continues to prejudice market forces over all other
considerations. In our view sustainable communities must integrate the notion of sustainable
development set out in PPS 1 and the UK sustainable development strategy.

1.12 The failure to plan strategically based on the principles of sustainable development has inevitably led
Government to adopt policies which will lead to serious breaches of environmental limits. The most obvious
example of this is the fact that new buildings will go on contributing to additional climate change emissions
rather than playing a part in reducing them. In the short term Government policy will also lead to significant
resource issues particularly over water supply.

2. The Failure of Building Regulations

2.1 The Government is committed to a 25% increase in energy eYciency of housing to be delivered
through changes to Part L of the building regulations which come into force in April 2006. While Friends
of the Earth welcomes this action it does not, in our view, take the full opportunity to deliver the vital step
change in building performance which is required to see eVective action on climate change. Because policy
action is more problematic in dealing with the retrofit of our existing building stock it is vital that we secure
eVective action on new-build. The objectives of policy must be ambitious and should at least secure
standards which will deliver carbon Zero development. In the longer term the housing stock should be
considered as a net exporter of energy, maximising the possibilities of embedded micro generation along
with eVective eYciency measures. Some of the necessary policy actions must be dealt with by the wider land-
use planning system discussed in section 4. However, government should go further to ensure that building
regulations:

— Require the highest possible standards of energy eYciency for new domestic and commercial
buildings.

— Should apply such standards to new-build and buildings undergoing significant renovation or
extension.

3. The Failure of Voluntary Approach to Building Standards

3.1 Friends of the Earth is extremely concerned by the Government policy on housing design and layout.
Current policy fails to provide suYcient regulation and incentives to aVect the radical changes we need to
make in housing design. A clear illustration of how the Government regards the implementation of
sustainable housing standards can be gained from the Governments Code for Sustainable Building (CSB).
This contains a range of proposals on energy eYciency, flood resilience and water conservation. But the code
will be voluntary—it will only have the status of best practice. (See report of the Sustainable Building Task
Group, May 2004.) This exemplifies the clear gulf between the available technology and design proposals
(exemplified in the detailed work of WWF “One million sustainable homes: Moving best practice from the
fringes to the mainstream of UK housing”, WWF, January 2004) and the government’s unwillingness to
identify eVective delivery mechanisms. A voluntary approach to policy change is particularly flawed in
relation to building standards because:

— It fails to deliver certainty for the house building industry. House builders are unlikely to meet new
standards if they believe their competitors are unwilling to do so. The property development sector
is not a homogenous entity with single representative bodies and is therefore much harder to
influence through “best practice”. Investor confidence requires a level playing field best delivered
by regulation.

— Voluntary measures may have value in changing the attitudes of industry and consumers in the
very long term. However, the imperative to deal with issues such as climate change and water
conservation is now. This partly because of the pressing nature of these problems and partly the
opportunity that planning reforms oVers to make eVective policy.

3.2 The solution to this problem is:

— Provide a greater degree of prescription in building regulations to ensure that new build and
conversions enshrine proven resource conservation technology including small-scale renewable
technology and meet the Eco homes excellent standard.

— Provide much greater prescription in a new PPS 3 on housing in relation to master planning and
the layout and service provision of new housing.

— Provide greater integration between the Environment Agency and planning authorities in relation
to future flood risk and sea-level rise in order to provide strategic guidance based on best available
modelling from the Met oYce.

— Specify in PPS 11 a CO2 reduction target for the delivery of new housing to be enshrined in
Regional Spatial Strategy.

— Increased investment for the retrofit of existing houses with energy conservation technology.

— Underpin the new drive for sustainable housing by enshrining the above objectives in a new Public
Service Agreement (PSA) target for ODPM.
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3.3 There is no doubt that such development will add cost to the delivery of new housing units. However,
such upfront capital cost will result in long-term savings particularly in energy costs for users. Such savings
will disproportionately benefit those on low and fixed incomes who spend a higher proportion of their
income on energy. There will also be lower costs to the economy as a whole, from reduced climate change
impacts. In the wider context, the contribution of sustainable housing to reducing the negative impacts of
climate change is likely to be significant (these costs have been assessed in the recent Defra report: Study
into the environmental impacts of increasing the supply of housing in the UK. DEFRA, April 2004).

4. The Failure of Spatial Planning to Deal with Climate Change

4.1 There is a growing view amongst a wide range of organisations2 that the government has not grasped
the potential of the use of the land use planning system to make a significant contribution to dealing with
climate change. Planning has the potential to draw together many of the issues discussed above in relation
to housing standards and integrate them with the wider issues of transport, energy generation mixed-use
developments to deliver an overall vision of sustainable development.

4.2 Current government planning policy on climate change is fragmented and fails to provide a clear
linkage between national rhetoric and local and regional policy action. The result of this position is the
patchy and largely ineVective delivery of climate change reduction policy on the ground. A small number
of local authorities such as the London Borough of Merton have introduced a successful policy to embed
renewable micro generation but research by Friends of Earth has demonstrated that such policies remain
the exception and are themselves very modestly drawn. Annex 2 contains a detailed briefing for regional
decision makers and sets out the barriers to implementation on climate change [not printed]. In particular
it addresses how target setting and carbon Zero development principles could transform our response to
climate change by ensuring new housing development reduces rather than exacerbates carbon emissions.

There is a clear and overwhelming case for ODPM to publish a national statement on planning and
climate change which would provide an eVective “route map” of policy guidance and aVect a “culture
change” amongst decision-makers. Such a document could draw together the provisions of building
regulations and the code for sustainable building and demonstrate how these dovetail with the land-use
planning system. In particular it could make clear how aspects of the Code for Sustainable buildings could
be incorporated into development plan policy transforming aspirational standards into statutory planning
policy. It could also provide reassurance that policy to require embedded micro generation in new
development was accepted and would end the ludicrous situation where some government oYces have
objected to the inclusion of such policies in the new local Development Framework. For example as the
recent Government OYce of London objection to the LondonBorough of Waltham Forest policy (WPM21)
to require “10% of total predicted energy consumption to be from renewable energy sources, through on
site generation for all commercial/industrial developments over 1,000sq ms and housing developments of
10 or more units.”

4.3 The opportunity to deliver a step change in housing standards by incorporating innovative policy into
the statutory planning framework has to be seized now. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
requires the review of all local Development Framework in England between now and the end of 2006. There
is also a parallel review of regional planning policy which is already well underway. No government has ever
attempted such a complete review of the regional and local planning framework in England in such a tight
time frame. EVective action must be delivered now if these new plans are to provide a proper policy
framework to deliver truly sustainable communities.

PPS 3 Housing and Climate Change

4.4 We are aware that government is about to publish a draft PPS 3 on housing and this document
provides a very significant opportunity to shape the planning system response to the environmental
standards of the new housing. The current PPG 3 fails to reflect the vital imperative for the planning system
to deal comprehensively with the causes of climate change. New and existing residential development is a
very significant contributor to climate change emissions. Para 52 of the existing PPG 3 fails to provide either
the sense of imperative or detailed guidance to deliver a step change in the energy and resource eYciency of
new housing.

2 Current supporters of the climate change campaign include:
Association of British Insurers (ABI); Bill Dunster Architects; British Wind Energy Association; CURE University of
Manchester; Friends of the Earth; Green Alliance; IT Power Ltd.; Local Government Association; London Borough of
Merton; London Borough of Croydon; London borough of Woking; The British Photovoltaic Association (PV-UK); Royal
Town Planning Institute (RTPI); Planning magazine; Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB); Renewable Power
Association; Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS); Solar Trade Association; Town and Country Planning
Association; Woodland Trust; WWF.
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4.5 PPS 1 Makes clear that “Regional Planning bodies and local planning authorities should ensure that
development plans contribute to global sustainability by addressing the causes and potential impacts of
climate change.” (Para 13 ii)

Promoting Carbon Zero Development Principles

4.6 In order to assist in the achievement of national and international carbon reduction targets, PPS 3
should promote a range of policy measures to ensure new development is carbon neutral over the life-cycle
of the development. Measures should be considered to promote the retrofit of the existing building stock
whenever possible. Policy should focus on energy and resource eYciency and on promoting renewable
energy capacity.

Energy and Resource Efficiency

4.7 The PPS 3 should make clear that Development Plans should be required to promote the development
of resource eYcient homes through the inclusion of policies which specify acceptable levels of resource
eYciency for all new developments. By 2006 the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPDB)
requires the setting of minimum requirements of energy performance of new-build and buildings undergoing
major renovation (SD page 87). While aspects of this agenda will be dealt with under Part L of the New
building regulations, PPS 3 has a major role in setting strategic policy and driving up standards which can
support the Government’s Code for Sustainable Buildings, by ensuring energy and resource eYciency of
vital considerations in deciding the principle of new development and of the re-use of existing buildings.

4.8 The ODPM Select Committee Report (Planning for Sustainable Housing and Communities:
Sustainable Communities in the South East Eighth Report, ODPM, 2003) endorsed the Building Research
Establishment measure of resource eYciency known as the “Eco Home” standard. Friends of the Earth
strongly recommends that PPS 3 should support the achievement of Eco Homes “excellent” standard for
all new homes.

4.9 In order to deliver eVective change the new PPS 3 should endorse the BRE Eco-Homes excellent
standard as a minimum standard. However Eco Homes Excellent does not reflect current best practice in
sustainable construction. It does not require the adoption of all aspects of environmentally sound
construction that would even further reduce the impact of new housing. PPS 3 should adopt the Z2 (“zero
carbon, zero waste”) approach developed at Beddington Zero Energy Development and now being planned
in showcase developments in the Thames Gateway. The Environmental Audit Committee’s recent report
recognised that:

“Simply taking the Building Research Establishment’s standard forward in the proposed Code
(for Sustainable Buildings) could result in a missed opportunity to achieve a step change that is
required in construction practices to reduce the environmental impacts of all buildings,
including houses.”

4.10 As a result the new PPS 3 should include the following objective:

“All new housing development must achieve as a minimum the Eco Homes excellent standard for
energy use and resource eYciency and wherever possible the Z2 (‘zero carbon, zero waste’)
approach. RSS and Local Development Framework policy should be required to drive up
standards of energy and resource use eYciency with the objective of carbon and waste neutrality
by the end of the plan period.”

Conclusion

The Government’s current proposals for implementation of the Barker Report would result in
deregulating control over built development and so remove vital mechanisms through which we might
achieve a more balanced and sustainable development of the nation. In addition, while the technology exists
to radically reduce the resource consumption of new homes, the government has chosen to adopt a
gradualist, voluntary approach to implementing such standards. This is a profound policy failure and loses
the opportunity for a step change in the quality and long-term sustainability of our communities.

To achieve sustainable development regional and housing policy must seek to integrate the four pillars
of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy and not continually prejudice economic growth as the prime
objective. In addition we urgently require a national framework for strategic planning which can give spatial
expression to the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. PPS 1 has empowered the strategy as material to
all planning decisions but provides little or no indication of how this is meant to be achieved. Such a project
requires much greater inter-departmental co-operation than has been evident in either the Communities
Plan or the Government’s initial response to the Barker report.
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Memorandum submitted by Goole Action Group

Goole (population c 18,000) is a port town on the Yorkshire Ouse, 50 miles up the Humber estuary from
Spurn Point. Established in 1826, late in the canal age, by Trustees of the Aire & Calder Navigation for
shipping coal, it now freights container traYc via the M62.

REGENERATION THRU’ RENOVATION

The main aims of the Goole Action Group are:

— To halt the demolition process on Richard Cooper Street and Phoenix Street, Goole.

— To maintain and preserve the unique, historic character and heritage of Goole.

— To encourage the population of the Advance Goole Renewal Area to take an active part in the
regeneration of their homes and communities.

— To encourage the population of the Advance Goole Renewal Area to take responsibility for the
maintenance of their own communities and environment.

— To change the perception in the rest of Goole of the Richard Cooper Street and Phoenix Street
area from a “run-down, disaVected” area into an up and coming desirable place to either buy your
first home or to rent.

— To create a community and an atmosphere where everyone gives freely of their time to help their
fellow neighbours.

— To ensure that the older members of the community can enjoy their life in a safe, secure and
familiar environment surrounded by people they know they can rely on.

— To create an environment where children can play safely knowing that the community is watching
over them.

Summary

In the experience of Goole residents, the ODPM Five Year Plan tackles neither the impact of increased
house building on the environment nor addresses the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build.

Ref Env Audit para 48.

[. . .] The Government needs to recognise that a good environment is as vital to national prosperity as a
sound economy or a cohesive society.

Ref Env Audit para 50.

[. . .] We are concerned that the driving force behind the SustainableCommunities Plan is to meet
economic and social demands and there is little understanding within ODPM of how the environment
interacts with these.

Ref Env Audit para 51.
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The need for all Government departments properly to incorporate sustainability into policy
implementation is becoming pressing. The Government Chief Scientist, Sir David King, is warning with
increasing urgency about the need to address issues related to climate change.

(Goole Action Group emphasises flooding)

1. Economic and Social Demands

Goole’s 19–20th century terraced housing was built to a high density. East Riding of Yorkshire Council
(ERYC) calculated Goole’s streets at 48/ha (Housing Land Position Statement 1 April 2004) but outline
approval was given recently for 50/ha brownfield development (Adelphi Warehouse). Yet demolition of 117
adjacent homes in two of Goole’s Victorian terraced streets, to create a viable development area, scarcely
enhances the environment?

2. Environmental Wastage

English Heritage has shown that the waste of energy and materials when existing housing is replaced by
supposedly sustainable buildings is a myth. CABE audit found 94% northern housing developments of poor
standard. (Ben Willis, Regeneration & Renewal—18 November 2005.) Are developers cutting corners,
leading to future demolition and resource wastage?

3. Environmental Blight

How does cramming regenerate “run down” communities? With no plan available for consultation,
homes awaiting demolition in “non-sustainable” terraced streets are boarded up, entered by squatters, pose
a danger to neighbourhood.

4. Affordable Housing

ERYC planners stated there was suYcient aVordable housing in Goole: new developments did not need
to allocate more. ERYC also proposes to demolish Pasture Road primary school, because pupil numbers
are falling, so why is more housing needed?

5. Greenfield Released

ERYC currently plans to meet Regional Spatial targets by releasing greenfield sites on the town’s outskirts
at a density of 35/ha to provide a shortfall of some 1,200 new houses in Western area over the next five years.

6. Climate Change

What importance is paid to the fact that these greenfield sites are on low-lying land, and/or close to the
River Ouse? What does the Environment Agency say about additional run-oVs on flood plains?

7. Lack of Skills

Lack of skills is reducing potential for social and environmental regeneration of Goole. Existing
“economic” strength of port and freight—limits jobs, skills development/opportunities set out by ERYC.
Training is geared to pre-planned outcome to meet local needs and is social engineering.

Regional development agencies—funding Pathways to Work—none of these plans address higher-paid
skills required by aspiring people and places—so Goole’s future is being set in stone.

Who can aVord new housing in a low wage economy? Why would young people who do gain higher
education wish to work and live here? Not even ERYC oYcers choose Goole over East Yorkshire addresses.

8. Partnership

ODPM Five Year Plan states local authorities should have the lead responsibility for working in
partnership with others to deliver the common goal. Local government oYcials access advisory briefings
from public sector associations (eg APSE—web-browsing reveals), but do not follow it. Communication
and consultation with the people of Goole is rudimentary.

Political leadership at local and unitary level has completely failed. Giving any community a choice, when
it has no voice, and any voices that are raised in protest are over-ridden or ignored, is worthless. Ian Cawsey
MP (Lab.) has been our only support.
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There is evidence that ERYC oYcers and Market/Neighbourhood Renewal appointees simply do not
understand or are manipulating ODPM directives. What is going on when residents have to study online
documentation in order to protect themselves against suspected mismanagement and wasted public
expenditure imposed without community consultation?

TheGoole Times (17 November 2005) is a classic example of ERYC housing directorate at work—instead
of addressing real issues, it seems set on bloodying the noses of local people who dare to stand up and
question imposed decisions, publicly impugning confidential complaints to Ombudsman by wrongly
associating one individual with action group. And press does not check facts with all parties before printing
misleading propaganda.

Government is belatedly setting up an Academy to train oYcials who cannot deal with its directives,
admitting the widespread lack of sustainability skills (eg Egan Review and RICS) but already the damage
has been and is continuing to be inflicted upon our communities—we are the guinea pigs!

Choice and opportunity are not feasible options in Goole while the environment is soiled and tainted by
social factors and oYcial obstruction. OVering people “choices” when the local populace is unable to
determine its own future—due to the obstructive attitude of ERYC and lack of realistic opportunity to
participate in community matters, never mind expressing our aspirations, or building up assets, is nothing
more than indigestible “pie in the sky”.

9. Annex A

Members of Goole Action Group discussed the ODPM “sustainable” template, as an aid to
understanding the Environmental Audit criticisms.

For a neighbourhood to be:

(2) WELL RUN—with eVective and inclusive participation, representation and leadership.
Sustainable communities should enjoy:

— representative, accountable governance systems which both facilitate strategic, visionary
leadership and enable inclusive, active and eVective participation by individuals and
organisations.

It is essential that:

Elected representatives’ role—Councillors’ responsibilities—should include:

(1) telling the truth;
(2) looking after residents’ interests;
(3) not sitting on the fence, especially when homes are threatened; and
(4) major decisions should be councillor-led, not oYcer-led.

Community involvement with all major decisions—require consultation from the beginning and
not fitted round decisions already made at County Hall.

EVective engagement with the community at neighbourhood level, including capacity building to develop
the community’s skills, knowledge and confidence requires:

— adequate representation at all levels. Lack of capacity-building dispossesses any community
that does not already possess experience of skill-building, confidence-boosting, knowledge-
based abilities, from standing up and voicing its disquiet. UNTIL NOW!

— strong, informed and eVective partnerships that lead by example (eg government, business,
community);

— a strong, inclusive, community and voluntary sector; and

— a sense of civic values, responsibility and pride.
It is believed that the community takes second-place to business sector at Goole.

Goole Development Trust (GDT) works closely with economic concerns but has ignored civic
aspects. When GDT and local businessmen (and it is usually men) publicly accuse the townspeople
of being their own worst enemies, and apathetic, these placemen should ask themselves why the
residents disdain engagement in communal aVairs. Does this apathy not arise from failure to
communicate, to consider people in their own right, instead of means to the economic ends of
regional funding decision-makers, per the ODPM farming-out taxpayers’ money to quangos like
Yorkshire Forward?

Without leadership at civic level, what more can be expected of a largely working-class town where
employees traditionally work shifts (some working men, in heavy jobs, nearing retirement age,
begin at 4.30 am and are in bed by 9 pm in readiness for the next day).

Long hours leaves little energy to devote to community aVairs and community involvement is
badly dented by the patronising, put-upon, we know better than you do, responses of oYcialdom
and representatives who prefer the status quo and defeatist attitudes to being challenged by the
public.
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We oVer the following comments on whether our neighbourhood is:

(4) WELL DESIGNED AND BUILT—featuring a quality built and natural environment

Sustainable communities oVer:

— a sense of place (eg a place with a positive “feeling” for people and local distinctiveness);

— Goole has a sense of history—“soul” to the houses people have lived, are living and will live;

— Better built (older houses)—went through WW2;

— user-friendly public and green spaces with facilities for everyone including children and
older people;

— locality in Goole—near town centre and green space of Ouse riverside (a feature and park
where the natural landscape could be better managed for public recreation); and

— suYcient range, diversity, aVordability and accessibility of housing within a balanced
housing market.

Agreed—range of diVerent house prices necessary—demolition (instead of renovation)means a
reduction of aVordable lower-priced homes. Some retirees would enjoy a two bed bungalow.

— appropriate size, scale, density, design and layout, including mixed-use development, that
complement the distinctive local character of the community.

Goole is a town built since 1826—already undergone “slum clearance” of original buildings—20th
century terraced streets, on tight-knit grid pattern, form central residential core, define “Goole”.

Estates around northern and western edges of town have no individual nor local character and are
built “cheek by jowl” for developers’ maximum capital return.

— high quality, mixed-use, durable, flexible and adaptable buildings, using sustainable
construction materials.

The Courtyard—renovation of a Victorian elementary school—should be the shining example of
what regeneration can achieve. The building is a worthy architectural conversion and a busy venue
and community space. A testament to the Trustees who managed to save the building from
demolition.

Much original 19–20th century retail and public buildings currently undergoing sympathetic
renovation by Howard Duckworth, including mixed residential/commercial use.

Dock Gallery (privately owned) could be an impressive renovation project, but public funding
required to undertake substantial works required, without ruining the ambience of the former
(1870s) Goole Steam Shipping oYces.

— buildings and public spaces which promote health and are designed to reduce crime and make
people feel safe.

What this is supposed to mean, who knows?

Demolished houses % trouble % dangerous construction site.

— accessibility of jobs, key services and facilities by public transport, walking and cycling.

Goole very accessible place—flat terrain—walk anywhere—but no cycle paths.

Handy facilities.

People with aspirations will not stay/move into towns like Goole while there is nothing but blight around
them. Few oYcials who determine our future live in Goole. But the DPM private residence is a Victorian
villa in Hull.

How is it that residents (many generations have grown up in Goole, worked here all their lives, brought
up decent law-abiding children) now find themselves fighting to survive in “mixed communities”, where their
environment is ruined by anti-social types—blight defined by Sir Iain Blair the Metropolitan police
commissioner quoted in The Guardian (17 November 2005) as “the degradation of communal life”—
nuisance neighbours, vandalism, public aggression and the rest. Trying to change our environment, to gain
some quality of life in today’s society, market-oriented and consumer-driven, is wrecking our health and
tempers.

The terraced town of Goole is run down not because homes are “indecent” or unmodernised, but because
the environment has been ruined by undesirable neighbours—who often wrecked such properties—tenants
of housing associations, eg Headrow and Church Housing. Funds were always available to housing
associations and private landlords to constantly refurbish ruined letting properties. Yet RSLs, agents acting
for private landlords and public authorities declined to act on residents’ complaints—amongst them rubbish
piling up, non-conforming and non-permitted backyard businesses in residential areas, vandalism and
drugs.



3247788028 Page Type [O] 23-03-06 13:03:47 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG4

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 137

Such complaints—whether labelled environmental, social or economic issues—degrade the wider area
and certain streets have been “run down“” because of the failure of authorities to act and refusal to work
with the community. Now these oYcials believe the problems will be overcome by pulling down the homes
of hard-working people, whose lives have been most aVected, due to no fault of their own. The problems
will still exist, after decent folks have gone.

Goole is being planned as a “ghetto”—see architect Renzo Piano (The Guardian November 21 2005). RP
was the son of a builder and grew up in the port of Genoa, where he got his ideas of movement from shipping.
He questions:
“How you can transform peripheries into a town. What is happening today in Paris is happening

everywhere. It is mad, mad, and the insensitivity of people and politicians . . . They create ghettos.”

Goole is not Paris, but ERYC sees the town as a periphery, the freight centre of East Yorkshire, and plans
to keep it that way.

Group members also considered whether the community was

(1) ACTIVE, INCLUSIVE AND SAFE—Fair, tolerant and cohesive with a strong local culture
and other shared community activities

— and considered that if

— social inclusion and good life chances for all

— meant more than “lip service”

— sustainable communities should oVer:

— a sense of community identity and belonging

Neighbourhood Watch—helping vulnerable elderly neighbours

— tolerance, respect and engagement with people from diVerent cultures, background and
beliefs

Residents’ Groups

— friendly, co-operative and helpful behaviour in neighbourhoods

Encourage a pride in own area—keeping it tidy (two residents voluntarily clean their street each
week and log refuse)

— opportunities for cultural, leisure, community, sport and other activities, including for
children and young people

Involve young people—ask them what they want

— low levels of crime, drugs and anti-social behaviour with visible, eVective and
community-friendly policing

Permanent community oYcer—Bobbies on the beat—two-way respect—good interactive
relationship with police—police must listen

(3) ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE—providing places for people to live that are
considerate of the environment

Sustainable communities:

— actively seek to minimise climate change, including through energy eYciency and the use of
renewables

How does pulling down bricks and mortar equate with renewables?

— protect the environment, by minimising pollution on land, in water and in the air

We still have threat of incinerator planned for ERYC.

— minimise waste and dispose of it in accordance with current good practice

It has taken far too long for ERYC to even get recycling of household waste into practice.

— make eYcient use of natural resources, encouraging sustainable production and consumption

Too many windfarms in prospect across ERYC.

— protect and improve bio-diversity (eg wildlife habitats)

Our only opportunity to preserve wildlife at Oakhill has been determined by Railway/ERYC
selling oV adjacent land to farmer who felled all the trees!

A Friends organisation now working to preserve for residents of Goole but proximity of new rail
line to Glass Works has restricted opportunity that originally existed for green space in Boothferry
Local Plan.

— enable a lifestyle that minimises negative environmental impact and enhances

— positive impacts (eg by creating opportunities for walking and cycling, and
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— reducing noise pollution and dependence on cars)

Victorian town streets are no place for parking when households with more than one vehicle, and/
or commercial vans and trucks, and to concrete front/back yards for parking space does no favours
for environmental run-oV in a “Marshland” community.

Cycle paths are non-existent beyond one pavement track that ends at a road junction. None
planned for future.

— create cleaner, safer and greener neighbourhoods (eg by reducing litter and graYti, and
maintaining pleasant public spaces)

Prevailing Westerly winds funnel town’s rubbish, litter dropped by lazy, to the Riverside fringe.
(6) THRIVING—with a flourishing and diverse local economy

Sustainable communities feature:

— a wide range of jobs and training opportunities

Employees for profit—low-wage economy and containerised dockland with low labour
requirements.

Training courses beyond basic skills not held in Goole.

Few opportunities for advancement, for aspiring.

— suYcient suitable land and buildings to support economic prosperity and change

Goole is a container port. Its dockland constrained, historically and geographically, except
westwards.

Another fatal collision occurred between a cyclist and HGV in Bridge Street (serving dockland and
the community of “Old” Goole) because there is no cyclepath and the port authority is allowed to
create many new, wide entrances and exits for freight purposes, without adequate public
safeguards along this main route across town.

Planning permission is not apparently required for much dockland “improvement”—believed to
be a historical oversight never since remedied by any government.

— dynamic job and business creation, with benefits for the local community

Guardian Glass and J.36 Trading Estate (development decisions in hands of Yorkshire Forward).

Community fighting to gain access/environmental screen to Oakhill Pond, green space,
recreational use.

— a strong business community with links into the wider economy

Business seems to talk only to other business (Chamber of Commerce and Goole Development
Trust)

— economically viable and attractive town centres

Require independent and thriving retail traders, not a Tesco branch that gobbles up everything.

(7) WELL SERVED—with public, private, community and voluntary services that are
appropriate to people’s needs and accessible to all

Sustainable communities have:

— well-performing local schools, further and higher education institutions, and other
opportunities for life-long learning

Pasture Road primary school to be demolished.

Other Goole primary schools (especially Kingsway in East Ward) appear to meet parental and
community expectations.

Vermuyden School Goole and Howden School oVer comprehensive education.
Goole College (FE) but academic sixth-formers favour Scunthorpe (John Leggott) for A-levels.

HE not available in Goole.

Continuing Learning (now government funds directed at skills training) leaves only WEA (fees)
and Hull University (no fees if minimum income below £14,700 p.a.)—outreach classes for adults:
Hull University-aYliated Music in Society (in its third year) and also very much longer-running
Literature classes are highly-valued, of excellent quality, attracting and retaining mature students.

Library has people’s computers but all heavily used. Few local people (especially older ones) take
the initiative to learn computing skills and there are few organised instructional classes (other than
occasional sessions run by general library staV whose own competence may be self-taught).

— high quality local health care and social services, integrated where possible with other services

Health centres—problems with arranging appointments.

— high quality services for families and children (including early years child care)

Working parents customarily rely upon grandparents for pre-school/after-school child-care,

— unless professional nursery fees aVordable.
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Recent introduction school-based club provision for older children—but many still hang around
the streets without attending clubs/activities/playingfields/skateboarding facilities.

Few opportunities for younger teenagers to socialise (families escort to neighbouring towns to hear
bands etc.).

— a good range of aVordable public, community, voluntary and private services (eg retail, fresh
food, commercial, utilities, information and advice) which are

— accessible to the whole community

Retail services centred on Tesco, Lidl, Netto and Iceland, dominate independent retailers.
Plentiful bakeries/sandwich outlets, cafes and fish and chip shops.

No fresh fishmonger.

One independent greengrocery.

Several butcheries.
Market hall—run by Town Council.

Many hairdressers/beauty salons

Precinct stores eg Peacock, Argos, Poundstretcher.

Charity shops, banks etc.
Voluntary (trained) services—eg Help the Aged and CAB.

The Courtyard—community advice services eg SureStart, MP’s local oYce.
service providers who think and act long term and beyond their own immediate

— geographical and interest boundaries, and who involve users and local residents in shaping
their policy and practice

Regretably, poor quality representation, at Goole Town Council and East Riding of Yorkshire—
councillors appear more interested in political infighting over parochial aVairs, than in
understanding impact of government policies on community.
OYcers at ERYC (County Hall HQ Beverley) direct policy—Councillors (Cabinet system)
hidebound by awe/codes/lack of understanding/incorrect understanding—rubber-stamp
decisions.

Consequently needs of Goole are not well represented) Goole given no voice to question
governance.

10. Governance

The General Secretary of the Labour Party, Matt Carter, was in print very recently, pointing out how
diYcult it is to get voters oV the sofa to the front door to discuss politics. Yet it seems that government is
not listening, nor heeding this negative message—that people are either unable to recognise its method of
communication, or that people have had enough of party politics.

Howls of protest at the manner in which government runs our lives, via all these regional bodies, unitary/
county/local councils, and the employment of hordes of oYcials who seem to believe that what they say goes
for us, makes a mockery of oVering “choice” and “opportunity”. What Tony Blair himself has said (and
did)about education, is correct—the middle classes buy what they want or move to where their choices can
be fulfilled. We, in working towns, have to put up with what is dished out by government at all levels.

Work that is available is generally low-paid, long-hours and low-level. Our educated sons and daughters
do not stay in town—they seek a better environment elsewhere. Cultural opportunities, nicer
neighbourhoods, more “gung ho” activities, cafe society. And point out to their parents that some of us have
“outgrown” worn out old neighbourhoods, which is why we are so dissatisfied with these towns.

Until government began meddling, believing it could re-model the whole of the north, working people
were content to potter along. Some aspired, some got on, some did good works, but none of them caused
anti-social problems for their neighbours. Society policed itself.

Now, when ordinary people are having to learn to think for themselves, to stand up for what they have
earned by their own eVorts, they are forced down by jumped-up housing associations, council oYcers with
glorified titles but no common sense, nor life experience to call upon in attempting to talk to those who have
earned the right to say what they want for their families, for their future.

There is an utter lack of skills and imagination on the part of oYcials, that prevents any solution being
imposed from outside, without the co-operation of the people who are expected to submit to radical change
in their environment, surroundings, society, economy, whatever. That “top-down” exercise of sustainability
will never work. But many of us will be dead before government realises that it has failed to oVer any kind
of solution, despite what its consultancy gurus tell the ODPM. Simon Jenkins in The Guardian (18 October
2005) pointed out just how many millions has been cosmetic “consultation” before deciding to demolish our
neighbourhood, the public might be excused from thinking the whole exercise is a complete waste of time,
energy and money.
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There is no utopia (*see Emeritus Professor Zygmunt Bauman, Ralph Miliband LSE lecture series).
Professor Bauman lives in the north, in Leeds. Consider this final paragraph to his talk:

It would be diYcult, nay impossible, to sum up the story better than it has been already done in the words
put into Marco Polo’s lips by the great Italo Calvino:

The inferno of the living is not something that will be: if there is one, it is what is already here, the inferno
where we live every day, that we form by being together, There are two ways to escape suVering it. The first
is easy for many: accept the inferno and become such a part of it that you can no longer see it. The second
is risky and demands constant vigilance and apprehension: seek and learn to recognize who and what, in
the midst of the inferno, are not inferno, then make them endure, give them space.

Life is dynamic, “an inferno”, not a stilted, mechanical, functional, solution to the ills of a peripheral
society, where pathways lead nowhere. If the Deputy Prime Minister had the forethought to appoint David
Miliband as Minister for the Community, some thought should be given to this academic lecure in a series
that honours his father, the late Ralph Miliband.

Government must realise that civil servants sitting in Whitehall drafting papers such as these directives
is pure theory, the country does not have the oYcial wherewithal to implement such “Blue Sky” thinking,
neither in professional bodies, nor at local authority level, where insuYcient numbers of inexperienced
oYcers, who have never ventured outside their institutional places, do not possess the breadth of life
experience that people in places like Goole have to contend with throughout their lives, and we can see that
when the mess lands, it lies on our doorsteps.

* Living in Utopia, October 27, 2005
To be born, utopian dream needed two conditions. First, the overwhelming (even if diVuse and
inarticulate) feeling that the world was not functioning properly and had to be attended to and overhauled
to set it right. Second, the confidence in human potency to rise to the task, belief that ‘we, humans, can
do it’—being armed as we are with reason able to spy out what is wrong with the world and find out with
what to replace its diseased parts, and with the strength to graft such designs on human reality: in short,
the potency to force the world into a shape better fit to the satisfaction of human needs whatever those
needs already are or yet may become. With the second condition now by and large missing, utopia shares
in the fate of faltering human bind and increasingly individualized and privatized politics.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Groundwork

We welcome the opportunity to submit a response to this inquiry on sustainable housing. As a leading
environmental regeneration charity, Groundwork delivers projects which contribute to creating sustainable
homes and neighbourhoods. We want to use this submission to contribute some of our thinking, developed
from practical experience of housing projects, and in particular to share with the Committee a case study
which demonstrates how sustainable housing can be achieved.

Groundwork

Groundwork is a federation of 50 locally owned Groundwork Trusts in England, Wales and Northern
Ireland, between them working with over 100 local authorities to deliver “joined-up” solutions to the
challenges faced by our most deprived communities. Groundwork has 24 years’ experience of engaging and
involving communities in practical projects to improve quality of life and promote sustainable development.

Each Groundwork Trust is a partnership between the public, private and voluntary sectors, with its own
board of trustees. The work of the Trusts is supported by the national and regional oYces of Groundwork
UK and Groundwork Wales. Groundwork works closely with the Government and devolved assemblies,
local authorities, RDAs and businesses. Groundwork also receives support from the European Union, the
National Lottery, private sponsors and charitable foundations.

Groundwork’s projects are organised into local, regional or national programmes embracing six themes:
communities, land, employment, education, youth and business. Groundwork recognises that people,
places and prosperity are inextricably linked and therefore aims to design projects that bring benefits for all
three at once. We believe this integrated approach is vital if we are to bring about sustainable development.

Groundwork and Housing

1. Groundwork has long recognised and called for housing policy to be seen in the context of
neighbourhoods and the environment. The ODPM’s sustainable communities plan has been an important
step forward in recognising this and we are working with the Government to help deliver the Plan. Much
of Groundwork’s activity has relevance to housing policy and practice, and the core of our activity is about
working in neighbourhoods to make them better places to live.
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1.1 We work in some of the most deprived areas of the UK, often housing estates, to engage and empower
local communities to help them make their area better. This includes creating facilities, creating high quality
green spaces, and helping to improve the housing stock. We have been active in the low demand areas and
have been working with Pathfinder organisations to contribute to their housing market renewal
programmes. In those areas we seek to assist the process through our community consultation work; seeking
to engage communities in the process. We also work to make those areas better places to live—to regenerate
the land around the houses to help create a sustainable neighbourhood.

1.2 Groundwork also works in the south east and is involved in helping to deliver the ODPM’s “Greening
the Gateway” plan. The growth areas present a number of challenges not least ensuring that we are not only
creating housing but also creating places where people want to live. The Greening the Gateway strategy
seeks to ensure that sustainability and the environment are part of the strategy for the growth areas. The
provision of green space and the quality of the built environment are central to this.

Sustainable Communities

2. In the UK we face relative scarcity of land, and there is social and political pressure to provide more
housing. The need to build more homes in areas where demand for land is high, obviously creates
environmental issues and these are currently the subject of debate between pressure groups, developers and
public bodies. However there are also environmental issues for areas where there is low demand. Here there
may be a surplus of housing which is often in need of refurbishment to bring it up to decent living standards
and is generally a long way from what could be considered “sustainable”. It is vital that those taking forward
national and regional housing strategies, in growth areas and low demand areas, embrace sustainable
development principles if we are to create truly “sustainable communities”.

2.1 Current Government policy on housing has placed a lot of emphasis on new-build. However, while
there is a need for new homes, the bigger challenge for creating sustainable housing is dealing with the
existing housing stock. Much of the UK’s housing stock is old and often in need of repair. The Government
is working to improve the quality of homes through their decent home standard programme which includes
measures to make the homes more sustainable, such as introducing double glazing, replacing old boilers
etc. However more work could be done to encourage sustainable homes, particularly those under housing
association and local authority ownership. More support, advice and finance needs to be available to
improve the environmental quality of homes.

2.2 Groundwork has worked with housing associations and local authorities to help create sustainable
homes, both helping to get empty homes back into use and to refurbish existing stock. The following case
study demonstrates that with the appropriate use of resources this can be done alongside creating
employment training programmes and can help improve skill levels in the community and create local
employment—helping to create a truly sustainable community.1

Case Study

Groundwork Creswell has created “the Greenhouse initiative” which is supported by the Energy
Saving Trust’s innovation programme, the Coalfields Regeneration Trust, the Learning and Skills
Council and the European Social Fund. The project brings empty properties back into use and at the
same time makes them sustainable buildings. This not only restores vacant property but also ensures
that the houses use a wide range of energy saving devices and renewable energy measures, reducing
fuel costs and cutting carbon emissions. The project is delivered by Groundwork Creswell’s trading
arm—Crestra Ltd, working in partnership with housing associations in the coalfield areas of
Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and South Yorkshire. The improvements, which include insulation,
solar hot water and a rain harvesting system, far exceed current building regulations. They also tackle
fuel poverty by lowering heating bills.
The initiative not only ensures more sustainable homes, it also provides work for local people. The
work to redesign and rebuild properties is carried out by the long-term unemployed, providing them
with the skills and experience to re-enter the workplace.

2.3 Creating homes which minimise the impact on the environment requires education, training and
knowledge throughout the construction industry about sustainable development and about new
technologies which can help to minimise the impact of homes on the environment. Groundwork is
pioneering the delivery of a sustainable development qualification which could provide a model for helping
to improve skills and knowledge both in housing associations, local authorities and in the construction
sector. The NCFE Foundation Certificate in Sustainable Development is the first foundation level
qualification of its kind, and was developed in conjunction with Groundwork, the Environment Agency and
the Black Environment Network. This is an ideal qualification for raising people’s awareness of sustainable
development and enables people to demonstrate this awareness through their actions at home and in the
workplace. Groundwork has successfully delivered training to Housing Association staV and residents’
groups in the North West of England, and aims to roll out training in order to meet national demand.

1 “The Countryside In and Around Towns”—Countryside Agency and Groundwork (8: A Place for Sustainable Living).
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Functional Green Infrastructure

3.1 The Government’s housing policy, both in the growth areas and the low demand areas, recognises the
need to integrate green spaces into the planning of communities. To create sustainable housing and
neighbourhoods, we also need to ensure that the management of these spaces is integral to these plans and
that the land in between and around houses is used in a sustainable way which benefits the community.

3.2 The pressure on land and the demand for housing, particularly in the growth areas, means that there
is a danger that green spaces in and around urban areas are squeezed out. The demand for housing means
that green space is often lost in favour of higher density housing, with gardens often replaced by car parking.
A recent publication by the Countryside Agency and Groundwork oVered a “vision” for managing land in
and around urban areas, including those areas where there is a high demand for housing. “The Countryside
in and Around Towns” sets our how we can make the best use of our green spaces in and around urban
areas to help make them sustainable and relieve the pressure of urban development.

3.3 One way of easing environmental pressures created by more housing is to create higher density urban
areas with suYcient “green lungs”—easily accessible green open space. CABE Space’s publication “The
Value of Public Space” demonstrates the range of outcomes—environmental, social, and economic—that
can be achieved by ensuring that high-quality and accessible green space forms an integral part of urban
design. We would also like government to adopt English Nature’s Urban Greenspace Standards which
recommend that there should be an accessible natural greenspace less than 300 metres (5 minutes’ walk)
from every home.

3.4 The EAC is right to question whether government is doing enough to secure the timely provision of
infrastructure such as transport links, schools and hospitals. But in addition to this, government also needs
to ensure that suYcient planning and provision has been made for functional green infrastructure a linked
network of well-managed and varied green spaces on a scale which can provide environmental protection
and ecological continuity as well as enhancing the quality of life of residents.

3.5 Green infrastructure is essential for air quality, water resource management, physical shelter and
waste management and equal consideration should be given to it alongside other infrastructure
requirements. The government has done exactly this with the “Greening the Gateway” plan for the Thames
Gateway area, but it should also be a focus for all regeneration/development areas, particularly the Housing
Market Renewal areas where accessible green space has a central role to play in securing successful and
sustainable economic and social regeneration. The following case study demonstrates how management of
natural resources has helped to enhance a key housing growth area; protecting a natural habitat and
resource, and ultimately helping to ensure housing development is sustainable.

Case Study: Managing the Marshes, Groundwork Kent Thames-side

The Managing the Marshes project aims to secure the long-term future of Dartford, Crayford and
Erith Marshes. The project started in 1997 when it was recognised that the natural and historic
heritage of the Marshes was in danger of being lost following years of neglect. This was at a time when
the imminent start of the Thames Gateway project underlined the need for high-quality, multi-
functional open space in the area.
The diverse ditch networks and riverbanks in the Marshes provide important habitats that support
many rare and protected species. Without appropriate water level management, many of these
habitats and species would be lost.
Recent development in the area has isolated the Marshes from surrounding green spaces, which has
diminished the ability of the area to recover following a serious flood incident. With the predicted rise
in sea level in the Thames estuary, heavier winter rainfalls and the accelerating pace of development
in the area, the Marshes provide an ever more vital role in flood risk management. Hundreds of homes
and many local and multi-national businesses would be threatened by inappropriate water
management.
Following extensive consultation, a partnership was established which included landowners, local
residential communities, local authorities, English Nature, the Environment Agency, Wildlife Trusts
and RSPB and Groundwork Trusts.
As a result, Environment Agency Water Level Management Plans have been adopted to address these
issues. The Marshes are now recognised as a key biodiversity and community resource for the Thames
Gateway. A suite of integrated management plans has been produced and the project features in wider
initiatives including the Thames Gateway Green Grid concept and north Kent Regional Park
proposals. Managing the Marshes has been allocated up to £1.6 million from the Sustainable
Communities Fund and partners are working to secure the first part of Dartford Marshes into public
ownership.

The demand for housing will inevitably create environmental pressures and challenges for policy makers
in finding the appropriate balance between the need to create new homes and protecting the environment.
There is a danger that with the political pressure to create more housing, the need to look at making new
and existing housing more sustainable, and ways to help reduce the impact of house-building on the
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environment, will be side-lined. More attention also needs to be focused on how we integrate and manage
green space around housing and how we maximise the use of land in and around developments. Our projects
demonstrate that there are new and innovative ways that this can be done which supports sustainability and
helps to create places where people want to live.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by HM Treasury

The Government continues to evaluate all ways to stimulate the environmental eYciency of housing,
including the potential role of fiscal incentives. As you will readily understand it would be unwise to commit
public money to these schemes unless they can be shown to deliver environmental goals that could not be
achieved in other ways, such as through regulation and education. It is also necessary to take account of
wider social and economic factors when considering the use of fiscal schemes and make sure that these
schemes are proportionate from a regulatory point of view and do not impose a high administrative burden
on Government agencies.

The Treasury continues to work within Government to ensure that environmental goals are met in the
more eYcient way for the UK economy as a whole. Decisions on fiscal measures are taken by the Treasury
as part of the budget process.

John Healey MP
Financial Secretary
HM Treasury

February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Housing Corporation

Introduction

1. The Housing Corporation welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Committee’s Inquiry on
“Housing: Building a Sustainable Future”.

2. The Housing Corporation is the Government’s aVordable housing agency. We are a non-departmental
public body, sponsored by the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister. Our three functions are:

— to invest public subsidy in order to provide aVordable housing. We do this through our Annual
Development Programme which distributes Social Housing Grant to registered social landlords
(often known as housing associations);

— to regulate the activities of registered social landlords; and

— to provide housing policy advice and expertise to Government and others.

3. The level of new house building by registered social landlords over the last few years is given in the
following table. Not all of our investment results in new building: our grant also helps purchase (and if
necessary refurbish) existing buildings for use as aVordable housing.

DWELLINGS PROVIDED BY RSLS AND NEW DWELLINGS BUILT IN ENGLAND
1998–99 TO 2002–03

Dwellings New dwellings All new % of all new
Year provided by RSLs 1 completed by RSLs 2 dwellings completed dwellings by RSLs

2000–01 22,920 16,610 133,689 12%
2001–02 23,634 14,326 130,050 11%
2002–03 24,975 13,330 137,891 10%
2003–043 23,027 16,710 141,680 12%
2004–05 28,756 20,176 154,600 13%

4. Our investment objectives are not confined to the provision of additional aVordable housing. Our
programme reflects the Government’s other housing and public policy priorities. For example, we support
the use of modern methods of construction, and our grant is used to procure aVordable housing in the
context of broader urban regeneration projects.

1 New dwellings plus acquisition & rehabilitation of existing dwellings for use as aVordable housing.
2 This column includes some dwellings built by registered social landlords without grant funding from the Housing

Corporation.
3 From 2003–04 these figures includes home produced for Key Workers.
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The Housing Market and Sustainable Development

5. We subscribe to the Government’s definition of Sustainable Development objectives:

— social progress that meets the needs of everyone;

— eVective protection of the environment;

— prudent use of natural resources; and

— maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and development.

6. In addition, we are convinced of the importance of good building and urban design, and good
management, in creating homes and places that people want to live in now and in the future, and that adapt
themselves to changing circumstances. Finally, it is clear to us that a diverse community (in terms of people
of diVerent incomes, ages, cultural and ethnic backgrounds, including those who are vulnerable or have
special needs) is a pre-requisite of sustainability.

7. There is considerable evidence that in recent years the operation of the housing market has hindered
the achievement of the sustainable development goals of social equity and economic growth. Some of this
evidence is in Kate Barker’s Interim and Final report, and it includes:

— rising use of temporary accommodation to house homeless households, because of a shortage of
permanent and aVordable housing;

— levels of overcrowding in social housing that are 3.5 times those found in the owner-occupied
sector;

— recruitment and retention problems in public services, because key skilled workers are unable to
aVord what they consider to be reasonable housing for themselves and their families. In turn this
undermines the Government’s public service improvement objectives; and

— pressure on transport and other infrastructure as an increasing number of people commute over
extended distances from home to work.

8. Our view is therefore that a suYcient level of housing provision must be provided in order to meet
sustainable development objectives, but that this must and can be done in ways that minimise its
environmental impact. At best, this development can actually bring back into productive use land that is
currently standing derelict and unused. Indeed the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister’s Sustainable
Communities Plan, which guides current housing policy, states that:

“it will be essential for all development, especially of new housing developments, to respect the
principles of sustainable development and address the potential impacts on the environment
alongside social and economic goals”.

The Housing Corporation’s Response to Environmental Issues

9. At the Housing Corporation we are proud of the strength of our policy focus on environmental issues,
and the real impact that this has on what gets built with our funding. In the introduction to the recent report
of the Sustainable Buildings Task Group, the Housing Corporation is identified as an excellent example for

“looking beyond lowest initial costs and demanding that development goes beyond the minimum
standard required by Building Regulations.”

Policy framework

10. It is important to understand the context within the Corporation works. Regional housing bodies and
local planning authorities prepare development plans, which aim to provide suYcient housing to meet the
housing requirements of areas. The areas the Corporation can develop in and the speed at which the
Corporation can encourage the construction of new homes is significantly determined by Planning Policy
Guidance Note number three.

11. Our policy framework requires us to consider sustainable development principles in how we conduct
our business, in our investment strategy and procedures, in our actions as regulator, and by developing and
disseminating good practice and practical tools.

Investment requirements

12. This policy framework is translated into the following practical impacts on the housing in which we
invest our subsidy:

Sustainability toolkit

13. We require registered social landlords to assess the environmental performance of proposed
developments in accordance with our “Sustainability Toolkit”. This is designed to ensure that new
developments are and will remain attractive to tenants, and continue to attract demand over their lifetime.
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Scheme Development Standards

14. We also require all new build housing to meet our ‘Scheme Development Standards’. These standards
include achieving the “Good Practice Standard” of the Housing and Energy EYciency Best Practice
Programme (and we recommend that it achieves “Best Practice Standard”).

15. To illustrate what this means, the Good Practice Standard requires that housing is built to achieve
specified minimum carbon emissions, has U-values no greater than the elemental U-values of the Building
Regulations, and that at least 50% of rooms should be lit by energy eYcient lights. The Best Practice
standard raises the minimum carbon emission threshold, reduces the elemental U-value threshold, and
requires 80% of rooms lit by energy eYcient lights.

Eco-Homes Standards

16. Our Scheme Development Standards require the achievement of Eco-Homes “Very Good” standard.
Currently approximately 180,000 homes are built each year. At present only 2% of these are built to the
“very good” standard. The Corporation funds the construction of 35,000 homes. The Corporation’s “very
good” requirement will is expected to raise the total number of homes built to EcoHomes levels to 15% of
the total number of homes built each year.

17. The Eco-Homes standard assesses the performance of homes according to a range of environmental
impacts, grouped together under the headings of Energy Use, Transport, Pollution, Materials, Water, Land
Use and Ecology, and Health and Well Being. To give two practical examples, credits are achieved if the
home is located within 1km of a bus route and local amenities, and if ozone-friendly insulation and eYcient
boilers are installed.

Brownfield land

18. The Housing Corporation has not set a specific target for the proportion of our investment that we
wish to see on “brownfield” developments. Instead we have had a target for investment in “regeneration”
projects which includes brownfield sites as well as renewal and refurbishment of existing stock. Our target
has been 65% and we have comfortably exceeded this for a number of years: in 2002–03 we achieved 83%.

Flooding

19. The Government has taken a risk based approach to flooding. This approach is set out in Planning
Policy Guidance 25 (PPG25). PPG25 does not prohibit construction on all sites with a risk of flooding.
Instead it uses a risk based approach to determine what type of development is suitable for a given site. There
are two decision making tools in this process.

20. The first is the flood risk assessment which estimates the probability of a risk event occurring and the
vulnerability of sites if the event occurs (number and type of properties at risk). The second is the sequential
test, which considers the suitability of a particular site for a specified development ranging from no flood
risk, therefore suitable for development, to high risk, where only conservation areas such as parks would be
allowed. PPG25 also recommends the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) as a means of
allowing a place for water to go, reducing run oV building up down stream.

21. PPG25 requires that flood risk are assessed and ameliorated to the satisfaction of the Environment
Agency and Planning Authority. As a Government funded body the Corporation will be working to ensure
developers work to best practice standards and the Environment Agency are engaged at an early stage when
development receive Corporation funding.

Housing Quality Indicators

22. Since 1996, we have been developing a Housing Quality Indicator (HQI) system, which assesses the
quality of key features of housing developments under three main headings: location, design and
performance. Registered social landlords are required to assess new developments against these indicators
and submit the information to a national database. To receive funds during 2006–08 grant recipients will
need to meet minimum HQI scores. These include minimum scores to be achieved for unit size, unit layout,
accessibility and energy use.

Prioritising our investment

23. In practice, we do not have suYcient funds to invest Social Housing Grant in all the schemes that are
proposed to us and that meet our basic requirements. As we prioritise those schemes that will be funded,
we give greater weight to those that perform better in terms of sustainability and quality. Of course we also
take other factors into account, such as the amount of grant required, and the evidence of the housing need
that the scheme will meet.
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Specific initiatives

24. During 2005 the Corporation funded Sustainable Homes to provide regional seminars to
associations, developers, architects and Corporation on how to move from “good” to “very good” Eco-
Homes levels cost eVectively. A guide will also be released in December to best inform how tomove to obtain
more points (do the less damage to the environment).

25. In 2004–05 the Corporation also funded the development of a sustainable products buying group
(One Planet Products). The bulk buying of products, which will start early 2006, is expected to reduce prices
of Eco-Homes related products by up to 40%.

26. The Corporation also funded research into a zero emissions and zero waste to landfill community of
2,000 homes (Z-squared) to develop a viable plan which a development organisation could take to
developers and landholders. This project is now being taken forward by Bioregional Development Group,
sustainable development specialists.

Good practice

27. As well as setting clear minimum standards in terms of outputs and process, the Housing Corporation
has supported an extensive good practice programme to develop appropriate evaluation frameworks, and
to publicise the importance of sustainable development practices to registered social landlords and other
developers. The outcome of this includes funding for:

— the Sustainable Homes project, run by Hastoe Housing Association, which provides advice and
support to registered social landlords to improve their sustainability and environmental
performance;

— the development of “Green Street”, a web-based tool to help identify environmentally friendly
ways of refurbishing existing dwellings;

— work by the Building Research Establishment to develop a method of assessing existing homes,
which will allow landlords to target improvements to their stock in a way that will gain most
environmental benefit;

28. A number of associations are also doing a significant amount of work reducing fuel poverty which
can drastically reduce fuel consumption. Warm Zones is a project many Newcastle, Gateshead, Stockton
and Hull associations are contributing to. Warm Zone identifies fuel-poor households and delivers energy
eYciency improvements the most cost eVective way.

Issues of Concern to the Committee

29. The remainder of this submission draws on our experience in order to respond to the specific
questions set out in the terms of reference of the Committee’s Enquiry.

(A) The Code for Sustainable Buildings

Can a voluntary code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well
designed homes?

30. The development of a code is useful in several ways. It will develop a standard requirement for
Government funded buildings. It may also usefully pilot changes to the building regulations.

31. On its own a voluntary code may not be suYcient to encourage the wider building industry to build
to a higher standard. Incentives are needed. These could everything from lower stamp duty, as
recommended by the Energy Savings Trust (EST), or quicker planning consents for homes built to higher
standards. In order to drive consumer demand for more sustainable homes, it is important the public
recognise that the higher of the code bands (gold, silver and bronze) equate to cheaper bills and an even
lower impact on the environment.

Is the Government doing enough to promote the code?

32. It is well known that the code will be in place from early 2006 and that it is setting standards for water,
waste, materials and energy in new build properties. Further promotion of the code would be helpful once
the minimum requirements of the code and how it interacts with the Eco-Homes standard is decided.
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Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

33. The wider housing sector appears to be reluctant to develop sustainable homes to a measurable
standard. A well respected brand for environmentally friendly houses (Eco-Homes) has been available for
four years. There has been negligible take up (less than 1%) from the private house builders.

34. Two years worth of research by the Energy Savings Trust including, in depth interviews with
householders and a survey of 2,000 households, reveals that financial incentive could shift the market. The
Housing Corporation support the recommendations of the Energy Savings Trust “Changing Climate,
Changing Behaviour” report, which recommends “two linked measures:

— the introduction of a Stamp Duty Land tax rebate of £1,000 for the first sale of new properties built
to a high energy performance; and

— the Barker proposed tax on ‘planning gain’ should be modified to reward developers who build to
a high energy performance standard by an average of £1,000 per property.

35. It is expected that these twin measures for new build would address the key barriers to building
beyond current regulations, and could save up to 8,400tC per year in 2010”. Other benefits to Government
from homes built to a higher standard include a reduction in fuel poverty, less pressure energy resources and
improved health of occupants.

36. While this measure focuses initially on energy eYciency other elements such as water could be added
at a later date.

(B) Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater recognition
of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment or does it
merely pay lip service to it?

37. The Five Year Plan notes work on going and future work on a number of important environmental
issues including using brownfield land, increasing density and increasing green belts.

38. There is an opportunity to link some of the statements to more measurable outputs. For instance the
statement on sustainable construction “we want all developers to reach the standards of the best” could be
strengthened to “we will contract with those that comply or are looking to comply with best practice site
management and monitor reduction in site impacts on energy, waste, water and timber”.

39. On the standards that will be set for Government funded homes it is not yet clear what level the Code
for Sustainable Buildings will set for water, energy, waste and materials.

To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical distribution
of demolition versus new build?

40. The Five Year Plan focuses on building more homes in London and the South East because this is
where there is the greatest increase in number of new households. Between 1997 and 2001, an additional
130,000 households were created in the South of England. This is substantially less than the 300,000 new
homes that were completed in the same period. Over the same period approximately 210,000 homes were
completed for 130,000 households in the North.

41. The publication of Sustainable Communities: building for the future in 2003 emphasised the
importance of partnerships and strategic approaches in dealing with low demand and market renewal, in
particular stressing the need for radical and sustained, but flexible action. It acknowledged that derelict and
obsolete housing needs to be replaced in dealing with the renewal of neighbourhoods. The changes to
Compulsory Purchase procedures are seen by Government as part of developing eVective long term
strategies. The emphasis in the Communities Plan on liveability, the importance of space and eVective design
in regeneration complements the other actions.

42. Regional Housing Boards in the North and Midlands have recognised in their strategies that it is
necessary to demolish some houses which are obsolete, abandoned, in excess supply or no longer capable
of providing decent homes.

43. The Corporation occasionally funds demolition in market renewal areas or other regeneration areas
usually as an overall approach to replacement. National, regional, local spatial strategies and market
renewal strategies drive the regeneration of these sites. Option appraisal, which includes public consultation
and an evaluation of the whole life costs/benefits of a home precede demolition. Housing associations can
demolish homes for asset management reasons without funding from the Corporation.
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(C) LPS2020

Will the new standard LPS2020 have a positive force for change and add value to the construction process?

44. The LPS 2020 standard was developed by BRE Certification to provide an eVective method of
assessing the performance and design of new methods of construction that do not have an adequate track
record in service in the UK.

45. Its introduction is particularly significant in light of the current pressure from Government and others
to increase the use of so-called modern methods of construction in dwellings. The standard is expected to
reduce the overall costs of certification and approvals for manufacturers, because it should cut the number
of certification / approval processes required to demonstrate that they perform as required.

(D) Infrastucture

Is Government doing enough to secure funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as transport links,
schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

46. The question of infrastructure, and in particular the provision of public transport links, is very
important in the preparation of plans for growth areas. As the major funder of aVordable housing we are
concerned that appropriate infrastructure is in place, or at a minimum there are absolute commitments to
provision before we agree to funding.

47. Many major sites for development have been identified and there are good examples of Local
Development Vehicles working to agree infrastructure provision (for example, the “tariV” arrangement in
Milton Keynes) and ODPM have committed funding. In addition local authorities are preparing the
necessary planning and development control frameworks. Despite this there is still considerable uncertainty
surrounding the question of transport links and other infrastructure provision in a number of key growth
areas. Should this not be rectified it will impact on our ability to deliver our programme.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Insulated Render and Cladding Association

Firstly, it is important to recognise that adequate insulation of the building stock is a key solution to
sustainable buildings. The optimum place for the insulation is on the outer surface of the building protected
with a weather resistant layer. This applies to new building and for the existing stock.

The benefits of this optimum insulation—for sustainable buildings—should be valued in terms of:

(a) saving energy which has been expensive to procure (whether indigenous, imported, nuclear or
renewable);

(b) carbon saving;

(c) reducing localised pollution;

(d) reducing the need for further energy infrastructure;

(e) adding value to the building by extending its life and reducing its running costs.

The Government’s current programmes to encourage sustainability, unfortunately, are not representative
of a co-ordinated range of Government policies. Reduction of pollution (to maintain a healthy
environment) should be co-ordinated with a drive to use energy more eYcacy (to save money, to save
importation of energy, and raise energy security of supply), and this co-ordinated with raising the standard
of the UK’s housing stock, improving health (at a localised level), and improving neighbourhoods. All these
have separate values, and not just the “value of saving carbon”.

Recognition of the linkage between all the benefits of sustainability, partially outlined above, would
greatly encourage government, and the “public”, to action. Then measures such as external wall
insulation—as represented by the association on whose behalf I write—would play a more prominent part
in the drive for sustainability.

November 2005
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Memorandum submitted by Ofwat

Introduction

1. The OYce of Water Services (Ofwat) is the economic regulator of the water and sewerage industry in
England and Wales. Our main task is to set price limits for the companies and monitor their performance
against them. Until 1 April 2006 its functions rest formally with the Director General of Water Services,
Philip Fletcher. From 1 April 2006 they transfer to the Water Services Regulation Authority (WSRA). Our
duties are laid down in law and, where necessary, we make judgements about how best to balance these
duties.

2. Although our decisions are made independently of Ministers, on water resource issues we work closely
with Defra, the Welsh Assembly Government and the Environment Agency.

3. Our evidence focuses on questions eight and nine.

Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four growth areas? And
is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply a
knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

4. The lack of rain last winter and the dry spring that followed has resulted in the present water shortage
in the South East. Dry weather over the summer aggravated the problem as it leads to increased demand.
As a result a number of companies introduced hose pipe and sprinkler bans which raised the profile of
resources in the South East. Each of the companies has drought plans to ensure that they are able to manage
their resource position. Hosepipe bans are a precautionary measure to limit discretionary water use, helping
to maintain suYcient stocks of treated water for essential use such as public health and sanitation. This
summer represented the first time since 1996–97 that several companies introduced hose pipe bans.

5. The water and sewerage companies in England and Wales each have a duty to maintain and develop
an eYcient and economical system of water supply in their operational areas. Each company agrees with
the Environment Agency (EA) a 25-year water resources plan showing how it will maintain an adequate
balance between supply and demand. In formulating their plans, companies make forecasts of future
demand. Companies use these forecasts to identify the need for future investment in water supply resources.

6. At the 2004 price review, a number of companies forecast the need to invest further in order to improve
the security of supply that their assets currently provide. This is because companies believe that customers
are currently exposed to a higher than planned risk of supply interruptions in dry years. We therefore
assumed in price limits that around £3.1 billion of investment (or £2.3 billion net of capital contributions
from developers) will be needed over the next five years to enable companies to maintain the balance between
supply and demand for water and sewerage services.

7. Much of this investment is to meet changing patterns of demand, rather than overall growth in
demand. Water resource pressures are greatest in the South East region. A number of companies proposed
investigations into either extending existing reservoirs or developing new ones. The assumptions we included
in price limits will allow companies to take this work forward. A high level of demand, population changes
(particularly growth in and around London) as well as the eVects of climate change will mean that resources
in the South East are likely to be constrained in the future. We therefore continue to support companies in
pursuing a twin track approach of managing demand but developing sustainable resources where necessary.

8. The water companies have a duty to secure water supplies for their customers and meet new/existing
demand for water as eYciently as possible. At the national level water companies forecast that the demand
for water will remain broadly stable until 2020, and will then increase. There is a more variable regional
picture, with significant increases in demand projected for some companies in the South East of England.
In the medium term, by 2009–10 we expect a 1.6% increase in demand for water delivered to households and
a 5.7% reduction for non-households. In the long-term we expect these trends to continue as the number of
households increases and heavy industry demand continues to decline. We consider the companies are
taking the appropriate actions to plan to meet consumers’ demand going forward.

Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

9. On 24 October this year Defra announced that the Water Saving Group is preparing an action plan
to encourage households to reduce consumption and use water more eYciently. The role of the group is to
bring key players together to identify and implement solutions. The plan will address the need to focus on
customer perceptions and awareness. People need to have clear information on how to use water eYciently.
It is essential that cost eVective measures to improve water eYciently are targeted where they are most
needed. Metering is vital in water-stressed areas. Unless customers pay for the water they use they will not
save money when they save water. This group will meet every six months to review progress on the initiatives
it is taking forward and the need to develop these.
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10. The Water Act 2003 places a duty upon water and sewerage companies to further water conservation.
At present the companies promote the eYcient use of water by their customers. Each year we report on their
activities in “Security of supply, leakage, and the eYcient use of water.” Chapter five of the latest report
(table 14) sets out the activities the industry is undertaking to promote eYcient use and reports on the total
water savings for the past five years. The water industry has set up waterwise, a water eYciency group. Its
role is to push the economic case for large scale initiatives to help customers and business to use water more
carefully. waterwise aims to stabilise rising demand over a five-year period.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by NHBC

NHBC

Our primary purpose is to raise the standard of new homes and provide consumer protection for new
homeowners. As a non-profit distributing company established almost 70 years ago, NHBC is independent
of both Government and the industry and raises standards by registering house-builders, setting
construction standards, providing inspection and risk management services during construction and
providing the leading warranty and insurance cover for new homes in the UK. With 1.7 million homeowners
protected by Buildmark cover, 19,500 registered builders registering 180,000 homes each year, and by
carrying out almost 1 million inspections of homes, NHBC is uniquely placed as an expert and independent
authority on the new homes industry.

1. NHBC Welcomes the Select Committee’s Decision to Hold a Progress Inquiry Following On

From the January 2005 Report “Housing: Building a Sustainable Future”

Whilst we understand that the Committee will focus on many issues, such as the Planning for Housing
Provision consultation paper, which are beyond NHBC’s remit, there are several other important areas in
which NHBC’s expertise and experience may inform the Committee’s deliberations, particularly in relation
to Building Regulations and the proposed LPS2020.

2. Sustainable House Building

There is no doubt that sustainability has a growing importance in the political arena, no more so than
within the housing agenda. In 2004 the Sustainable Buildings Task Group reported that the built
environment currently accounts for half the carbon dioxide emissions in the UK. In line with this, the scope
of Building Regulations has expanded beyond health and safety to embrace important environmental and
social considerations such as energy conservation and accessibility, and will increasingly address
sustainability issues.

NHBC recognises the challenges facing the industry in terms of creating sustainable new homes and
supports a positive approach to sustainability. NHBC is actively involved in enabling and facilitating the
improvement in the environmental performance of the house-building industry, new homes and their built
environment.

One of the key strands of sustainable development is “social progress which recognises the needs of
everyone”. The eVect of the vast under-supply of housing in the UK is that many people are unable to “get
a foot” on the housing ladder. If more new homes are to be built to address the consequent social need, then
it is essential that they are built to appropriate standards, taking into account all relevant environmental
considerations.

Amongst other things, sustainable principles demand that houses will not require replacement or major
repairs prematurely—this avoids waste of building materials, eVort and energy. NHBC’s fundamental role
is to raise the standard of newly built and converted houses in the UK and this includes their durability.

2.1 NHBC’s Environmental Involvement

NHBC takes the sustainability agenda seriously and is involved in a variety of schemes to enable the new
homes industry to develop more environmentally sound homes. For example, NHBC provides energy
ratings—a technical assessment of the energy eYciency of new homes required by Building Regulations.
NHBC also provided funding and continues to work with BRE, the industry and other stakeholders to
develop the “EcoHomes” scheme, which assesses the sustainability of homes. It has taken only four or five
years to become well established, being both understood by the industry and a requirement in most social
housing.
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Additionally, NHBC sets standards, and provides insurance cover, for contaminated land reuse—a key
service given the requirements within PPG3 for house building to be focused on Brownfield land. NHBC is
involved in the work on a Single Regeneration Permit, aimed at simplifying legislation and the waste
management process, with organisations including the former British Gas, ODPM and the Environment
Agency.

NHBC also jointly sponsored DTLR’s “Preparing for Floods” document and sat on the Steering Group.
Finally, NHBC sponsored the CIRIA document “Repair of Buildings following Flooding” and sat on the
Steering Group.

3. Sustainability, Building Regulations and Code for Sustainable Buildings

In recent years Building Regulations have gone through a period of particularly rapid change. The scope
of regulation has been expanded, embracing important social issues and is increasingly addressing
environmental and sustainability concerns. Changes to Part L and the forthcoming introduction of the new
Code for Sustainable Building represent two diVerent but important means of creating more
environmentally sound homes.

NHBC recognises the potential value of the proposed new Code for Sustainable Building (CSB) and the
opportunity it should oVer to incentivise sustainable best practice. However NHBC stresses the need for
absolute clarity about the relationship and status between Building Regulations and the CSB.

As a technical authority and as an Approved Inspector certifying almost 60% of homes in England and
Wales for Building Regulation compliance, NHBC has played a very positive role in informing and shaping
regulatory change and delivering an eYcient and consistent Building Control service. Through our
participation in a range of European and UK committees and forums including the Building Regulations
Advisory Committee (BRAC) we work closely with civil servants and other technical bodies to ensure that
regulations are eVectively framed and implemented. Recently we worked closely with the ODPM and the
house-building industry to establish Robust Details Ltd, an important initiative to facilitate the reliable
implementation of the higher standards imposed by changes to Part E (Sound).

However NHBC does have some reservations regarding the current process for revising Building
Regulations. Firstly, each revision to Building Regulations requires significant operational changes
amongst building companies and building control bodies, and with each change in regulations come costs
and additional risks as practitioners are with increasing frequency given less and less time to absorb the
changes and to ensure proper implementation. Often the risk to the end user, the homeowner, is not
suYciently taken into account.

Secondly, it is our view that given the now routine scale of some recent changes, the civil service resource
in the ODPM may be insuYcient to manage the complex and increasingly wide scope of the work that needs
to be done if Building Regulation changes are to succeed. One way forward would be to build on the success
of the Robust Details framework developed for Part E, for which we provide the Secretariat. Here the sector
demonstrated, and continues to do so, that with appropriate rigour and controls an independent regulatory
regime can be developed which achieves excellent compliance levels and provides a good model for the
future.

Thirdly the current framework for developing Building Regulations gives an important strategic role to
BRAC, which is tasked with advising Ministers on the Regulations. NHBC has concerns that presently the
committee, perhaps partly in light of the resource issue identified above, seems sometimes to get drawn too
much into the fine detail to the detriment of its strategic advisory role. In our view a partnership secretariat
approach with tasks delegated to other groups using more private sector resource, with the committee
concentrating on its strategic and scrutiny roles, might provide a better support for Ministers and their civil
servants, as well as improved outcomes.

4. LPS2020 and Sustainable House Building

NHBC welcomes the work BRE is doing to further sustainability, including to provide a single and
consistent method for assessing the design and performance of innovative building systems, and indeed we
are represented on BRE’s newly-formed Sustainability Board.

NHBC has played a leading role in facilitating housebuilders to develop non-conventional systems of
construction (Modern Methods of Construction). We have worked closely with builders and manufacturers
over many years, providing technical expertise and advice in respect of new construction techniques, for
example in relation to timber frame and light steel construction. In recent months we have developed further
NHBC Technical Standards for Light Steel Frame and Cladding to assist the industry in rolling out such
innovation in a low risk manner. In addition we have reshaped our inspection service to allow for the
inspection of factory made systems. NHBC has therefore made a real contribution in assisting major
builders such as Barratt, Redrow and Westbury, as well as manufacturers and smaller builders to bring
innovative systems into the market place.

We believe that appropriate Modern Methods of Construction have an important role to play in assisting
the industry to develop products and processes to improve eYciencies and quality.
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In the past year we have worked closely with BRE and other key partners in developing a Quality
Assurance Framework for MMC systems and we will shortly be launching a web site to assist builders,
product manufacturers and others to understand what certification and accreditation for new methods of
construction is necessary, and to provide a one stop shop for advice in this area.

NHBC has a unique and important role as both a standard setting technical authority and as an
organisation that protects the consumer interest. With almost 70 years’ experience we are internationally
recognised as the leading model for risk management for housebuilding and for providing warranty and
insurance protection for new homebuyers. As such we have a unique perspective on the importance of
balancing the opportunities and risks in construction innovation.

NHBC welcomes well-thought through and robust innovation as a valid response to the current drive for
new homes, provided that house purchasers are properly protected, by minimising risk through research,
testing and development, focusing on key issues such as durability and “repairability”.

At the recent 10th International Housing and Home Warranty Conference (IHHWC) held in Tokyo,
there was considerable debate concerning the impact of ill-conceived modern methods of construction.
There were presentations from Canada, New Zealand and the United States of America concerning
examples of MMC systems, which have proved disastrous for homeowners, house builders, warranty
providers and ultimately taxpayers. The Canadian experience cost the Canadian Government $1 billion in
direct repair costs, with indirect costs raising the total to $2 billion. Recent research in Japan into low air
change environments have also raised a number of important potential health issues that need to be
understood more fully.

There are clear lessons to learn from international experience and from past and current UK examples
which we would be pleased to share with the Select Committee.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Elizabeth S Pascoe

Elizabeth S Pascoe (Dip Arch BSc Hons Environmental Science). Besides my formal qualifications I have
just been through a public inquiry to try to save my home, and our community from demolition for
“regeneration”!

1. One thing I feel must be said before anything else is that the issues regarding housing and communities
and sustainability that we are faced with do not require rocket science capabilities to understand them.

2. The next thing that has to be said is that in order not to make these issues that we face rather worse
it is absolutely essential that the overriding need is for good old fashioned common sense, and almost as
much honesty.

3. The issue of housing our people is obviously long term, and should not be subject to the one-up-man-
ship of party politics. It is so deeply important that a stance of respect between parties should be taken
equivalent to that we have seen about issues such as going to war. Equally respect for the people that are
to be housed should be at the fore of any considerations. Expediency or even panic should be totally
excluded from considerations, (as personally I think should “fashion” impressive-ity and built in
obsolescence).

The Assumptions

4. We are almost certainly going to see considerable climate change within the lifetime of our
grandchildren, which would also be within the lifetime of whatever we build. Hopefully it will not be that
profound that the UK is no longer habitable.

5. When we invest in such an environmentally and socially expensive exercise as building then we need
to build “forever”. That is common sense is it not? I will not go into facts and figures here re the exact
costings, these can be found elsewhere. NB I will not say “everything”, just indicate aspects. If we build
forever (in terms of hundreds of years) then we should build well, in terms of design, materials and
craftsmanship. Part of the design-it-well issue is that what we build has to be both adaptable and
maintainable. (Incidentally, and I tell this anecdote because it is useful, for 20 years I lived in a 600 year old
farmhouse of which 50% of the bulk of the fabric was clay, unburned, cob. But we will not be sidetrack to
a “weirdo”-ism.

6 The UK is a small country, and therefore most of the places that it is suitable to build are already built
on. It is insane to build on flood plains first because we know that these are necessary to dissipate the energy
water systems carry, and also due to the issue of climate change. It is equally absurd to demolish
“salvageable” existing housing that retains intrinsic quality in order to create so-called “brown field sites”.
Typical of this is demolition of many Victorian terraces. It is also insane to build on good agricultural land
as no-one can predict what our needs might be in 100 years. So there are a number of restrictions to what
can be done.
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7. Demographic change in this country, and elsewhere, is of two forms. There is a tendency for almost
everyone to move to cities, and there is a tendency for households to get smaller (for several reasons). The
first of those tendencies may be about to decelerate due to the internet.

8. The most important “product” of any nation is its next generation. Our present lifestyle does not reflect
that. In order to have a next generation on average most females need to have two babies when they are
between 22 and 32 years of age, then spending the vast majority of the first three child years with each (or
both). Again society is structured in a way not conducive to supporting women (on whom the burden still
falls, it probably will not change as there are inescapable gender issues for at least those first three years) to
do that. Commitment to the next generation tends to be for life, but certainly for at least 15 years following
the first three it is time consuming, even if they are at school most of the time (which may change). Yes it is
a huge commitment, but we will look pretty silly if no-one can be bothered except those who find
employment or education beyond their aspirations. The built environment needs to give families the best
possible chance. For now the priority seems to be we design it around the motor car, which is a mistake.

9. In the lifetime of the buildings, for the sake of argument say 150 years, there will unanticipated changes.
Besides climate change (higher winds from unusual directions, more, or less precipitation, higher or lower
temperatures) we may expect increased danger from diseases that do not respond to drugs. Designing places
where such diseases may easily proliferate eg covered shopping precincts or malls, may have to be
reconsidered. But for this we are talking housing only.

10. Some people, no matter what fabric they are housed in, will turn that building into a slum. With some
it will be laziness, disaVection as in lack of “ownership”, or ignorance, not in lack of formal education but
lack of “tuition” in their formative years (from their parents), or some because they are natural “pigs”. In
fact pigs (used to keep a few) also vary, some “spotless”. Maybe we could do “GCSE housekeeping” as an
exam. See if kids were capable of keeping themselves hygienic if left alone for a week, and if not, build a
diVerent kind of housing for those who couldn’t make the grade.

I could go on, but the point is we have to start somewhere, with design parameters. These were my
assumptions.

For the rest of what I hope it will be useful for me to say please skip your paragraph that I am responding
to, which I think it is useful to retain in situ, (although this response does not restrict itself, as invited, exactly
to it), and continue where the script returns to italics.

Sustainable Housing: a progress report

A. The Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) today decided to return to the subject of sustainable
housing in light of the Government Response to its predecessor Committee’s report, “Housing: Building a
Sustainable Future” and the publication of the Five Year Action Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes
for All, by the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) in January 2005. The EAC Report, which came
out the same month, was critical of the lack of a proper assessment of the environmental implications of the
Sustainable Communities Plan and the proposals of the Barker review. It also expressed alarm that in
ODPM’s anxiety to increase house-building rates, particularly in the South East, serious concerns regarding
infrastructure provision, building standards and carbon emissions were being sidelined.

Re paragraph A: It seems very deeply entrenched in the post-modern mind set of acronyms and “throw away”
nomenclature and phraseology such as “Housing: building a sustainable future”. It isn’t fresh, the rhetoric has
set like quicksand. Not substantial enough to walk on, neither can it be navigated or swum through. Even the
word sustainable has been so repeatedly abused, like “development” or “regeneration” it represents a concept
far from what we need. The word like “anxiety” immediately smacks of expediency and panic. Then we hear
of a five year action plan and so on. (I will tack on the end some appendices that the reader should take very
seriously. With both my qualifications and experience I can aYrm these are spot on). Immediately that the life
of a government is too short to address the issue worries us all into the same state of anxiety it is said government
is feeling. That is not the way to solve anything. Don’t write like this, it doesn’t help. Take out fear of blame,
which is surely what such a state of mindmust be about. Honesty would cure this, possibly not an easy bedfellow.
If government sees itself in partnership with the people andwhere we find ourselves (demographic change started
with the industrial revolution, hardly due to any particular political party) then solutions are not its sole
responsibility. Asking people (as does this exercise) whomight know informs government. Over-reaction, over-
correction like a learner driver, swinging from one extreme to the other seems to be what happens. I presume
that the output of the Building Research Establishment is utilised. The BRE would no doubt provide informed
and experienced advisors to government if requested, maybe that already happens, I hope so. But that would
not cover aesthetics or social issues. It is so complex, but still not beyond the wit of man.

Design parameters that dare not be side-lined are such as the provision of water, consideration of transport,
provision of energy and disposal of refuse. Goodness knows what building standards are being forgotten in the
panic. Again refer to the BRE. Profit motive is a big enemy, alongside lack of skills (apprenticeship) in a
workforce producing what out to be a product of extreme longevity and importance to us all, but which, like
food, and children for the matter, is under-rated. All such considerations are inter-related.
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B. The Committee hopes to focus on establishing what progress, if any, has been made by the
Government since the Report was published. To this end the Committee is seeking views on the progress of
the Code for Sustainable Buildings, including those elements within it which deal with design, the
consultation process for the new standard for dwellings (LPS2020) and the Planning for Housing Provision
consultation paper. The Committee is particularly interested in looking at how the new Five Year Action
Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, published by ODPM in January 2005 addresses the issues
of environmental impact and the need to ensure that the provision of appropriate infrastructure keeps pace
with the provision of new housing.

Re paragraph B: First: To expect to see immediate progress is already a sign of “immaturity”. No doubt it
is possible to see results immediately, but what might seem to be either good or bad can in the longer term be
the opposite. Do not seek adjustments so drastic that results are immediately discernible. Then it seems that a
great deal of bureaucracy is involved in all this, and the “tension” is somewhere between panic and
procrastination. There is no need to repeatedly re-invent the wheel. It is absurd to “create” five year plans about
“Homes for all”, when, for example, here in Liverpool we have 11,000 homes taken out of service, the majority
owned by the social sector, for no good reasonwhatever, while 11,000 families here happen to be homeless. There
is a very long explanation to that absurd scenario, which again is not rocket science. It does relate to fiscal
incentives, otherwise termed spanners in the works. That it seems it has been realised housing cannot be
considered in isolation is encouraging. That has to be repeatedly remembered. Actually the way that architects
used to be taught to design (no longer, now it is all about graphics skills) would be one way of trying to make
sure all the “dimensions” were included, called in the sixties “design method” rather like scientific method more
of you may be slightly familiar with.

I would suggest here that “sustainability” of communities had less to do with housing and far more to do with
employment opportunities, schooling, and other such provisions. That government should inadvertently fund
such as our city council tried to perform here, the disposal of a community, most of whom had lived in or close
to their homes all their lives, was not at all about sustainability. That problems can’t be solved by “throwing
money at them” has to be remembered at all times.

C. In terms of infrastructure the Committee will also examine in greater detail the potential impact of
new housing developments on existing and future water resources and, in particular, the extent to which the
Environment Agency and the various water companies are planning ahead to cope with the impact of
increased demand from new households.

Your Para C: If we planned our cities/conurbations as we did of old, namely “where does the water we need
come from” that would be more sensible a choice than worrying once it is built how to get the water there. Of
course education would help, as would I guess meters. Not necessarily for purposes of charging people, at least
for their fair share, but to encourage some self discipline (by charging or better still rationing, as the rich have
to be curbed). I am relieved that water is obviously given priority. There are all sorts of measures to reduce the
impact on, for example the water table, of demand. There are books on it. Actually instead of commissioning all
these reports, it would be useful if an Inquiry was held, asking various experts to tell all they knew, toministers. I
would suggest much could be covered in a month, with about 25 delegates contributing. I re-aYrm, it is not
rocket science. And if it was televised then young people could listen to it all as part of their general studies
education.

D The Committee invites organisations and members of the public to submit memoranda setting out
their views on these subjects. Some specific issues on which the Committee would welcome comments are
set out below, although respondents are free to comment on any issues which they consider relevant.

Your Para D: I think people all talking round a big table, inter-acting with each other is better than writing
you a series of memoranda. Written material is harder to assimilate (too soporific) and how would we know
howmuch was already known/understood? One needs the feedback of eye contact. Of the eight years of full time
university education I’ve received it doesn’t take eight years to tell the gist of what I’ve learned that would be
useful. And I have done no economics, sociology and so on. And not set presentations either. I have seen, at
another Inquiry (not the one about my house being demolished) people doing as I have suggested. It may not
be appropriate to call it an Inquiry. Obviously when we are talking about housing people almost all issues are
relevant. Right at the top of this I gave my date of birth, and said that was relevant. I have grown up children,
the oldest a consultant A and E paediatrician. I can’t make choices for my children never mind anyone else. Life
teaches you that. Toomany young politicians are control freaks, which is OKwhen your kids are toddlers. Then
you grow up with them.

Inquiry Issues

The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve
well-designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

Short answer NO, forget “building industry” think “property speculation”. It is easy enough to “police”
buildings. I think all local authorities retain a building control department. These may need to be enhanced,
more staV, more jobs, good thing. Most architects and town planners can tell you the basic rules of design, in
terms of performance not just aesthetics (the second of which seems to have been forgotten).
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Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
its imminent introduction early in 2006?

I don’t know, as in I don’t know what you are doing, so I can’t say. I am quite good on common sense, so if
I knew I might be able to say. No I haven’t the time to read everything I “ought” to. Sorry.

Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

You have to be extremely careful re introducing any control measures. We know about building regulations,
have been doing it for donkey’s years. The issue is so complex you could easily do more harm than good. You
need to read at least a couple of books to have a clue about better performance, it is not a yes/no question. If
anything at all it might be as well to give tax incentives to those “recycling” existing buildings ie refurbishment,
ie the opposite of what was tried last time, which was counter productive, at the point of purchase. From my
experience builders are rogues. Prof Anne Power, as you may know, an economist would have far more idea
than I.

Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the
environment or does it merely pay lip service to it?

If you remember taking A levels or whatever other exams, and the questions are damned hard, almost beyond
you, then you were probably advised to “start by doing as much as you can of what you do know” so get the
say 40% of the marks under your belt, and then scratch round for the rest. As you get more feedback on the
“Pathfinders” believe what you hear. I would guess typically more harm than good has been done. “Homes for
all” (or building Utopia) is possibly more about winning votes then making the best of the situation in which
we find ourselves. As an architect, with a two sons in the same business, I can honestly say (as has since been
confirmed) that almost all housing built in recent decades is rubbish. Whereas a great deal of housing built
before the FirstWorldWar is worthy of refurbishment.We have homeless people.Why that happens is complex.
About that ask someone from Shelter.

It may not win votes, or then again it may, you could, in five years, refurbish every building at all worthy,
and possibly have a slight surplus of housing. So then once you have done “as much as you can” then see what
else it is logical to put together. In some ways five years are far too short a timescale, but in other ways, which
is how Pathfinders was caught on the wrong foot (in part, and also largely was misinterpreted I think
intentionally here in Liverpool) as the hosing market picked up. Didn’t an economist tell you not to try to alter
the market? Market forces do swing violently seemingly on a whim. TheWall Street Crash taught us that. BUT
people’s needs don’t swing much, 2000 calories a day, eight hours sleep, one hour of activity, 23 degree
temperature and so on. Plus where to build, other than tectonic shift all in geological time, is pretty well absolute.

Whether it does merely pay lip service or not, it isn’t robust enough, is nave. Sustainable communities, as I
said, are about so much more than housing.

To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

This one is so worrying it needs a book. I am sure others will tell you more There have just been so many

LPS2020

The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

Hopefully it will. But any ruling has loopholes. As we seem to find ourselves in some sort of housing crisis it
is obvious that attention continues to be paid to new-build. It seems quite possible that the housing crisis has
been orchestrated to some extent, in the north of England at least. It is better to ask those who “police” the
building industry on this.Most of us are aware that our planning/building control departments are under staVed.
See to that
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Infrastructure

Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such
as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

Not really, but then we are not in a perfect world. Far too much is wasted on bureaucracy I am told by those
several I know in each of those disciplines.

Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or
simply a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

It is absolutely valid. Surely you must know that!

Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

Absolutely not. There are various similar issues that the public remains dangerously ignorant about. For
example, when it is cold, wear an extra jumper, rather than having heating turned to high. Look at the absurd
clothes in any of our shops that women are encouraged to wear. Also children’s clothes are no longer warm, so
everyone is wasting energy, adding to the melting of the polar ice, lethal to the majority of cities worldwide.
There ought to be an entire subject for schoolchildren on such issues alongside citizenship to advise them it is
their government their world, and it is necessary for them to contribute to both responsibly. It could be pre
GCSE, at say 13 years, a sort of “coming of age” milestone. Please be fully aware, it is the rich who cause most
damage, people know that, and resent it.

Informative appendices (not my work) follow) [not printed]

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by David Penney

RESPONSE TO THE INQUIRY ISSUES

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. If current practice is taken as a guide, then it is clear that the building industry has failed so far to
achieve well-designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local
environment. The industry is slow to use new methods and materials with the result that new housing is often
sub-standard, of poor quality and fails to incorporate energy eYcient and saving measures in their
construction. So, I would definitely say that, on past record, a voluntary Code for Sustainable Buildings
would not work. A mandatory Code of Good Practice needs to be imposed on the building industry and
enforced with penalties for non-compliance. For instance, the Government could introduce a mandatory
code with timeline targets on energy eYciency measures, as has been imposed this year in Germany, where
all new houses have to include specific items and all existing houses will have to be adapted to comply with
the code by 2025, at a rate of 5% per annum.

2. Most certainly not—there is little or no incentive for the industry and the public to adjust to the
introduction of the code in 2006. I have not seen any evidence of the promotion of the new code locally. The
planning system for new housing developments does not seem to be raising these issues with the developers
at the application stage. Planning decisions taken in 2005 will be implemented in 2006 and need to take into
account the new code.

3. As already indicated in answer to issue one, I believe the Government should introduce fiscal measures
to ensure that the Code is followed. There could be a range of measures including reward for higher
sustainable building quality and greater environmental performance, such as VAT free on recycled materials
and energy eYcient and saving measures. While use of new materials and non-compliance with the Code
could incur penalties as well as VAT on new environmentally unfriendly materials.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. The ODPM Five Year Plan does not seem to demonstrate a greater recognition of, and greater
commitment to tackling, the impact of increased building on the environment. In fact, it seems to contradict
the principles of building sustainable communities, as set out in the ODPM Policy Document “Sustainable
Communities: Building for the Future” [March 2003], where it outlines “What makes a Sustainable
Community?” In particular, the plan for four new growth areas in the south does not take into account the
severe strain on the existing surrounding natural and built environment, as well as on the infrastructure and
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services [see Section D below]. For instance, how would such massive new developments foster a “sense of
place”, “a diverse, vibrant and creative local culture, encouraging pride in the community and cohesion
within it” or “a flourishing local economy to provide jobs and wealth”? In other words, it is diYcult to see
how the principles of sustainability could be applied environmentally, socially and economically to a
programme of increased house building on such a scale.

5. Personally, I can see little or no evidence that the Five Year Plan seriously addresses the environmental
implications of the geographical distribution of demolition versus new build. I have already commented on
the disparity and imbalance of housing policies, which increase the north-south divide, in my response to
the issues discussed at the ODPM inquiry: “AVordability and the Supply of Housing” [dated 8 November
2005]. I can summarise the points I made in that response in the following way: the plan to build four new
unsustainable growth areas in the South and demolish sustainable housing in the Midlands and the North
in the nine Pathfinder areas is environmentally, socially and economically irresponsible. It is wasteful in
terms of resources and public funds. It would be far more sustainable and save money to redirect resources
from the South to renovate existing properties in the Midlands and the North and encourage relocation of
people, which would assist in the economic regeneration of deprived areas in the Midlands and the North.
It seems immoral to destroy sustainable communities in the Midlands and the North and build new
unsustainable housing estates on greenfield areas in non-existent communities. The Government should
intervene in the housing market positively, and not destructively, to reverse the drift from the North-South
by refusing to build four new growth areas in the South and redressing the geographical distribution of
housing and people so that the Midlands and the North can be restored economically and socially with
environmental improvements.

C. LPS2020

6. I do not have any comments on LPS2020, as I do not have access to the new construction standard
for dwellings nor am I aware of the results of the Consultation on it. If this standard relates to the Code for
Sustainable Buildings [Section A], then they should be linked, complimentary and enforceable, if standards
are to be improved.

D. Infrastructure

7. From what I have heard, it is highly unlikely that the Government has “ring-fenced” suYcient funds
to provide the necessary infrastructure, such as transport links, schools and hospital in the four growth
areas. This is evident by the fact that existing communities are struggling to ensure they have adequate
resources to fulfil their infrastructure and service requirements. In particular, public transport provision is
in a state of disarray and over-stretched. For instance, Sustainable Community Measures, such as “good
public transport and other transport infrastructure both within the community and linking it to urban, rural
and regional centres”, “good quality local public services, including education and training opportunities,
health care and community facilities, especially for leisure” and “right links with the wider regional, national
and international community” are not being met in existing communities [“What makes a Sustainable
Community?”, ODPM 2003]. So, how, with the expected cut back in public funds by the Chancellor, can
the Government possibly guarantee extra new funding for the infrastructure and services in the proposed
four growth areas?

8. The supply of water resources is becoming more critical in the South, particularly in the Greater
London region, the South East and East Anglia. If this is already the case for existing households, then the
development of four growth areas in the same areas is bound to exacerbate the already diYcult situation
with regard to the supply of water resources. The current trend of hot dry summers, as well as drier winters,
in the South is due to continue and worsen as the impact of climate change takes hold. Water companies do
not have access to reserves to tap into locally. Water supplies would have to be piped in from other regions
further north to meet the growing demand. The cost of building the infrastructure with new reservoirs
outside the growth areas, filter stations and a network of pipes would be astronomical. It would be far more
economical to renovate homes in areas with existing water supplies and access to local reserves—regenerate
the Midlands and the North and scrap plans to build four new growth areas in the South.

9. Water is still wasted in some areas in leaky supply pipes between reservoirs and homes. As the cost of
water utilities continue to rise, then people should realise the value of water. However, there should be
incentives to reduce consumption and conserve water supplies with the mandatory imposition of universal
metering for all new and existing houses and premises. There should be more education by the water
companies and the Environment Agency to make the public aware how essential, precious and costly
resource water is in society and not leave it until there are periods of drought to raise the alarm bells. The
importance of water should be emphasised in the same way as the Government should be doing in relation
to energy eYciency and saving measures.

November 2005
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Memorandum submitted by the Royal Academy of Engineering

Inquiry Issues

A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

1.1 No, in most areas it must be enforceable. Although voluntary codes can go some way to addressing
the issues, in the end statutory requirements are likely to be needed. The voluntary code will no doubt be
taken up by publicly funded organisations for their schemes (which make up a large proportion of building
industry operations) and by a vanguard of private sector organisations; however, a significant proportion
of private sector organisations will not take up the code unless compelled to do so. Private sector developers
already face a host of obligations including requirements to contribute financially to aVordable housing and
infrastructure, and are unlikely to add to costs without promise of return through increased house prices.
Hence, while there is little market demand or fiscal incentive for well-designed, sustainable buildings, it is
unlikely that a voluntary code will have significant impact on the manner in which housing and other
buildings are delivered.

1.2 Comparisons can be made with BREEAM (Building Research Establishment Environmental
Assessment Method), where take-up of the scheme has been greatest amongst public sector organisations.
Some private sector organisations have taken up the scheme but it is the planning system that has been
significant in compelling the use of the scheme, by making planning consent contingent upon certain
environmental standards being met. However, this is often diYcult to enforce in private sector schemes,
since detailed design (which ultimately determines BREEAM ratings) is usually only settled later on in the
construction process, after the granting of planning permission.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

2.1 No. The code has hardly any presence in the public domain at all. Even amongst reasonably well
informed construction industry professionals, awareness of the code is at far too low a level.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

3.1 There certainly need to be some measures to secure higher building quality and higher environmental
performance. These could be financial incentives such as stamp duty relief or reduced VAT on buildings
meeting certain standards, which would return handsomely to Government and participants alike; or the
measure of making the Code compulsory—for example, planning authorities could make consent
conditional upon schemes complying with the code. It is noted that the proposed revisions to the Building
Regulations address some major environmental issues, such as energy use and CO2 emissions.

B: Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

4.1 The ODPM’s plan places environmental sustainability firmly on the agenda, and together with
changes in the planning system, it is generating innovative approaches and solutions in new development.
Environmental sustainability goes beyond the protection of habitats and a focus on brownfield
development, and must address the environmental performance of new development (for example in respect
of energy and water consumption, use of natural resources, waste management).

4.2 While all of this is recognized in the Sustainable Communities Plan, the realisation of environmental
sustainability will require sustained and aggressive challenging of existing practice and regulations across
Government. Competing interests and demands on public and private investment mean that environmental
considerations are often subsumed by other considerations (eg aVordable housing and public facility
provision). Consistent and sustained public investment and overhaul of the existing regulatory regime
should be combined with the proposed revisions to the Building Regulations to ensure sustainable
outcomes. Hence, while the Sustainable Communities plan does demonstrate a greater recognition of, and
greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment, there is need
for long term commitment to the issue in order that the present recognition does not become mere lip service.
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5. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

5.1 Section 6 of the plan addresses the replacement of housing stock in the Midlands and the North for
the purpose of reviving the housing market in those areas, and hence considers primarily the economic
impact of demolition, rather than the environmental (and social) impact that demolition will have.
Demolition, and the construction of replacement buildings, will have significant impact onwaste generation,
energy usage, emissions, demands on natural resources etc—yet the Five Year Plan does not take into
account the energy costs of demolition. There will also be impacts during construction in relation to traYc,
air quality and noise. Hence the plan only partly addresses the environmental implications of the
distribution of demolition over new-build. While there are obvious downstream environmental benefits to
be gained through the renewal of housing estates (for example, the improved sustainability performance of
buildings), it is considered that the balance of impacts is not given adequate consideration in the Plan.

5.2 By focusing the growth of new houses on the South East, the plan does not appear to take into
account the demand on energy, water resources, need for waste management facilities, and greenhouse gas
emissions which will all place increasing pressures on the environment in this region. Indeed, it seems curious
that, as the Plan has been introduced in parallel with far-reaching changes to the planning system, including
the requirement for Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of Plans, Policies and Programmes to be
carried out, the Sustainable Communities Plan has not itself been subject to a SEA. Hence, while the Plan
advocates the protection and enhancement of the environment, it gives limited consideration to the
geographic spread of environmental impacts of proposed development.

C: LPS2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

No comment.

D: Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

7.1 The timely provision of infrastructure is a critical aspect of the sustainability of growth areas.
Infrastructure which lags behind development has serious implications for sustainability. Very little eVort
has been put in by Government, and currently there is insuYcient recognition that many growth areas
already face a shortfall in provision. Existing shortfalls as well as the needs generated by new development
must be addressed as part of the development of the four Growth Areas. Public investment proposals,
reform of the section 106 regime, and investigations into the shortfall in infrastructure provision
commissioned recently in the South East are all positive steps aimed at addressing infrastructure provision.
However, indications are that more is required both in terms of upfront public investment and realising
private sector contribution.

7.2 In addition to ensuring that the scale of public investment matches the problem (particularly in
relation to public transport provision), the Government must take further steps to ensure that the potential
to capture development value is realised, particularly in Growth Areas. Lack of certainty is a key issue for
local authorities and developers alike and has the potential to undermine the realisation of growth
proposals. Support for initiatives such as the Milton Keynes Roof Tax1 will be critical to ensuring that the
necessary investment in infrastructure is secured.

7.3 To achieve greater sustainability in the new communities, the Government could look to open up
infrastructure provision to new providers with new ideas. In the utility sector, this would be relatively
straightforward and with sound precedents for gas and electricity networks, but is more problematic for
water given diVerent competitive and regulatory arrangements. Ofwat—which grants licences for water
infrastructure provision and operation—could follow the Ofgem approach and allow incoming companies
to develop and operate new networks serving domestic customers. As a point of equity and to allow light-
touch regulation, water charges should be no higher than for existing customers—that is to say that
incoming companies should be bound by the incumbent’s price control. Without this arrangement, it is
likely that incumbent water companies will face limited competitive pressure to develop better solutions,
leaving only weaker regulatory signals to deliver the wider sustainability goals. Making developments of this

1 The Milton Keynes Roof Tax, devised by the Milton Keynes Partnership, is intended as an “infrastructure tax”, which would
contribute towards the cost of supplying infrastructure to the areas of housing growth aroundMiltonKeynes. ThePartnership
estimated that the costs of supplying infrastructure to the proposed extensions of the town would be between £1.2 billion and
£1.5 billion by 2011. Landowners and builders would pay between £18,000 and £20,000 for each new home built, potentially
raising over £270 million towards infrastructure costs.
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size sustainable is a very significant challenge. But the scale also presents a huge opportunity to prove new
approaches to utility provision, for example introducing the use of state-of-the-art telemetry to monitor
network performance.

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

8.1 Water supply in the South East is a real and valid concern, as well as a critical sustainability issue.
Proposed growth, combined with the impacts of climate change and the Water Framework Directive will
place enormous pressure on existing resources. This is widely recognized by water companies, the
Environment Agency and environmental groups such as English Nature and CPRE.

8.2 The problems in the South East are due to more deep-seated climatic problems than localised periods
of dry weather. It is the area of England with the driest climate, yet it is the area where housing growth has
been focused. Problems are exacerbated by the eVects of climate change, since climate change has led to
wetter Winters and drier Summers (meaning that there is greater discrepancy between the periods of highest
rainfall, and periods of highest demand), and to increasingly frequent occurrences of extreme weather. These
eVects are likely to become more severe in the future and will lead to problems of lack of raw water
availability in the Summer months, and to a strain on the treatment works and distribution systems during
periods of high demand.

8.3 Water companies recognize the tough challenge involved in supplying new development. They are
addressing the problem by following the “twin-track” approach of economic demand management
measures (including Water UK’s WaterWise programme), together with prudent development of water
sources to achieve a balance which minimises cost and environmental impact. In order to support water
companies in the supply “track” of this strategy, Defra, the Environment Agency and other regulators
should more strongly signal their acceptance that supply enhancement schemes will be required, alongside
eYcient demand management measures, to ensure adequate water availability in the future. This includes
new reservoirs or other water sources, where these are demonstrated to be cost eVective and with acceptable
environmental impact. Since the development of new resources has a long lead-in time, and is only partly
within the control of the water companies themselves, the development of new resources will need to be
supported by Government Agencies and upheld through the planning process if a secure supply is to be
realised.

8.4 One option for securing supply of water to the South East would be bulk transfers from areas in the
North and West with greater supplies. However, only transfers from nearby regions would be feasible, and
certainly water is too costly to transport for any kind of national water grid to be acceptable. Any system
of water transfer should also be carefully researched to ensure that it does no economic or environmental
harm to the companies and regions involved.

8.5 As a general point, water management appears to figure very little in the development of Government
policy on housing, land use planning and industry. Water companies are not, but should be, statutory
consultees in the planning process. The Sustainable Communities plan should have featured water more
highly than it appears to, having directed housing growth to the area with the driest climate. It is imperative
that the delivery of housing in the South East is linked to the ability to ensure a sustainable and secure water
supply. As part of the plan, monitor and manage programme, this may mean that if a sustainable solution
can not be found, that development in the South East should be put on hold.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

9.1 The twin track approach being pursued by the water companies includes demand management
initiatives and eYciency measures. Water companies can help to reduce demand from customers by giving
more advice on saving water, including information about the water consumption of household appliances.
For example, Water UK announced the launch of the “WaterWise” initiative in 2005, building links between
aVordability and water eYciency and promoting the benefits of water eYciency to customers. Demand
management is also promoted and supported by the Environment Agency.

9.2 However, with the exception of leakage control (which must be addressed head-on), demand
management is a political issue and is for a large part outside the control of water companies. Action needs
to be taken to raise awareness amongst the public of the value of water and to encourage them to be more
responsible consumers. For example, it is important to promote public acceptance of hosepipe bans—which
should be accepted as necessary during extended periods of dry weather. Metering represents the greatest
opportunity for managing demand and so Government should do more to accelerate the introduction of
metering, to ensure that the public are prudent users of the water supply. Demand management is dependent
on the intervention of a range of agencies and the introduction of changes in the regulatory process (for
example in relation to the metering of existing properties, pricing and building regulations). Such initiatives
are essential and must be joined up with public awareness campaigns to ensure that the per capita demand
is managed, not just in new development but also in existing areas.
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9.3 Further regulation on water-saving appliances is required to ensure that all new domestic appliances
are very water eYcient. Demand can be eVectively managed by introducing water saving appliances such
as low water-consuming washing machines, dishwashers, low flush toilets, spray taps and push-taps which
automatically stop, low-volume showers, trigger-gun hosepipes and so on. Therefore, all new private and
public developments should explicitly include water eYciency measures in their design. These are very
important measures to ensure that future water use is minimised, and their cumulative impact over several
years would be substantial. There is a need therefore for Ofwat, the Environment Agency and water
companies to work closer together to agree the need and funding for water eYciency measures. Water
companies were disappointed that proposed water eYciency measures submitted as part of the 2004 water
price review were (with a few minor exceptions) excluded from price limits by Ofwat.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)

Introduction

1. Since the RSPB last submitted evidence to the Committee in 2004, our thinking on and engagement
with the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan has developed further. We are particularly concerned
about the potential environmental impact of a significant increase in the supply of housing, and of the
mechanisms proposed to achieve this through the planning system. We have also recently submitted
evidence to the inquiry by the Select Committee on the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister, on aVordability
and the supply of housing.

Summary

2. The RSPB is concerned about recent Government proposals for planning the provision of housing,
which appear to threaten the plan-led system. A significant increase in the supply of housing may be
seriously damaging to the environment unless adequate measures are taken to mitigate the impacts, through
giving careful attention to the location and quality of house building. In particular, plans need to deliver
green infrastructure, respect environmental capacity, conserve natural resources and protect and enhance
wildlife.

3. While the proposed Code for Sustainable Buildings is a step in the right direction, we believe there is
a compelling case to make high environmental standards mandatory. Although the ODPM Five Year Plan
gives greater recognition to the environment, the Government’s commitment to tackling the environmental
impact of increased housebuilding can only be tested through its detailed proposals for the Code and
through decisions made on emerging regional spatial strategies. We are particularly concerned that plans
to secure water supply in the growth areas may not themselves be environmentally sustainable.

The Planning System’s Response to the Demand for Housing for Sale

4. The RSPB is a strong supporter of the plan-led planning system, as is now enshrined in the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. We welcome in particular the new duty on plan-making bodies to
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, and the guidance on how this is to be achieved
in Planning Policy Statement 1 Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005).

5. We believe that the planning system must provide for legitimate development needs whilst ensuring
that the environment is properly protected and enhanced. To do this requires a strong plan-led system in
which development plans are subject to robust strategic environmental assessment and in which decision-
makers treat social, economic and environmental objectives in an integrated way without resorting to
trade-oVs.

6. We have also supported existing planning policy on housing in Planning Policy Guidance Note 3
Housing since its publication in 2000. It has been an important tool in encouraging urban renaissance,
protecting the countryside from unnecessary development and generally promoting more sustainable
patterns of development.

7. In particular, we support the use of “Plan Monitor Manage” rather than “Predict and Provide”;
making good use of land through higher densities; the sequential test, favouring previously-developed land
over greenfield sites (with the caveat of protecting significant biodiversity resources as expressed in PPS9),
and the emphasis on creating sustainable residential environments.

8. We have therefore been concerned by recent Government proposals which appear to weaken elements
of existing policy in PPG3. In particular, we are concerned about the degree to which the allocation of
housing land will be market-driven, rather than driven by the interests of good planning and sustainable
development.
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9. Our detailed concerns about Planning for Housing Provision may be summarised as:

— There is little opportunity to challenge housing market areas defined by regional planning bodies.

— There appears to be an open-ended commitment to housing growth in high demand areas.

— The sequential test is weakened by focusing on sites which are developable in the short term.

— Proposals to roll forward housing land in supplementary planning documents will not be subject
to full and proper public scrutiny.

The Scale and Impact of Housebuilding on the Natural Environment

10. In our previous submission to the Committee, we raised concerns about the environmental
implications of the Barker Review. Since then, joint ODPM/Defra research has been commissioned on the
sustainability implications of a proposed market housing aVordability target and a large increase in house
building, but this has still not yet been published. There has, therefore, been no opportunity for this research
to influence public debate on this issue, and the proposals contained in Planning for Housing Provision
appear to be premature.

11. Whatever the scale of the increase in the supply of housing, we are concerned that there is likely to
be serious damage to the environment unless adequate measures are taken to mitigate the impacts, through
giving careful attention to the location and quality of house building. In particular, plans need to:

— deliver green infrastructure;

— respect environmental capacity;

— conserve natural resources; and

— protect and enhance wildlife.

12. Thus our concerns are not about growth per se, but about the relationship between the scale of
development, its location and the quality of its design (particularly in terms of its environmental
performance).

Specific Inquiry Questions

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

(1) Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

(i) The RSPB is not convinced that the building industry will respond positively to a voluntary system.
The obvious lack of progress in making energy and water eYciency measures mainstream, despite their
minimal extra building cost and considerable benefits in terms of reduced costs of living, does not inspire
us with any confidence.

(ii) RSPB research shows that building to the EcoHomes “excellent” standard could save 10,000
megalitres of water per year, implying savings of £1.6 billion on new water resources infrastructure, and 10
million tonnes of carbon emissions per year, potentially worth £2.9 billion over the next 30 years. The
research suggests that the extra cost of building houses to these standards is far outweighed (the cost:benefit
ratio is 1:8) by the benefits to society in terms of carbon saved and the deferred costs of investing in new
sources of water supply. The costs of building to the EcoHomes ‘excellent’ standard, in terms of water and
energy saving actions, are clearly worthwhile for society and would help keep new development within
environmental limits. We believe there is therefore a compelling case to make high environmental standards
mandatory.

(iii) As far as it goes, however, we think the Code is an essential step to making some progress in reversing
the rising trend in per capita consumption of water. The basic level of water eYciency demanded (at we
understand 25% less potable demand per house) will help to ensure that all publicly-funded housing will
achieve significant gains in water eYciency. Building 300,000 planned homes to water eYciency levels of 25%
would save some 419 million litres of water per day. In areas of greatest environmental sensitivity and water
supply-demand balance problems, the higher standards within the code (for 40% and 60% levels of water
eYciency) should be adopted.

(iv) If the Code is to be only voluntary, we hope that local planning authorities will be made aware of its
benefits, and that they will insist on its use in local planning decisions.

(2) Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
its imminent introduction early in 2006?

The impending ODPM consultation on the code should be used as the key opportunity to promote its
benefits and uptake. We do not believe that current awareness is strong among house builders or local
authorities.
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(3) Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

(i) Yes, the Government should introduce fiscal incentives for greater environmental performance in
buildings. The measures needed to ensure higher environmental performance are well understood. Their
one-oV costs have been assessed by both the Housing Corporation and the Environment Agency as being
in the order of hundreds of pounds. They are worthwhile for householders in terms of lower utility bills.
They would benefit society through savings of natural resources, which as we outlined above, would be
worth billions of pounds and be significantly greater than the costs.

(ii) The only barrier to higher environmental performance appears to be reluctance amongst developers
to bear slightly higher short term costs, which is a product of their competitive situation. Therefore, a clear
market failure is occurring, with the market failing to deliver housing to an environmental standard that is
optimal both for householders and society. Fiscal incentives should be introduced as soon as possible to
correct this failure.

B: Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

(4) Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

(i) Sustainable Communities: Homes for All represents a welcome step forward in the recognition of the
importance of the environment in creating sustainable communities. The RSPB welcomes in particular the
references to sustainable construction (including the need to conserve and enhance biodiversity), better
environmental performance and the proposed Code for Sustainable Buildings. We also welcome reference
to the issues under the “environmentally sensitive” components of a sustainable community in Appendix 1,
including energy eYciency, sustainable consumption and production and biodiversity.

(ii) These issues were completely absent from Sustainable communities: building for the future. The
environmental focus of this document, as far as it went, was limited to the eYcient use of land, the avoidance
of a limited range of national designations (Green Belt, national parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty) and local “liveability” issues.

(iii) This greater recognition is very welcome, but the Government’s commitment to tackling the
environmental impact of increased housebuilding can only be tested through its detailed proposals such as
the proposed Code, and through decisions made on emerging regional spatial strategies.

(5) To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

(i) It does not appear to address this issue at all, either at the national scale or at any sub-national scale.

(ii) The issue of demolition and new build presents several environmental questions which need to be
addressed. Firstly, what are the relative environmental merits of demolition followed by new build, versus
refurbishment? This question does not necessarily have a geographical dimension, but even at the national
scale does not appear to have been addressed by the Five Year Plan.

(iii) Secondly, if—to put it crudely—the bulk of demolitions are concentrated in the north of England
and the bulk of new build in the south, that implies a relative shift in the distribution of the housing stock
towards the south of England. Although there are significant amounts of brownfield land available for
housing in the south-east and east of England, this regional shift has implications for water and other
environmental resources which have not been fully considered by the Five Year Plan.

D. Infrastructure

(7) Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such
as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

A number of studies have recently been carried out on infrastructure needs in the South East of England,
which highlight the significant costs involved. A study by Essex County Council, for example, estimated the
capital cost of infrastructure to support new development in Essex during the period of the draft regional
spatial strategy at between £11.2 and £13.5 billion. While these studies included the provision of country
parks and local green space, we have two main concerns. Firstly, that the studies are likely to have under-
estimated the need for large-scale habitat creation, a vital part of the ‘green infrastructure’ necessary for new
and existing communities. Secondly, although some funding is being made available by the ODPM and
other bodies for green infrastructure, in the competition for scarce resources (whether from public or private
sectors), this type of infrastructure will inevitably receive a lower priority than transport, aVordable housing
and other urgent needs.
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(8) Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth
Areas?And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or
simply a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

(i) The responsibility for establishing a sustainable water management regime that protects the
environmental requirement for water, safeguards public water supply and provides for household growth
lies not only with water companies, but with Government departments, agencies, authorities and regulators.

(ii) Water company water resource plans finalised in 2004 proposed a number of water resource
developments to help secure supply in the face of rising trends in demand, not least from a predicted extra
demand of up to 1,200 million litres per day from the growth areas alone. Perhaps unsurprisingly, water
companies had little faith that the “sustainable communities” would be resource eYcient, modelling that
they would use between 5 and 8% less water than current building regulation standard dwellings.

(iii) The RSPB is concerned that these plans to secure supply to the four Growth Areas involve an
excessive reliance on capital projects (new and bigger reservoirs, desalination, river abstractions and inter-
basin transfers), at the expense of eVorts to restrain the growth in demand. This is unfortunate as many of
the proposed schemes are unlikely to be environmentally benign. Greater eVorts are needed by ODPM and
Defra to create a regulatory and policy structure that promotes, enforces and rewards eVorts to make society
resource eYcient.

(iv) Pressures are mounting on available water supplies, and not only from rising household demand and
the growth in number of households. Recent UK water industry research suggest that up to 1,800 million
litres per day of supply may be lost or restricted in availability due to the impacts of agriculture (chiefly rising
nitrate levels in groundwater). Climate change predictions have barely begun to be modelled thus far, with
the Environment Agency claiming little impact on resource availability up until 2020 at least, but after that
peak summer demand is expected to rise further, with corresponding impacts on groundwater yield and
surface water availability.

(v) In southern England, the Environment Agency have modelled and estimated the eVects of levels of
housing growth on public water supplies. The results of the modelling are stark. Even with construction of
the water resource developments in company plans, more than three quarters of the southeast’s water
resource zones will be in summer deficit (many by several millions of litres per day) by 2025.

(vi) The imperative for the “Growth Areas” to accept environmental limits and maximise resource
eYciency in their design, should be clear.

(9) Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

(i) While industrial and commercial demand for water has declined in the last few decades, average
domestic household consumption has risen. While the average rise across the water companies was just over
3% between 2000 and 2005, consumption in some parts of southern and eastern England has risen by 5%
(Folkestone and Dover), 11% (South East Water), 10% (Three Valleys Water), and 13% (Cambridge Water).
Rising aZuence appears to lead to rising demand for high water consumptive “luxury” products like power
showers, spa baths and swimming pools. Unless there is some regulatory or economic intervention, this
trend is likely to continue, as the water industry has recognised in their modelling of future demand in water
resource plans finalised in 2004.

(ii) We believe that the potential for demand to be managed and reduced has not even begun to be
exploited in England and Wales. The predicted increases in demand could be prevented and even reversed
if greater action were taken to raise societal awareness of the issue, and if action were taken to raise the water
eYciency of the existing housing stock.

(iii) Charging by volume used (through metering) must become the accepted norm as soon as practicable,
and the Government must be more pro-active in promoting metering, which it has stated it supports, but is
currently doing relatively little to advance. We recommend that water meter installation should be targeted
initially at water resource zones that are predicted to be in summer deficit by 2025 and/or to zones already
showing environmental stress. RSPB research has shown that vulnerable groups can be protected from
excessively high water bills in a situation where metering is the norm through the use of tariVs that provide
a low-cost “essential use” block of water with progressively higher blocks for further non-essential use. Such
a system would have themerit of providing a substantial disincentive for “luxury” use by ensuring that tariVs
rose steeply on use over and above basic domestic needs.

(iv) We understand that research is being undertaken into a possible water eYciency labelling scheme for
“white goods”. This is a valuable means of educating consumers and suppliers (which operates successfully
in Australia), and should be adopted without delay.

(v) To avoid a future of drought and water shortages, the RSPB thinks that it is time that water eYciency
and conservation is taken more seriously across all sectors of society. Unfortunately, evidence from surveys
and water company research suggests that water customers are increasingly less likely to follow water
company requests to curtail usage during drought periods. A recent technical report produced by the
Environment Agency and Thames Water, The EVectiveness of Marketing Campaigns in Achieving Water
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EYciency Savings, highlighted the diYculty of changing customer behaviour when water resources are not
considered an environmental priority and have little public recognition. The establishment of a body to
champion water eYciency, to replace the current fractured and ineVectual approach, must be an imperative.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Royal Town Planning Institute

Introduction

1. The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) is pleased to provide evidence to this important inquiry.
We have a clear recognition of the importance of housing in this country and of the crisis that we face if
adequate, decent housing is not provided. The RTPI is a learned and learning society representing over
19,000 chartered town planners. Following the adoption of its New Vision for Planning and its merger with
ROOM (the National Council for Housing and Planning), the Institute is taking a more direct interest in
housing issues and, in particular, the relationships between policies and practice in housing with those in
planning and regeneration.

General Comments

2. As the terms of reference of the Committee’s inquiry recognise, sustainability in housing development
applies at a number of levels:

— the new houses themselves must be sustainable. Construction standards must maximise
sustainability—the use of robust materials with a long life expectancy; the use of secondary
materials wherever practical; high levels of insulation and fuel eYciency; and the adoption of
sustainable water management in terms of both consumption/re-use and drainage;

— at the local level, new housing should be built in the most sustainable locations. This means not
only maximising the use of brownfield sites, but the selection of locations—such as on the edge of
existing in urban areas, or in transport corridors—that reduce the need to travel and maximise the
use of existing infrastructure; and

— it is the regional distribution of new housing that provides perhaps the greatest challenge. It must
be the antithesis of sustainability to demolish housing in the northern regions of England—with
the waste, social and economic upheaval, and under-use of existing infrastructure that this
represents—while struggling to replace these houses and the infrastructure they require in the
South East.

3. In broad terms, the Government has recognised the need for construction to be more sustainable, and
for new housing to be built in more sustainable locations. It could, however, be doing much more to
encourage faster progress in these directions. In contrast, this Government, like most of its predecessors over
the past 70 years, has been unwilling or unable to develop policies to address the disparities in regional
economic growth that would help ensure a more sustainable future for the country as a whole.

4. These issues are explored in greater detail in answering the questions posed by the Committee’s
inquiry.

Detailed Comments

A. THE CODE FOR SUSTAINABLE BUILDINGS

(1) Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

5. The Institute believes that this question can be considered from two viewpoints. One school of thought
may suggest that consensus is better than coercion, and that entering into a partnership with the building
industry is more likely to bring success in the long term. The converse is that the volume housebuilders are
only likely to follow a voluntary code if this can be sold to the customer and thus make money for the
shareholders. On balance, we feel that this leaves too much to chance, and that mandatory requirements in
the Building Regulations are the only certain way of ensuring compliance with the higher standards
demanded by more sustainable construction.

6. The Code, in the first instance at least, will relate only to new build housing—a tiny fraction of overall
housing supply, if the code is to be of true value, methods of enforcing the standards on existing housing
stock must be considered a priority for Government thinking.

7. The Codes emphasis is on environmental issues and the prudent use of resources, whereas to deliver
the wider aims of sustainability it should also relate to the social and economic issues involved in new
housebuilding.
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(2) Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
its imminent introduction early in 2006?

7. At present, many consider the Code to be too vague and ambiguous. If it is to meet the Government’s
aspirations, its content requires clarification, and should be consulted upon widely. Only with this degree
of “ownership” is a voluntary code likely to be successful.

8. Thinking “outside the box”, the Government might consider including the delivery of the standards
set out in the proposed Code as a BVPI target for local planning authorities. This may be a little unkind to
LPAs, but they would be more likely to “encourage” developers to adopt the Code if their performance was
being monitored alongside that of the developer.

(3) Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

9. Governments always find an attraction in financial incentives to achieve their objectives. In this
instance, however, the probable complexity of any fiscal arrangements, the associated bureaucracy, and the
overlap with the role of the Building Regulations in setting standards for building work reduce the
attractiveness of the proposition. The Institute is frustrated by the slow progress in bringing the Building
Regulations up to date in terms of sustainable building, and would urge the Government to concentrate on
this route.

B: SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES: HOMES FOR ALL

(4) Does the ODPM Five Year Plan—“Sustainable Communities: Homes for All”—demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment,
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

10. The headline figures do suggest progress towards reducing the environmental impact of new
housebuilding. According to the ODPM’s own figures, 70% of new dwellings completed in 2004 were built
on previously-developed land, and the average density of new development was 40 dwellings per hectare
which does represent progress in limiting the environmental impact of new housebuilding. However, as
previously mentioned, it is important to remember that sustainability is more than purely environmental
constraints.

11. It is probably unnecessary to remind the Committee of the scale of the required housebuilding. While
the Barker Review might have approached the problem from a diVerent direction—compared with earlier
analyses of the new housing requirement in England—there is nothing new in the scale of its broad
projections. For more than ten years, successive Governments have been aware of the challenge of a
substantial growth in the number of households in the UK—as distinct from growth in the population as
a whole—but have failed to meet this demand by delivery of suYcient new housing. Figures have varied
slightly in successive studies and projections, but an average requirement of, say, five million new houses,
over a 20–25 year period, produces the same order of annual programme as that suggested by Kate Barker.

12. One of the Institute’s greatest concerns over current Government thinking on where best
development of this magnitude can be accommodated is an unrealistic adherence to the inflexible, 50-year
old green belt policy, about to be reinforced by the Town and Country Planning (Green Belt) Direction (the
subject of recent consultation by ODPM). As they stand, the policies set out in PPG 2—Green Belts are
simplistic, inflexible, and often damaging to the cause of sustainable development. (The Scottish Executive
has consulted on a review of green belt policy in Scotland a direction worth considering in England by
ODPM as part of an update to PPG 2.) In her final report, Kate Barker noted that—“The general principle
of containing urban sprawl through greenbelt designation should be preserved. However, planning
authorities should show greater flexibility in using their existing powers to change greenbelt designations
where this would avoid perverse environmental impacts elsewhere”. This has a resonance with the Institute’s
own discussion paper—Modernising Green Belts—published in May 2002, where we restated the Institute’s
“longstanding and continuing broad support for the policy, but argued the case for a fundamental review—
a modernisation—to bring green belt policy into line with the changing planning policy agenda, and
embrace fully the principles of sustainable development.”

13. We need to look afresh as the rationale and eVectiveness of protectionist policies. Green belt policies
have fallen behind current thinking, particularly with regard to sustainability. The maintenance of existing
green belt policy simply trades one set of environmental principles for another. Instead of blindly defending
the old policy, we would like to see Government promoting a wide-ranging debate—based on real
evidence—on the merits and deficiencies of current policy in the context of the sustainability agenda. A
flexible, more dynamic approach to green space policy is needed. We cannot aVord to undermine the
creation of sustainable places by maintaining, at all costs, a “belt” of green space that exists on the borders
of our towns and cities. A “sustainable community” may mean diVerent things to diVerent people, but the
context of such new development, and its integration with existing places, is crucial. Existing green belt
policy inhibits the potential to strengthen the links between urban density and public transport, stifles
regeneration opportunities, and impacts negatively on the preservation of green spaces for recreation.
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14. The environmental impact, and overall sustainability, of new housing allocations have to be given a
thorough examination under the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004. The Act
makes mandatory a sustainability appraisal (SA) of the policies and proposals in both regional spatial
strategies (RSSs) (which determine the general location of major new housing development) and local
development frameworks (LDFs) (which make site-specific allocations). In the case of LDFs the
thoroughness and eVectiveness of the SA will be major considerations in assessing the soundness of the plan
as a whole when it is subjected to independent examination. (Recently published ODPM guidance makes
clear that the process of sustainability appraisal must incorporate the requirements of the EU Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive.)

(5) To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

15. In the Institute’s view, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All fails to address the environmental—
or the social, economic and resource ı implications of the geographical distribution of demolition versus new
build. Government policy indicates that the majority of the new build is to be located in the South East,
principally in the designated Growth Areas, while demolition is earmarked primarily in the three northern
regions. While some of the housing to be demolished has reached the end of its useful life, the majority is
in good order or could be made so with relatively modest refurbishment. The reasons for demolition are
either social or economic. The former could have been addressed by locally-based neighbourhood
regeneration schemes, the absence of which might be attributed to lack of local initiative or resource
constraints. The latter reflects the Government’s continued failure to address regional disparities in
England, and especially the continuing relatively poor economic performance of the North compared with
the South.

16. The environmental implications of the concentration of growth—and especially of housing—in the
South East have been exaggerated. The Barker Review calculated that even if the whole of the projected
new housing requirement were to be built in London and the South East, the urban area would represent
only 1% more of the total land area than at present. The Institute would argue that the real problems in the
South East are centred around a lack of adequate infrastructure and local political will, rather than an excess
of development.

17. The proposals set out in Sustainable Communities: Homes for All for mass demolition in areas where
markets are failing, constitutes poor forward thinking by Government, in social, economic, environmental
and resource terms, it appears to the institute to be a waste. Instead of addressing the local issues that are
causing market failure, through positive regeneration schemes, Government is taking the route of large scale
demolition, in areas that are in need of regeneration, and promoting house building in areas of demand and
existing pressure.

18. In our submission to the Committee’s previous inquiry—Housing: Building a Sustainable Future—in
June, 2004, we underlined the case for preparation, by Government, of a UK Spatial Development
Framework (UKSDF). We remain of the view that this is a vital tool for addressing the present imbalance
in regional economies in England. Inter alia, a UKSDF would indicate a planned pattern of development
across the UK as a whole, the major infrastructure projects necessary to service this development, and their
programming. The conventional wisdom appears to be that economic activity—and thus housing—
gravitates to the South East because that is where it is nearest its market. But with an increasingly global
economy, this view is scarcely capable of substantiation. Given adequate communications, such as the often
mooted north-south high speed rail route, the distance between the North East of England—or even the
North East of Scotland—and the South East of England becomes almost an irrelevance in global terms. And
set against this is the increasing congestion and diYculty of movement of people or goods in the South East.

C. LPS2020

(6) The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis
of that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

18. No Comments.

D. INFRASTRUCTURE

(7) Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such
as transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

19. The Institute believes that the Government has given insuYcient commitment to the provision of the
infrastructure needed to support the level of housebuilding in the Growth Areas, and that the lack of
investment will hold back achievement of the Sustainable Communities Plan. Two examples lend weight to
this view:

— the Barker Review cited 40,000 dwellings, in the South East, that had planning permission but were
not being built because of shortcomings in infrastructure provision; and
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— the East of England Regional Assembly eVectively disowned its own draft RSS, immediately after
it had approved it, because it did not think that the Government was committed to funding the
necessary infrastructure in the M11 Corridor Growth Area.

20. The Institute is campaigning for greater recognition of the vital importance of infrastructure, and
more “joined-up” Government to co-ordinate, prioritise and deliver. We believe that the biggest problem
in the Growth Areas is not the lack of environmental capacity to handle the planned housing growth but
the historic and current underinvestment in infrastructure, especially in transport.

(8) Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee-jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

21. We are not qualified to judge the performance of the water companies, however, clearly, there are
concerns about the eVect of climate change, but whether the combination of warmer, drier summers and
wetter, stormier winters will result in less annual rainfall does not appear to have been established. Probable
long term changes in the distribution of rainfall across the year do, however, put the capacity of water
storage facilities under the microscope.

22. Addressing the eVects of climate change, to which this question alludes, is yet another area where the
Government, from the Prime Minister down, has been strong on words but, to date, weak on action.

(9) Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

23. The answer is probably “no”, but it is necessary to take a long term view on issues of this nature.
A sustained public education programme is required, on a par with that to discourage smoking. In the
meantime, much more can be done to take the decision away from the consumer. The standard fitting, in
new or refurbished houses, of taps that turn themselves oV, and WCs, showers, washing machines,
dishwashers, etc that use less water, would go a long way towards reducing water consumption. Add to that
the savings from rainwater harvesting and the re-use of grey water that could be made mandatory through
adjustments to the Building Regulations, and much progress could be made relatively quickly.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Start Anew South Bank

Sustainable Housing

1. A voluntary Code would not be applicable in this case, as Redcar & Cleveland Council are determined
to build new housing on a greenfield site.

2. The Government is doing little to allay fears of such plans, no information on this Code is passed down
to the public.

3. The Government should reward enterprising councils who insist on quality housing and consider the
options with regard to the environment.

Sustainable Communities—Homes For All

4. The ODPM Five Year Plan fails badly in tackling this issue, as councils seem to do what they, not the
public want, regardless.

5. The Five Year Plan does not address these issues, hence our council’s determination to go ahead.

LPS2020

6. Consultations have been flawed. Council has not told the public of any standards re housing.

7. In our case, the proposals for schools, transport links and the like are at best chaotic and at worst,
totally unsuitable, involving building homes near two major roads, which children need to cross to attend
school.

8. We have not been informed of any plans that the water companies may have.

9. No, apart from the occasional television advertisement.

November 2005
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Memorandum submitted by the Steel Homes Group

I should like to comment on behalf of the Steel Homes Group in response to your recent invitation.

The Steel Homes Group is the representative organisation for 13 of the major systems suppliers for steel
framed residential construction. It is hosted by the Steel Construction Institute and further details of the
companies can be found through the website www.steelhomesgroup.com. Our comments are related to two
of the headings for the issues under consideration.

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. It is doubtful whether a voluntary code on its own will deliver the degree of change needed due to the
cost conscious commercial world of construction. Legal measures or imperative pressures from clients or
funders will be necessary.

2. There is very little awareness of the code outside the narrow range of people involved. This may be
because although the planned date of enforcement is April 2006, there seems to be slow progress in
producing a draft for the public domain. The delay is worrying if the code is to be enforced by whatever
means from April 2006 as suppliers will need to prepare compliant designs. The eVect of the code will be
diminished if it is unenforceable due to lack of preparedness.

3. We would welcome fiscal measures to encourage adoption.

B. LPS 2020

We are not aware of any Government consultation on LPS2020 but this could be because it is a BRE
document. We have been involved in a consultation workshop with BRE some 12 months ago and await
the next draft.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Stop Harlow North

The Stop Harlow North campaign welcomes the Committee’s invitation to submit memoranda setting
out our views on the new Five Year Action Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All, published by
ODPM in January 2005.

The draft East of England Plan (the Plan), which is supposedly based on the principles of sustainable
development, includes specific references to development north of the Stort and west of the M11 as an urban
extension to the north of Harlow of at least 10,000 dwellings. We are fundamentally opposed to building
north of the Stort and west of the M11 in the “heartland of East Herts”. Proposals to build in this area have
been rejected twice before through democratic planning processes (Hertfordshire Structure Plan and
SERPLAN).

The aim of the draft Plan to improve “the quality of life for all” is, in fact, subjugated in the Plan to growth
aspirations that will seriously damage the environment and the quality of life for a significant proportion
of the residents of the region.

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Plan states, page 4 bullet point 3, “EERA (East of England
Regional Assembly) sought clarification of the basis for its figure of 200,000 extra homes, and how this was
to be disaggregated between regions and growth areas. No answers were forthcoming. The RSS production
therefore proceeded on the basis that Government was seeking and expecting a major increase in housing
provision (and with the example of SERPLAN’s abolition following its refusal to support comparable
growth in everyone’s minds) but without any quantified target.”

The SA also states (page 57) “most of the key decisions about development in the region were driven by
central government outside the RSS process”. This flies in the face of PPS1 and the need for community
involvement in the planning process.

The SA states (page 56) “We believe it’s a serious weakness of the RSS process that the possible
sustainability benefits of concentrating development in a new settlement have not been examined”
undermining the approach taken in the RSS to urban extensions.

The SA is clear that the central government policy of (page 57) “enabling and supporting housing and
economic growth in London” drove many decisions. The Plan tries to accommodate massive unsustainable
migration into the region irrespective of the environmental consequences and lack of infrastructure.

Section 2.4 of the SA clearly sets out the severe limitations of the work possible in the time allowed. The
whole process is flawed. The various options for development around Harlow do not appear, from the
limited data in the public domain, to have been subjected to a sustainability appraisal before options were
selected for inclusion in the Plan. They have certainly not been the subject of any public consultation
whatsoever.
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Turning specifically to the proposals for Harlow, paragraph 2.7 of the Plan states “The environment- the
regions key asset is to be conserved and enhanced . . . The region also contains a high proportion of the
country’s best and most versatile agricultural land”. However, there has been no analysis of the
characteristics of the Green Belt and countryside north of Harlow that the plan would see built over. The
Plan recognises its duty to restrict opportunities for development to protect interests of acknowledged
importance and in order to deliver the environmental and sustainability objectives. It is therefore unclear
why the restriction of “no building north of the Stort and west of the M11” included in the draft RPG 14
in February 2004, which was included to protect interests of acknowledged importance and to protect and
enhance the natural environment, has been removed in the draft RSS at the last minute and without
consultation.

No subsequent studies identified building north of Harlow as a sustainable proposal at the current level
of housing demanded by the East of England Plan, (ie after rejection of additional 18,000 dwellings
requested by Lord Rooker). The two versions of the Thompson report available on the EERA web site show
significant alterations which have no explanation.

The following study data seems to have been disregarded:

— Land to the north of Harlow was considered to be the most sensitive (compared to south, east or
west) (A Study of the relationship between Transport and Development in the London-Stansted-
Cambridge-Peterborough Growth Area- Colin Buchanan and Partners & GVA Grimley, August
2004 commissioned by ODPM).

— The Landscape Character Assessment is one of “conserve and improve” (Hertfordshire County
Council landscape assessment).

The last minute change to the Plan to include at least 10,000 homes to the north of Harlow has never been
fully explained on the basis of a thorough analysis of all the studies available to EERA and GO-East. It is
unclear why deliverability (“deliverable supply of land”) is used as a criterion in selecting growth areas, to
the exclusion of all other policy objectives, and why the Thompson study of studies promotes deliverability.
In fact the development is not readily deliverable; although most of the land is in the ownership of a large
pension fund, extensive infrastructure investment, including water supply, is required prior to house
building and this is neither committed or a likely prospect. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
gives suYcient powers to allow planning authorities to acquire necessary land for strategic development
when, and if, required.

The Plan jumps to the conclusion of development north of Harlow as a site specific proposal without
analysis. There is no evaluation of the landscape and the setting for the present Harlow. There is no
assessment of its agricultural, recreational, archaeological, wildlife or any other value. The area is currently
unspoiled, traditional mixed countryside, comprising high quality, arable farmland interspersed with
pockets of ancient woodland and parklands. It envelopes two small, historic villages (Eastwick and Gilston)
which date from the Domesday book, the southern fringe of land (nearest Harlow) is designated
Metropolitan Green Belt, and to the north, east, and west it borders other traditional Hertfordshire villages
(Hunsdon, Widford, Much Hadham and High Wych) and the town of Sawbridgeworth. Development will
lead to the coalescence of these areas in total contradiction of established Green Belt policy. The area has
extensive natural flora and fauna and its proximity to the northern fringes of London—as well as to
Harlow—ensures it is widely used for rambling, bird-watching and other recreation.

The Tyms Hertfordshire Housing Study Final report states in 9.21 “developing to the north of the existing
urban area . . . could cause a loss of contiguity with Harlow. In addition, development of the whole area
would cause coalescence of several existing villages” and in the summary “the urban containment eVects of
the Green belt development would preclude land release in these locations”.

There is no appreciation of the long-term damage imposed on Harlow’s regeneration and the countryside
north of Harlow. In suggesting at least 10,000 houses be built there a critical threshold (the Stort Valley)
will be breached. Once development north of the Stort is established in principles there will be no eVective
way of resisting the 25,000 houses aspired to by Ropemaker Properties Limited. Green Belt policy, once
overridden, can be overridden again and again. The Plan contains no proposals to contain development to
10,000 houses by eg establishing a new Green Belt.

There is a need to strengthen the Metropolitan Green Belt around Harlow to tackle the increasing threat
of urban coalescence, the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas and to safeguard the countryside from
encroachment.

The Plan fails to understand the value of the Green Belt policy. This most widely understood and
supported planning policy, is seriously undermined because the Plan takes the view it can be set aside
without good cause and without looking at alternatives. If it is to be Government policy that Green Belts
can be ignored then a much wider range of options for the future should be considered.

The Green Belt review proposals seem to imply a release of land but they do not demonstrate how any
such release would support the reinvestment and regeneration of the existing communities. On of the key
purposes of a Green belt is to ensure urban regeneration and so avoid inner urban decay at the expenses of
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easy green field development options. The downtown experience of American towns is salutary.The nature
and scope of these reviews is not described; nor is the ability for democratically elected representatives to
contribute. Some parameters need to be set to guide the scope of the reviews.

The draft proposals in this Plan reverse that strategy which has proven to be successful and robust over
60 years. It encourages the poaching of potential job growth from other regions, provides for associated
migration and turns development back in towards London. This will be at enormous cost to the principles
of sustainability and to the quality of life and the environment in those areas closest to London. Moreover
the draft strategy poses a threat to the economy through overheating and increased the levels of congestion.
It is timely now to consider further extension to the Green Belt.

At time of writing East of England Regional Assembly has suspended its endorsement of the draft East
of England Plan.

“The East of England Regional Assembly deplores the Government’s grossly inadequate funding
of the transport infrastructure costs associated with the additional 478,000 houses planned for this
region between (the years) 2001–21.

Bearing in mind that the Assembly’s acceptance of this massive growth was conditional upon
adequate government provision of the necessary infrastructure; and mindful of Lord Rooker’s
repeated written assurances that growth will not be imposed without the associated infrastructure,
this Assembly wishes to make clear that it now regards its endorsement of the draft East of England
Plan as suspended, pending a re-examination of the Government’s willingness to support its own
aspirations adequately in financial terms.”

We would recommend the report “The Costs & Funding of Growth in South East England” June 2005
by Roger Tym & Partners to the Committee. (http://www.tymconsult.com/news–pages/p–news–view.html).

The Committee might also wish to reference “Harlow Regeneration Strategy July 2005” by Pacec and
Halcrow Group Limited which indicates that £800 million would be needed to complete the ambitious
regeneration plans for Harlow. (http://www.harlow.gov.uk/Default.aspx?sID%962).

This study includes a northern or southern bypass to ease the massive traYc congestion problems of the
town many of which exist now. This road plan is unfunded and not prioritised despite being recognised by
EERA as a prerequisite for growth.

The proposals for Plan Monitor and Manage in the Plan lack the necessary definition and power to
prevent building if infrastructure is not forthcoming. The over bidding for resources is a recipe for chaos at
it provides no rational basis for the allocation of scarce resources.

The Plan has no cross reference to relevant forecasts in other regional plans and in particular at the
Regions boundaries. This matter concerns not only London and the South East, it also concerns other
regions which will continue to see a drain of people and jobs if high migration forecasts of EERA are
fulfilled. There is no justification for EERA’s attempt to secure twice the current share of national job
creation cake.

Paragraph 2.9 of the Plan states “Water is likely to become scarcer in summer months . . .” Water supply
and subsequent drainage to the Stort and Lea Valleys are known to raise massive investment and
environmental issues. There is a limited supply of potable water from GraVham Water, 80 miles away.
Harlow was known to be “dry” when originally built. Expanding the town in such a dry area is utter folly.

Page 31 table 33 of the SA states “in some areas surface and groundwater extraction already exceeds
sustainable limits”, “Summer surface water is fully committed to meeting existing demand with no
significant further resources readily available.” And “Lack of water availability is likely to be a major
constraint to further development in the region”.

On 6 October 2005 Three Valleys Water wrote to local councils stating “This year we have seen 10
consecutive month of below average rainfall, with the result that many of the underground aquifers and
associated streams are at their lowest level for many years. Continued low rainfall this winter will cause
severe distress to the environment and will force us to consider introducing water reduction measures
starting with hosepipe bans but also banning non essential water use by commercial and institutional users”.
The deliverability of tens of thousands of new houses must be highly problematic.

The demise at the end of the 16th century of the royal city at Fatehpur Sikri should be a lesson for us all.
After 15 years of construction it was abandoned as there was an inadequate water supply. Let us not repeat
this mistake.

As stated in the SA of the Plan “the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) lacks the powers to ensure that
development meets true sustainability standards. The scale and pace (and we believe location) of growth
envisaged is likely to be highly environmentally damaging . . . and is likely to have serious negative impacts
on water resources biodiversity, tranquillity, air quality, recreational access and congestion”.
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The whole Plan is based on “aspirations” (ie wishful thinking). Moreover these aspirations are put
forward without any reference whatsoever to the issues the Plan claims to give “priority” to: sustainability,
environment, infrastructure provision and quality of life. As an example the needs of rural communities in
the Region are totally overlooked. Reference to these other critical issues should have had the eVect of
introducing constraints into the forecasts. The Plan should have been—but clearly wasn’t—an iterative
process whereby forecasts were compared with other constraints, modified, run again, modified etc until a
good fit was obtained between the desiderata.

The proposals for building north of Harlow, if they were to be justified by broad strategic needs, should
only be included in the Plan (a) as the result of analysis proving an over-riding need to breach Green Belt
policy (b) proper evaluation of alternatives (c) proof that the proposal will aid regeneration of Harlow (d)
proper evaluation of the impact of development on the functioning of the town, on the environment, on
transportation and other infrastructure and not least of all on sustainability including water supply and
commuting issues. None of this has been done.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Sustainable Development Commission

Background to the Current Urban and Housing Situation

1. England is a small, densely populated island (level with Holland as most dense in Europe; among the
major countries of the world, we are the third most densely populated).

2. England industrialised and urbanised first in the world, using heavy extraction and production
methods causing immense environmental harm (not yet compensated in Midlands, North, Scotland, Wales
and Thames Gateway).

3. Our rapid rise to wealth was predicated on exploitation of the urban poor, leaving a strong class legacy,
particularly in industrial and mining areas, ofmale manual unemployment, low skill, alienation from formal
education etc. Colonial expansion and domination gave us essential raw materials at great environmental
and social cost in exporting countries, eg Australia, South Africa, Zimbabwe, Hong Kong. Today’s
migration patterns often follow the patterns of colonial history (eg Indians in Birmingham; Somalis in
SheYeld; Jamaicans in Brixton, Bangladeshis in Tower Hamlets; Pakistanis in Bradford etc).

4. Urban England became so wealthy early on that it built in houses rather than flats, although for the
poor these were extremely crowded and dense with poor sanitation etc.

How Current Urban Issues Arose

1. Much of our current urban housing stock was built to replace cleared slums (council housing, model
dwellings, Peabody blocks, terraces) in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. These were built to high
standards relative to their time because of our industrial wealth. Higher class, earlier dwellings survived if
renovated, eg Georgian London; Victorian entrepreneurs’ and professionals’ houses in Midlands and
North. Overall the structural condition of the surviving pre-WW1 stock is sound as only the better built
stock survived our long and extensive slum clearance era (1930–80).

2. In spite of our high overall densities, our urban areas are built at very low density compared with the
rest of Europe (or Scotland), reflecting our greater wealth and innovative use of terraces. Cheaper, higher
density “barracks” and courtyard blocks, common throughout Europe (the Barcelona model), are
extremely rare here.

3. Suburban semis in suburbs grew rapidly between the wars, thanks to government subsidies to private
builders, and owner occupation spread down the classes. Manual workers were the dominant purchasers.
Today we have about 3 million interwar semis.

4. After WW2 there was a huge burst of house building rising to over 300,000 per annum for a very short
time (1964–71) due to war time shortages, the legacy of WW1 and the interwar loss of private renting due
to tight rent controls. Above all the giant slum clearance programme, displacing 4 million households
(demolishing 2 million homes) over 50 years, but mostly carried out between 1955–80, required a massive
building programme. Over 5 million council homes were built between 1945–2000 and around 7 million
private homes.

5. In the 1970s there was a strong policy shift away from clearance and council estate building, in favour
of renovation and area renewal. Several factors caused this shift:

— the high cost of new building and unmanageable levels of long-term debt;

— the blighting eVect and growing unpopularity of slum clearance;

— poor design and decline in quality of council housing (from 1968 onwards);
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— increasing concentrations of needy families in council housing due to targeting slum clearance
families (from 1930) and homeless families (from 1977);

— the failure of industrialised system building and non-traditional building methods;

— the diYculties in managing large, modern estates and the diYculty in letting big increases in supply
(government first saw signs of over-supply in 1974);

— mounting social problems caused by loss of family supports and disrupted social networks;

— loss of many small scale enterprises, workshops and services through blanket demolition in
inner cities;

— the destruction of recognisable urban street patterns;

— unpopularity of many of the 29 new towns, resulting from poor planning and execution, low
density and “lack of atmosphere”;

— racial polarisation in inner cities through the concentration of minorities in “twilight areas”, ie
areas adjacent to clearance areas blighted by lack of investment.

All these problems had extremely severe, long-run eVects which we see today. Many of these clearance
impacts arise today.

6. A positive drive for change came from the desire of young urban professionals to recolonise the city,
buying up low value, often condemned property in “twilight areas”, and converting them for owner-
occupation at relatively low cost. Inner London led the way in this, partly due to uncommutable distances.

7. The policy shift to rehabilitation of existing properties and areas led to major renovation investment
across inner London; the scrapping of many outstanding demolition plans (some in place since 1935); the
introduction of improvement grants; and general improvement areas. It increased the social and ethnic
integration in the capital (not always successfully due to gentrification, the continuing polarisation of
council housing and the un-aVordability of renovation (even with grants) for low income owners. In other
parts of the country, area improvements also brought benefits, but these were undermined by severe
depopulation, extreme job losses and over-supply of housing through excess outer building (eg NW regional
figures, 1999).

8. The lower costs of renovation over new build were apparent. The durability of older building structures
were demonstrated (eg sash windows, main timbers, slate and brick etc.). The adaptability of terraces,
mansion blocks, redundant oYces, warehouses, factories, mills etc. became a useful tool in inner city
recovery.

9. In the 1980s and 1990s, private house building was prioritised, producing 150–170,000 new homes a
year, staying level with household formation rates, mostly producing suburban semis or detached houses at
even lower densities then previously—dropping from 40 per hectare in post war new towns to 23 per hectare
up to 2000. A total of around 3 million additional homes were produced between 1980-2000, creating around
15,000 new private housing estates on the edges of settlements all over the country.

10. The government (in the late 1980s) imposed VAT on all repair and maintenance and renovation at
17.5%, but exempted all new build (and change of use). EVectively demolition also went VAT free because
the government was worried about the low level of demolition—“houses will have to last as long as Windsor
Castle” and because developers/house builders understood regeneration as mainly about replacement
housing.

11. In 1995 John Gummer introduced a brown field target of 50% to combat sprawl building. Out of town
shopping centres were compounding the problems of sprawl, traYc growth and the decline of existing
communities. The town centres of Dudley, Dartford and Gateshead are three examples of the devastating
impact of out of town shopping (with cheap land, subsidised roads and free car parking). So Gummer also
introduced restrictions on out of town shopping. By 2000 both these measures had tilted the balance of
planning, if not delivery, in favour of brown fields and town centres. There was so much in the pipeline that
the time lag was significant.

12. In 1997 John Prescott, Secretary of State for the Environment, raised the brown field target to 60%;
in 1999 the minimum building density was set at 30 homes per hectare; Prescott also reinforced the out of
town shopping ban. These gave a strong signal to builders, but many loopholes were found. It is an uphill
battle to deliver these targets in a way that enhances urban communities. Higher densities requires higher
standards and complex management arrangements.

13. The Urban Task Force in 1999 highlighted the plight of British cities and argued for:

— compact urban form, prioritising quality of public space and good design, using infill and
remodelling existing buildings where possible;

— higher, more sustainable urban densities—50 per hectare minimum (still very low by European
standards);

— concentrating development at public transport nodes to combat congestion;

— investing more in better public transport, cycling and walking;

— encouraging integrated mixed use, mixed income developments;
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— equalising incentives for renovation, repair and new build by scrapping or equalising VAT at 5%;

— imposing an environmental impact fee to reduce sprawl (equivalent to the “betterment levy”);

— developing a sequential approach to building, starting from the centre outwards and concentrating
development in existing urban areas;

— supervising green spaces, creating pocket parks within easy walking distance of all urban homes
and protecting green belts.

Sustainable Communities Plan

Several pressing problems drove the development of the plan:

1. From the late 1990s, economic growth pressures in London and the South East were showing up in
job recruitment problems as a result of high house prices, serious aVordability gaps and congestion.
Alongside this growth, there were still very high concentrations of poverty in London.

2. In the North (and to a lesser extent in the Midlands) inner urban neighbourhoods were declining
rapidly and actually lost value in some cases, from about 1995, aVecting about 1million homes. By 1997 the
phenomenon of low demand began to turn into actual abandonment in small pockets across the North.

3. Meanwhile, more homes were being built across two-thirds of the countryside outside the South East
and East than were needed. Even exaggerated household projections did not match the level of new homes
being produced. Empty homes were not factored in to housing projections, leading to acute over-supply,
particularly in the North West, North East, Yorkshire and Humberside. This over-supply greatly
accelerated abandonment and falling values in many parts of the North up to about 2002. People prefer
more expensive, new homes in better areas than cheaper old homes in poorer areas, pushing prices even
higher in high demand areas and down in low demand areas.

4. There was a general aVordability problem. Homes in the South East and in popular places all over the
country were overpriced for low paid workers and first time buyers. There were many drivers including: a)
a reduction in subsidised housing, b) rapid household formation rates, c) low interest rates, d) growth in
wages and two earner households, e) easier and larger-scale lending.

5. Council housing was increasingly unpopular, except with very low income households. The larger the
estate, generally the less popular the homes. Council estates aVect the price of nearby homes. Many parts
of the Thames Gateway are aVected by proximity to large council estates.

6. The government subsidises the infrastructure costs (particularly roads, energy, utilities and services)
of new private estates, generally outside cities, thereby accelerating the trend towards decline of poorer
existing areas and high demand for new housing, even in regions where there is surplus housing eg Greater
Manchester, Merseyside. The value of this subsidy is around £35,000.

7. The planning system, which in theory controls all land use in the country, is slow, clumsy and uneven
in its operation. It bestows or withholds huge uncosted benefits (development gain) through building
permissions. It allows (or has) too much land into the planning development system (in the North and
Midlands); or sometimes too little (in parts of the South East). The negotiated agreements between
developers and local planning authorities (Section 106 agreements) create widespread suspicion of
manipulation and sometimes corruption. They don’t deliver sustainability because that is low priority
compared with sheer numbers.

8. Meanwhile, the countryside lobby argues for recognition of the need for a “rural renaissance”,
combating exclusion and aVordability problems there too. Others argue fiercely against rural building,
relaxed planning, more roads etc. Rural areas show a big growth in population, jobs and general prosperity.
They are under increasing development pressure.

9. The government has cooled oV on the transfer of council housing to non-profit landlords, encouraging
arm’s length management instead for cost reasons. This reduces ongoing investment into former council
stock. They are under increasing development pressure. It has also restricted the right to buy in high demand
areas because of aVordability problems. Most significantly, the government has set a standard of Decent
Homes for all social housing providers and has provided significant incentives for major repair of council
housing. However there are no clear energy, waste or water targets and estate environments are not aVected;
and the repair standards are minimal.

Actions Based on the Sustainable Communities Plan that are Unsustainable in their Current Form

1. The Government has significantly raised house building targets in the South East and East of England,
to be delivered mainly outside existing cities and towns, mainly through private developers. There are weak
enforcements on design, density, energy eYciency etc. They do not address the needs of existing
communities.

2. There are large ambitious clearance plans for the North and Midlands in nine Housing Market
Renewal areas (covering over one million homes) eg Liverpool proposes 17,000; Stoke 14,000. Other areas of
the North are also aVected eg Middlesbrough. 10,000 demolitions by March 2006 means around 40 quickly
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declared clearance areas, sending alarm bells ringing through many communities across the country. These
will not be easy to calm. Over the Pathfinder life, it implies up to 200,000 demolitions or 700 blighted urban
neighbourhoods. This is not good for market renewal.

3. Estate regeneration, involving mainly demolition and rebuilding, has become a common remedy for
serious repair deficits in council housing. Only rarely are social units indistinguishable from the “top-end”
private units necessary to fund the rebuilding of demolished units. High density, high value private housing
sits uneasily on the same site as renovated or rebuilt social housing of much lower quality. Yet this
combination is the main funding mechanism for regeneration, all privately driven.

4. The 70% of the stock that is in existing areas and in a process on constant, gradual decline receives
very little attention.

5. Key worker schemes are catching on. They seem popular, but are expensive for government and
limited in scope.

Sustainability Problems

1. Ambitious plans within the growth areas and Thames Gateway are not adequately backed with
infrastructure funds, particularly for public transport. This will lead to sprawl and string development rather
than densification and upgrading of essential existing communities.

2. Energy eYciency and environmental standards are referred to in statements but without enforcement
tools or incentives, or clear targets based on the essential 60% cut in energy by 2050.

3. Nothing is proposed for the existing stock or existing communities. There is an assumption that they
will take care of themselves or be improved under Decent Homes. This is totally unrealistic given the 17.5%
tax on virtually all repair and improvement, a major deterrent to home owners, builders and local authority
policy makers. Conserving the existing stock and improving it is the sweet way to protect supply, prevent
polarisation and ensure long-term sustainability.

4. Demolition proposals are often ill-judged, clumsy and poorly consulted so community opposition is
inevitable, and widespread. At least 50 community-based opposition groups have formed with backing from
architects, engineers, surveyors, builders etc.

5. Building lots of extra homes (Bedford, Corby, Milton Keynes, Cambridge, Peterborough,
Southampton, Ashford, Barking etc) wins plaudits in Government oYces, ODPM and the Housing
Corporation. So does demonstrating a tough new set of CPOs and ambitious demolition plans (Liverpool,
Hull, Newcastle, Oldham). Government wants quick results and Government oYcials are reported to be
pushing hard on numbers (both for demolitions and new build).

Changing Market Condition

1. House price rises have levelled oV in the South East and London, putting many developments, sales etc
on hold. Prices are likely to continue falling. Many developers are looking to the aVordable housing market.

2. House prices in low demand areas have risen fast over the last three years and many demolition plans
are being called into question. Relatively prices are still low but they are attracting buyers at much higher
values—people in work are responding to the market.

3. Conservatives control a majority of local authorities, stalling many growth areas plans. The political
problems of many local authorities are caused directly by the Plan eg Liverpool, East Lancashire authorities,
Kent, East Anglia.

4. Environmental pressures have become a much more urgent issue given the housing expansion of the
last decades and the awareness of the problems of existing homes. Existing homes generally have poor
thermal eYciency and are “very leaky”. The Government is now very interested in tackling this. Equalising
VAT would make a big diVerence.

5. The incentives to build new are still strong and the barriers to repair and renovate are still weak. New
build leads many of the negative environmental consequences we face—not just sprawl but social isolation
and polarisation; growing ethnic separation; rapid increases in traYc and congestion; waste of embodied
energy and materials; landfill and flooding impacts; decline of existing areas etc. In a heavily built up
country, this is a serious (possibly the most serious) barrier to sustainability. The tax barriers to renovation
are huge, for high income as well as low income households, leading to decisions to move out. This
undermines the conditions of whole neighbourhoods and negates the very idea of sustainable communities.

6. The existing stock and existing built up areas oVer our best prospect of sustainability. The rapid
expansion of small infill developments in inner and central London underlines the untapped capacity of
existing areas. Current capacity studies are highlighting this potential.
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Issues to be Resolved

1. There is a conflict between house building targets and environmental pressures—water supply, water
and waste disposal, transport overload, land take, real costs and incentives to government of current
policies.

2. The continuous decline of older property and need for continual repair and upgrading faces the big
barriers of VAT; plus the fact that older property is often occupied by poorer people.

3. The relative costs of upgrading existing homes to eco-excellent standards compared to new build must
be clarified. Evidence from BRE and three other studies show upgrading to be cheaper, with shorter payback
times, to be longer lasting, with lower maintenance costs; and to achieve the highest environmental
performance relatively easily.

4. The perverse incentives to demolish must be tackled:

— low income owner occupiers can’t aVord major repair with 17.5% VAT;

— better-oV buyers see VAT as a big deterrent;

— builders report that it’s easier to build new because of planning, building regulations, site access
and VAT;

— the embodied energy in existing buildings is not costed, nor is the landfill or pollution impact;

— some improvement schemes lose viability through VAT, eg Langworthy, Salford, Parkhill,
SheYeld, central tower blocks in Birmingham;

— the social consequences of growth areas and demolition areas are already powerful. Neither
approach addresses the problem of cities in the round. Nor do they begin to address environmental
problems;

— estate regeneration under current private funding only stacks up with large scale demolition and
new private high cost building to cross subsidise replacement social renting.

Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

Isn’t current policy just a return to predict and provide and the heavy hammer of government intervention
on too large a scale? A modest shift of incentives and a more even playing field between existing and new
communities would transform regeneration methods.

Recommendations: We Should Do the Following:

(a) Equalise VAT between new build, repair and renovation. Impose VAT on all demolition, to be
paid by the organisation producing the replacement housing, for example, the private developer
in the case of Council estates where a developer wants the land. Councils should no longer fund
demolition directly and it should not escape VAT.

(b) Charge the real infrastructure cost of new build property to the developer/builder, thus creating
greater incentives for renovation.

(c) Require the recycling of at least 80% of demolition building materials into reuse as building
materials, targeting timber, brick, slate and stone particularly—this would push up the value of
existing properties and reduce landfill waste as well as greatly helping climate change targets. New
build waste material should be reduced to 5% in line with other industrial waste targets, compared
with current performance of around 30% waste.

(d) Require eco-excellent standards of all new build and renovation. This would favour renovation
on a cost basis and disallow get-out clauses for small performance improvements in new build.

(e) Count renovation and reuse of existing buildings as additional units, thereby contributing to the
output targets and increasing the incentives to repair and improve property for councils and
housing associations.

(f) Adopt a strict sequential approach to land use, starting from the centre and working outwards,
incorporating into the brown field agenda the reuse of existing buildings, as was originally
conceived but is in practice not applied. This should enable us to push up the brown field target
beyond 70%.

(g) Require a minimum average density of 50 homes per hectare to support a regular local bus etc
(SDC, 2004).

(h) Reuse the existing Council stock as far as possible as it is often capable of thorough renewal at a
far lower cost than demolition and rebuilding. This would greatly assist the aVordable housing
supply. To achieve higher standards of repair and management, it will often be necessary to
transfer the stock to alternative landlords (including ALMOs and housing associations).

(i) Support neighbourhood management across the board in built up areas, focusing first on older,
more run down and more precarious areas.
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(j) Create fiscal incentives for the recycling and remodelling of buildings, as well as for infill, leading
to reinvestment in existing communities. This would hugely increase capacity in the inner Thames
Gateway (London), close to transport links, eg there are approximately 750,000 existing homes
and massive infill capacity around existing transport networks and other services in need of
regeneration in the Thames Gateway London boroughs.

(k) Impose revised building regulations on the existing stock and create incentives through council tax
remissions, VAT exemptions etc to fund it.
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Joint memorandum submitted by Three Valleys Water, Tendring Hundred Water and
Folkestone & Dover Water

This response to the Environmental Audit Committee’s call for evidence represents the view of Three
Valleys Water, Tendring Hundred Water and Folkestone & Dover Water.

A The Code for Sustainable Buildings (CSB)

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

It remains unclear just what the CSB will involve. Some have suggested that it may represent a token
gesture. Others have already criticised the fact that the code ignores specific procedures. It is probably still
too early however to criticise the detail of the code. However we are of the view that the code would be a
valuable step to accelerate the implementation of water eYciency measures in buldings and as a group we
have been supporting the development of similar standards such as BREAM.

Developers are commercial businesses and have hitherto delivered what the market wants. In a rising
housing market with insuYcient house building this translates into as many houses as possible as quickly
as possible. In this case it is most probable that developers will only work to minimal building regulations.
When the property market is stagnant that developers are forced to diVerentiate their properties and will
endeavour to develop added value, which could come in the form of adherence to the new code. The Barker
Report indicates that demand will continue to outstrip supply for some time as such it is unlikely that the
new code will be successful in the short term. However land is scarce in the southeast and building in the
green belt is a major issue. Developers are working to influence this planning process. The code could be a
valuable benefit to demonstrate eco-credentials in seeking planning approval.

Alternatively if there is a fundamental change in personal attitudes such that the consumer begins to
demand housing that complies with the new code. Then developers may be forced to react. The current
position is that homebuyers are not demanding sustainable buildings. Attitudinal change will not be easy to
achieve and will probably require a consistent message to be delivered by all parties over a number of years.

Given the targets for aVordable housing that sit within the Sustainable Communities Plan, planners and
housing associations have a strong role to take a lead in ensuring that the CSB is adhered to and we welcome
the Government’s lead here.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

Promotion has been muted to date. There appears to be little more than a short press release from Defra,
which resulted in a number of short articles in the construction press. There is probably an element of
awareness therefore within the construction industry. But it is not clear that a wider awareness or desire has
been generated in the house building and planning community by the limited publicity to date. It may well
be that a much larger PR campaign will accompany the code on its oYcial launch.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

Fiscal measures would clearly act as an added incentive to reward higher build quality and greater
environmental performance. This has been considered as a broader measure, which should apply to all
properties much along the lines of the energy eYciency commitment. The idea has been promoted by the
IPPR in their publication “Managing Water Resources and Flood Risk in the South East”. We would
support a range of fiscal measures to encourage the take up of water eYcient technology and to assist in
reinforcing the water eYciency message.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

There is a chapter (nine) in the Five-Year Plan, which deals with the environment. From a water company
perspective there is however only one relevant line “conserve water resources” which occurs under the
heading “six principles of sustainable construction” Nowhere else in the chapter is water resources or water
eYciency mentioned. As a result we are left with the feeling that water eYciency messages were overlooked
although we recognise that there has been much recent debate which is more encouraging, such as work to
change the Building Regulations.
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5. To what extent does the Five-Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

It is not clear from the Five-Year Plan that this has been addressed in a coherent way. There are certainly
no policy statements on the subject. For water resource planning it is important to know not only where
new homes are to be planned but also where demolitions will occur and hence where demand will be reduced.
We would welcome more clarity on this important area.

C. LPS2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

We are not able to comment as we were not invited to participate in this consultation.

D. Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

We are actively following the Sustainable Communities issues at various for a as our customer base and
infrastructure provision will be significantly aVected, in particular by the M11 developments. We have been
disappointed in the level of involvement in the discussions from Government but remain committed to work
with other parties to ensure the eYcient provision of infrastructure.

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

The three water companies in the Veolia Water Group endeavoured as far as was possible at the time, to
incorporate announcements by the ODPM regarding sustainable communities in their 2004 Water Resource
Plans. Subsequent releases of the London Plan, East of England Plan and SouthEast Plan have provided
detail on the likely numbers. The distribution of housing is slightly diVerent from that within the Water
Resources Plan however the future water resource situation is not sensitive to these distributional changes.
As such the Veolia group is confident that security of supply within the group has been adequately planned.

It is important to note however that water companies plan on the basis of a level of service that includes
for demand restriction at a given period. This is important to ensure that the environment is protected in
the most severe weather conditions. Restrictions on water supply are therefore not a mismanagement of the
resource but rather a prudent approach to water resources planning.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

The Water Industry have joined together to implement Waterwise. Waterwise is aimed at increasing the
profile of water eYciency in the UK and Europe. The lack of funding in the 2004 periodic review for water
eYciency research and publicity severely restricts the abilities of companies to further the water eYciency
message. The EA are also financially constrained when it comes to publicising the water eYciency message.

In addition to water companies, central and local Government, the water industry regulators (Ofwat,
Drinking Water Inspectorate and Environment Agency) and environmental bodies (such as English
Nature), all play a key role in determining policy and influencing supply-demand investment. It is therefore
important that there is joined-up policy and regulation. Closer integration between these public bodies is
still required to achieve a sustainable supply-demand position across the UK, in particular:

Further regulation on water-saving appliances is required to ensure that all new appliances are very water
eYcient. Water companies were disappointed that proposed water eYciency measures submitted as part of
the 2004 water price review were (with a few exceptions) excluded from price limits by Ofwat. There is a need
for Ofwat, Environment Agency and water companies to work closer together to agree the need and funding
for water eYciency measures.

There is a need for Government and regulators to agree on the explicit inclusion of supply-demand
investment arising from climate change impacts in water pricing reviews. The next review is in 2009. This is
essential to ensure that water companies can implement actions in time to avoid more severe water shortages
in the future. Whilst it will not be possible to determine precise impacts, measures to increase the resilience
of water supply systems to climate change will be needed in the medium term (next 10 years).

The ippr have suggested that a new water eYciency commitment along the lines of the energy eYciency
commitment would be a step forward in promoting water eYciency. We would welcome such a move.

November 2005
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Memorandum submitted by Water UK

Introduction

1. We are pleased to have the opportunity to submit written evidence to the Committee for its second
inquiry on sustainable housing, in the light of the Government response to its predecessor Committee report
“Housing: Building a Sustainable Future” and the ODPM’s Five Year Plan “Sustainable Communities:
Homes for All”, published earlier this year. The Committee’s focus is very welcome, and can only assist the
process of ensuring clarity of responsibility and delivery in this very important area of Government activity.

2. The inquiry recognises the importance of the sustainable communities’ policy to the delivery of
Government objectives for the economy, building on the recommendations of the Barker Review
undertaken for the Treasury in 2004. This in turn recognises the European emphasis on building a
knowledge-based economy, espoused in the Lisbon Agenda. This must include a flexible workforce, able to
respond to market needs for highly skilled labour. The provision of pleasant, aVordable housing in areas
where people want to live and work is part of that.

3. Water UK is the representative body for the regulated water businesses in the UK. We are a policy-
based organisation and represent the industry’s interests with Government, regulators and stakeholders in
the UK and in Europe.

4. Clearly our industry has a key role to play in delivering the infrastructure required to support the
development of sustainable communities in the four growth areas already identified, and beyond.

5. Water companies have a statutory duty to supply clean drinking water in the Water Industry Act 1991,
and to ensure a reliable consistent supply regardless of cost, environmental considerations and availability
of resources. They are also under a statutory duty to drain their areas; this includes both surface water
drainage and the drainage of foul water and waste from domestic and business premises.

6. Water UK has a direct interest in two of the four issues the inquiry is addressing—the code for
Sustainable Buildings, which includes energy eYciency and water eYciency, and Infrastructure, in which the
provision of water mains and sewers are relevant. Both these issues are addressed in turn below:

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
its imminent introduction in early 2006?

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

(i) We welcome the development of the Code for Sustainable Buildings, but are concerned that
insuYcient attention is being paid to it. It is still being developed and many are confused about its aim
and purpose.

(ii) We would like to see the Government consider the use of a standards “kitemark” for buildings that
meet the standards laid down in the code. This approach would have some diYculties, not least because it
would be diYcult for one building to meet all the code’s standards. However, it is an approach worth
considering, but would need to address the issue of partial conformity, possibly by adopting a star rating
system related to compliance, or something similar, as for electrical appliances.

(iii) The general public is becoming more environmentally aware and we think there would be mileage in
such a scheme. More research is needed to assess how much premium people would be willing to pay, if any,
for the benefits of the scheme. Fiscal incentives such as a reduction in stamp duty could also be considered.
In our view there would be substantial benefits for the economy in terms of improving energy eYciency,
and as a tangible contribution to the Government’s targets for sustainable development, as set out in the
Sustainable Development Strategy published by Defra in March this year.

(iv) We understand that the Code will relate to water eYcient fittings and fixtures—for example, low flow
shower heads and eYcient plumbing runs with lagging of hot water tanks. In order for it to be eVective in
this respect, to protect water resources and the water environment, we recommend the following be
considered for inclusion;

— It should include water eYcient equipment such as dishwashers and washing machines which are
often included in the price of new houses. These machines normally use less energy as well.

— Energy and resource eYcient taps and bathroom fittings such as dual flush cisterns, which will help
to use less water and reduce wastage (according to the Environment Agency, dripping taps can
waste up to four litres of water a day).

(v) There are also opportunities within some new buildings to address grey water re-use and the use of
rainwater. This is an area of technology so far not developed to its potential, particularly in large scale
applications. As Water UK pointed out in its oral evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on
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Science and Technology Inquiry into Water Management (15 November). We believe that more should be
done by the Government to promote this—it is too good an opportunity to miss. For example as a minimum,
new houses should always have a water butt for garden watering, for flushing .and grey water could be
considered to flush toilets if practicable.

(vi) We would also like the Code to cover surface water drainage issues. For example, wherever possible
roof and driveway water should be discharged to soak away or at least the flow rate should be attenuated
before discharge to the public surface water drainage system. Green roofs are particularly eVective in this
respect. Soakaways would be preferable, allowing replenishment of groundwater whilst reducing the risk of
surcharging and hence flooding downstream.

(vii) Non-permeable areas in new developments, such as car parks, hard standings etc should be kept to
a minimum to reduce the volume of run-oV, particularly during intense rainfall events. Such measures
reduce the risk of surcharging and hence flooding, and also reduce the quantities discharged at combined
sewer overflows which may pollute the environment. This would also reduce the extent of diVuse pollution
from contaminated surface water running into watercourses through the surface water drainage systems.
The use of the existing automatic right of building connection to the public sewer (section 106 of the Water
Industry Act 1991) for surface water should also be amended or repealed. This right leads not only to the
pollution of inland waters but also the overloading of existing sewerage systems and downstream foul
flooding of property. Repealing this right would lead to greater take-up of sustainable drainage systems—
retention basins, infiltration trenches, swales and soakaways.

(viii) Building materials, such as those used in roof construction, can slowly dissolve and cause water
pollution from polluted run-oV from interaction with rainwater. Consideration should be given to the use
of more sustainable forms of construction. Some of the substances used in roof construction eg copper, zinc
and lead compounds can be expensive to remove or cause environmental damage.

(ix) Finally, we are concerned about the increasing tendency in recent years to permit development within
the flood plain. This echoes similar concerns expressed by the Environment Agency. There is insuYcient
sewer capacity, especially in the older metropolitan areas, to cope with large volumes of surface water run-
oV and this exacerbates the problems of property flooding and large river flooding downstream. However,
if new homes are to be built in areas prone to flooding, they should at least be designed to cope, and include
as standard design preventative measures such as door gates and flood resistant underfloor vents; as well as
precautions such as high level electrical sockets. Developers should also be required to ensure loss of flood
plain capacity resulting from their development does not cause additional property flooding downstream.

D. Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

(i) In recent months, Government has demonstrated a greater understanding of the need to ensure
provision of water and wastewater services. The indigenous water resources in all of the sustainable
communities’ areas have eVectively been fully developed. An analysis in companies’ Water Resources Plans
in 2004 demonstrated the need for water resource development, alongside demand management, to meet
the existing forecast of growth in the South and East of England, without the 50% acceleration in the growth
rate likely to result from the Government’s current proposals. These areas coincide with high population
density areas in the east and south east of England, where land is also scarce.

(ii) We believe that lack of water and wastewater services should not be a constraint to economic
development. These services can be provided, but at a higher cost as more sophisticated engineering
solutions may be required in some circumstances.

(iii) The water industry’s current investment programme has been funded to secure the supply-demand
balance through charges to existing customers and, where possible, seeking contributions from developers.
Increasing the planned growth rate will use up the available headroom [the diVerence between supplies and
demands required to maintain the security of supplies] and advance the need for more investment. The cost
of providing these services in terms of the overall economic context of the Sustainable Communities
proposals is relatively low. But in terms of water bills for customers in those areas, these additional costs
could be very significant. This may not be acceptable to customers, or to politicians, in the short to medium
term. This is a diYculty that needs to be faced collectively by Government, the industry and its regulator.
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(iv) Developing these resources will need to be funded within the existing structure of a five-yearly price
review and 25-year water resources plans. Due to a combination of water resource pressures and increased
population demands, the water industry will be faced with a situation, unique since privatisation, where it
will have to build reservoirs and other engineering solutions.

(v) In addition, the challenge of the Water Framework Directive will mean new water quality and
environmental objectives have to be achieved. Therefore funding for new schemes is only part of the picture
and consideration will also have to be given to the delivery of outcomes in terms of the planning process.
We believe a long term strategic planning framework and closer alignment of timetables for investment
funding, price determinations and environmental planning mechanisms will be needed.

(vi) The water industry is not a statutory consultee in the planning process, and as Water UK’s oral
evidence to the House of Lords Science and Technology Select Committee clearly indicated, the process of
engagement with the ODPM on the sustainable communities plan was initially slow. Water companies can
only plan and make sound investment decisions if provided with timely and accurate information on the
location, size and timing of new communities. We would like to be closely involved from inception, not to
constrain development taking place but to be able to contribute and develop the best solutions to deliver
water and wastewater services.

(vii) The process of regional development planning clearly plays a key role in this and we are encouraging
our member companies, particularly the ten water and sewerage undertakers, to be involved from the very
beginning.

(viii) As a consequence of all the pressures identified above, there will be an increasing need to promote
water eYciency measures. The current water resources situation in the south of England is the result of a
significant period of below average rainfall. This has been managed eVectively up until now with the use of
the appropriate restrictions on water use that are included in companies’ approved Drought Plans. The
industry also reminds its customers of the need for responsible water use during periods of exceptionally hot
dry weather where potential demand exceeds supply.

(ix) Water UK is promoting the more eYcient use of water through a separately funded body called
waterwise, which is also giving support for initiatives for more water eYcient design and specification in
buildings, and for developing more sustainable living habits in communities. Both Water UK and waterwise
are members of a group set up by Defra Ministers, the Water Savings Group, which is looking at water
eYciency initiatives across Government and regulators.

(x) We would support a greater focus by Government through education in schools to develop and
understanding of water conservation alongside energy use and waste minimisation and recycling.

(xi) Clearly, the Environment Agency plays a key role in promoting sustainable development through
both education and regulation. We would like to see an increased focus in the discharge of its regulatory
functions, including its new sustainable development duty, used to facilitate sustainable development,
taking account of economic and social needs alongside those of the environment.

Conclusions

Code for Sustainable Buildings

— We welcome the development of the Code for Sustainable Buildings and would like the
Government to consider the use of a standards kitemark for buildings that meet the standards laid
down in the Code.

— We believe that research is needed to assess the premium people willing to pay, if any, for the
benefits of the scheme. Fiscal incentives should also be considered.

— The Code should promote the use of water eYcient fixtures and fittings.

— The Government should consider using the Code to promote grey water re-use and to address
surface water drainage issues.

— When development in the flood plain is proposed, the resulting increase in volumes of surface
water run oV and flooding downstream need to be taken into account in the planning process.

Infrastructure

— Water resources are already scarce in areas where sustainable communities are proposed.

— A lack of water and wastewater services should not constrain economic development, but the
additional costs of providing the infrastructure need to be addressed.

— Balancing both sides of the supply-demand balance may mean more large scale investment in
engineering solutions—the implications of this need to be identified and considered.

— The Water Framework Directive will mean new water quality and ecological objectives have to be
achieved.
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— The water industry needs to be involved in the development of sustainable communities from
inception if it is to contribute to sustainable solutions to the provision of water infrastructure and
resources.

— All parties to the development of sustainable communities need to promote water eYciency ıthe
water industry wants to play a full part in this.

December 2005

Memorandum submitted by Waterwise

Introduction

waterwise is a new body, set up on 1st September with a five-year life, to increase water eYciency. We are
core funded by the water industry but are not-for-profit, with an independent board.

waterwise’s aim is to develop a model framework for sustained water eYciency in the UK for all mains
use of water and to reverse the upward trend in per capita consumption by 2010, underpinned by a robust
evidence base demonstrating the social, economic and environmental benefits of water eYciency. By the end
of our five year-life, we are aiming for there to be large-scale water eYciency projects alongside new resource
developments, for water eYciency to be embedded within the built environment, and for industry to be using
water eYcient business solutions. waterwise will promote water eYciency though co-ordination of existing
initiatives and through the development of collaborative projects.

The UK has less water available per capita than any other European country except Belgium and
Cyprus—and water is already a scarce resource in some parts of the UK. With environmental and social
developments certain to add to the pressure on the water supply network, and concerns about aVordability,
water eYciency continues to rise up the agenda.

waterwise has been welcomed by the government, the water industry and regulators, and sits on Elliot
Morley’s Water Saving Group.

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

1. Can a voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

Mandatory measures are generally accepted to steer the market more quickly in the desired direction than
voluntary ones. That said, we welcome the government’s 2005 manifesto commitment that from April 2006
all new homes receiving government funding will meet the new code, and that the government will encourage
local authorities to apply similar standards to private homes. For the DPM’s Sustainable Communities to
be genuinely sustainable, it is essential that the code contains strong commitments on water eYciency as well
as energy eYciency—as Elliot Morley said when he launched the Water Saving Group, “The uncomfortable
reality is that we can no longer assume unlimited supplies of water in all circumstances”. If it is robust, we
expect the code to drive sustainable design and development—as it has been said the DPM’s 60k housing
commitment has been—and we would welcome its developoment into a mandatory code in the future.

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction in early 2006?

The government’s stated intent is that builders using the code will want to diVerentiate themselves in the
market place as “builders of quality”, and that properties built to the code should be perceived by consumers
as “better built with lower running costs”. We are concerned that the content of the code has not yet seen
the light of day, and that this in turn has hindered its promotion to the above ends.We are also concerned
that there may not be universal Ministerial commitment across Government to ensuring the code is
genuinely sustainable. Discussions with industry should reach beyond the homebuilders to the water
industry and other suppliers.

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

A number of possible fiscal measures were suggested by the Sustainable Buildings Task Group and these
merit further investigation, however we would like to see the Government primarily focussing on
implementing the other elements of the Task Groups recommendations such as amending the Building
Regulations to include water eYciency.
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A Water EYciency Commitment similar to the Energy EYciency Commitment has been suggested by
some as a vehicle to incentivise water eYciency. We would not be opposed to this, but suggest that an
evidence base to support the economic, environmental and social benefits of water eYciency is necessary
before fiscal measures are taken forward, to ensure value for money.

There are some existing measures in place that drive water eYciency such as the Enhanced Capital
Allowance scheme, linked to the Water Technology List, however these do not influence individual
behaviour and the use of VAT discounts on water eYcient products should be examined.

B. Sustainable Communities: Homes for All?

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment of tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

The ODPM Five Year Plan is to be congratulated for its environmental focus, including commitments
on both broad direction and specific targets. However, the test will be whether these commitments are
honoured—for example, paragraph 8.28 of the Five Year Plan, which states “we will explore the scope for
incorporating water conservation into building regulations and consult on detailed proposals in 2005”. In
the light of rising per capita consumption, and pressures on supply from climate change and new build, it
is essential that existing homes are maintained to water eYciency standards as well as new build. We await
with interest the government’s proposals on incorporating water conservation into Building Regulations,
alongside the development of the code for new build. We would like to see a target for the water eYciency
of each household contained in the review of the Building Regulations.

One of the clear recommendations of the Sustainable Buildings Task Group was that part G of the
Building Regulations should be amended to include water eYciency. We are concerned that there has been
no progress on this issue and that ODPM appears reluctant to carry out a clear recommendation from an
expert group set up by Ministers from DTI, Defra and ODPM.

5. To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

No comment.

C. LPS2020

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

We cannot comment as we were not aware of this consultation.

D. Infrastructure

7. Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four growth areas?

It is good that the Government is taking a high level view of development in the Growth Areas and
considering strategic infrastructure provision.

With regard to water infrastructure, in general there has been a lot of report writing on both supply and
demand issues the main problem is a lack of action. There is a need for better dissemination and developing
an action plan based on the research, there is a need for more collaborative projects. At a technical level
there is a need to address the physical and social actions needed at an early stage, eg laying supply pipes
under pavements and verges rather than roads, fully integrating SUDS into developments, building large
scale greywater reuse, and increasing water eYciency as an integral part of the infrastructure. These things
are not happening to any significant degree. There are good international examples where planning,
legislation and incentivisation has led to the development of highly eYcient infrastructure.

The work on demand-side measures requires both a better understanding of how and why people use
water and the development of legislative and technical tools to promote eYciency.
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8. Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

Concern about the security of water supply in the UK, in the South East of England in particular, is valid.

— Per capita demand for water has risen by about 1% a year since the 1930s.

— Climate change is leading to greater uncertainty in rainfall patterns, which will probably result in
more droughts and floods.

— New development and population growth is being predicted and even promoted, in the areas of
highest water stress.

The timescale for problems to emerge is now. The current drought in the south east shows how unusual
rainfall patterns, a lack of headroom in supply and a high demand can all lead to shortages. If the same
rainfall pattern is repeated this winter, there will be more severe shortages next year.

There is a statutory requirement on water companies to supply water and they will fulfil this duty for the
new growth areas, as there are always engineering solutions to water shortages. However, as Elliot Morley
said when he launched the Water Saving Group, “The uncomfortable reality is that we can no longer assume
unlimited supplies of water in all circumstances”. What this will mean is that unless there is suYcient
progress on legislation, planning and infrastructure development, water will be supplied to the new homes,
but unsustainably.

Projections of water supply and demand are diYcult to make as they depend on a large number of factors.
However, the key factors are changes in per capita demand, changes in population and industry, the
development of new supply, and climate change.

waterwise supports the government’s twin-track approach to supply and demand whereby demand
management is pursued alongside new supply measures such as reservoirs.

waterwise believes that the water companies should increase their action on demand-side measures and
the promotion of water eYeicncy, but waterwise itself was set up by the water industry to help them do this.

9. Is there suYcient eVort being made by Government, the Environment Agency and water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

The water industry already carries out water eYciency promotion and is statutorily required to do so.
However, in the past it has been diYcult to secure funding for large scale water eYciency projects. The water
industry has set up and funded waterwise—as an independent organisation—to build the evidence base
needed for large-scale water eYciency in this country. There is currently no standardised measurement for
water companies of their water eYciency messages and outcomes, and no large-scale evidence base to
support an economic case for a step change in water eYciency—this forms part of waterwise’s workplan,
and one of the workstreams of Elliot Morley’s Water Saving Group on which waterwise sits.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Welsh Streets Home Group

This evidence has been prepared by the Welsh Streets Home Group (WSHG) a residents group in a
Liverpool Pathfinder area. The text is based on discussions with over 200 residents in Toxteth, over an 18
month period, informed by local and national amenity and advisory bodies, engineers, architects,
environmentalists and estate agents.

The jargon of sustainability has been used in communications to residents about housing and community.
This has translated into a confused and measureless practice which lacks definition. Residents have been
told they must prove themselves to be a “sustainable community” by a local government unable to define
or measure the requirement.

It is hoped that this evidence will be viewed as a useful window into delivery of a Pathfinder. Inevitably
the text examines broader issues and views the national picture. It refers to the broadly approved
sustainability agenda that the government has outlined, and which the public want.

Whilst there is great confidence in the economic performance of the government, and relief that issues of
poverty and urban decline begin to receive attention, there are deep and widespread concerns that the
systems in place do not oVer best value to the economy or the environment. It is disputed that either
Southern growth areas or Northern demolitions meet current or future needs.
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A1 Can a voluntary code deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well designed,
energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

A1(1) House builders enjoy a captive market with few options other than to accept the “oV the shelf”
product. The developer is not the end user and energy savings benefit the occupant rather than the builder.
It is unlikely a voluntary code will achieve necessary design changes.

A1(2) The cost of delivering new build to eco-homes has been quoted as incurring £1,800–£3,000
additional cost. If accurate this figure is low enough to have minimum impact on delivery and maximum
impact on environmental benefits.

Figure for the up-grade of existing houses to Eco-homes targets are not currently available, but since
existing stock comprises the majority of units energy eYciency upgrades for existing homes should form the
basis of immediate action and fiscal incentive. It might benefit from open competition similar to that which
invited the design of a £60k house. Research in this arena is vital.

A2 Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of
it’s introduction early in 2006?

A2 The public will to achieve sustainability is great. Advice and assistance to achieve would benefit from
input. The progress made by the construction industry as reported is sluggish, and unlikely to change unless
forced to.

A3 Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

A3 Yes, and potentially introducing regulation and penalties for failure to comply.

“An idea would be to convert carbon saving (at construction and in future use) to financial commodity.
By doing this a developer can gain credits that can be converted to tax savings etc to encourage
refurbishment. A developer would rather do oV the shelf new build as it is easier and crucially less time
consuming and therefore more cost eVective. Financial incentive on environmental performance would
therefore persuade developers to see existing structures as an opportunity and not a hindrance (ie VAT on
refurbishment actively encourages demolition).”

Rob Hyde; Student of Architecture, Manchester School of Architecture

B4 Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities; Homes For All; tackle the impact of house
building on the environment or merely pay lip service to it?

Increasing Supply, Choice and Social Mix Without Building

B4(1) The Five Year Plan tends to neglect available opportunities to increase the number of homes by
means other than house building.

B4(2) These opportunities include fiscal measures to encourage refurbishment, including the abolition of
VAT on refurbishment, regulation to ensure empty homes are occupied, or abandoned homes are repaired.

B4(3) It may also include bringing previously non-housing building into use for dwellings as exemplified
in for example Urban Splash’s Matchworks conversion of the former Bryant and May factory. Factory sites
in particular tend to have good existing communications and infrastructure extant or repairable.

Empty Homes—Empty Promises

B4(4) Current powers providing local authorities with the ability to issue Compulsory Purchase, or
enforce repair may appear to oVer progress in this area.

B4(5) Yet the current output measures of the Pathfinder Scheme have the eVect of rewarding
abandonment, market manipulation and “managed decline”.

B4(6) Liverpool has an unusually high number of abandoned and empty homes already in public
ownership 34% of the total empty homes as opposed to 16% in publicly owned empty homes in Manchester.

B4(7) Liverpool City Council have over a period of time, along with Registered Social Landlords refused
to let, repair, or sell these properties.

B4(8) This is despite consistent and demonstrable buyer interest from would be owner occupiers,
reputable developers and private landlords.

B4(9) This has the eVect of suppressing and damaging local markets, frightening would be occupiers from
renting or purchasing in areas where homes are left to decay.

B4(10) Therefore the strategy the increased local authority power to seize empty homes by Compulsory
Purchase can only be seen as responsive and sustainable as the local authority in question.
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B4(11) The local authority has already some power to pursue repair of abandoned property in private
ownership, but have not eVectively pursued the repair of the half dozen derelict homes in the Welsh Streets,
despite the desirability of the homes and the blight they inflict on the neighbourhood.

B4(12) The new measures for compulsory purchase of empty homes, although seen as a positive step are
unlikely to remedy issues of supply, demand or value unless local authorities are properly accountable and
subject to fiscal measures, and regulation themselves.

B4(13) It is feared that in Liverpool these additional powers will add to the perceived long term abuse of
existing powers.

B4(14) As the largest local employer the Liverpool City Council exerts extraordinary power and influence
in the city. The financial leverage available to a local authority in this position may need support and scrutiny
if it is to avoid damaging the quality of life or trading and housing opportunities for its residents.

Market Demand and Joining Things Up

B4(15) The buyer interest known to WSHG is in the inner core, in Pathfinder areas, significantly often
pre-dating the Pathfinder scheme. Minimal research eVorts have registered over 80 potential buyers for
homes in the Welsh Streets area despite the threat of demolition. The potential buyers registered to date
are not private landlords or investors, they want to renovate and live in the houses. This interest is currently
denied, thus contributing to decline.

B4(16) “The Five Year Plan” speaks of the potential for private sector investment in housing stock, thus
providing private sector rental supply. In the light of this aspiration, and clear need, it is regrettable that
the Pathfinder has demonised Private landlords in the local press and in it’s communications with residents.
Currently Private tenants in decanting areas are oVered Social Housing, which is adding to existing two year
waiting lists.

B4(17) It may be helpful to test the market, removing the threat of demolition for homes in which buyer
interest has already been expressed and agreeing refurbishment of public areas and basic services. This
would release funds to accommodate the increased costs of purchase and resettlement which plague the
HMR scheme.

B4(18) The local authority waiting list for accommodation is 11,000, the RSL waiting list is 18, 7,100
endure overcrowded conditions whilst simultaneously large swathes of Liverpool are experiencing the blight
of empty homes. The empty homes problem is contributed to, if not sustained by the local authority, and
registered social landlords.

B4(19) Liverpool City Council may benefit from incentives to respond to radically changed market
conditions. If improvements in local management are not quickly delivered “target” inhabitants will
doubtless depart. The apparent excess of Council OYcer power in the city is cause for concern.

(ref icliverpool Liverpool Echo and Daily Post)

B4(20) The predisposition to demolish apparently emanating from the CURS research, The Northern
Way, The Pathfinder Scheme, Local Authority and Housing Associations is causing avoidable hardship and
has the potential to destabilise broader markets, and undermine growth and sustainability in the North.

B4.(21) There appears a lack of cohesion between the strands of ambition contained in the five year plan,
the agencies delivering the plan, and the underpinning rational. The plans describes sustainability, but
produces unsustainable schemes, attempts market renewal, but fails to accommodate an inevitably dynamic
market. The division of cohesive communities in pursuit of “majority support” for schemes of dubious merit
is a city wide phenomena but this too flies in the face of Government aspirations.

“In Liverpool, traditional terraced houses are the norm. There is no doubt that these houses do indeed
provide sustainable homes for families, but their future may have been put at hazard by some of the HMRI
propaganda against them. The power of sentiment in the housing market is strong and if the message were
to take hold that such housing is obsolescent, then this could unleash enormous pressures on the demand
for alternative forms of housing. People who might have contented themselves with traditional housing
would be propelled into the housing market. This would overwhelm any progress made in adjusting the
supply of detached and semi-detached suburban housing.”

“. . . it is not high density terraced housing nor its location that is a problem per se, but rather the
social conditions which surround the houses.” CPRE—“Useless old Houses?” March 2004

“Instead of supporting a perverse propaganda assault on demand for terraced housing, the Council could
act to increase the demand for them—thereby taking pressure oV the demand for alternative housing forms.
This could include “soft” measures such as marketing the qualities of Liverpool’s terraced housing. And,
as Highway Authority, it could include “hard” measures such as extensive traYc calming, “Home Zone”
protection and more street trees.”

(appendix 1 HMR A Discussion Paper; John Coyne, Software Designer, Liverpool City Councillor Lib
dem) [not printed]
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B4.(22) The assumption that new homes with gardens will reduce or remove the primarily social and
economic problems which aZict Pathfinder inhabitants is naïve, and has failed in this city and elsewhere
many times before.

(Ref Mott Macdonald Survey, “Include” showing 72% or respondents satisfied or very satisfied with their
accommodation, but worried by anti-social behaviour, and crime. Appendix 2) [not printed]

Until social and economic issues are resolved the Pathfinder homes whether new or old, will not be the
first choice destination for buyers or renters.

If mixed tenure, mixed dwelling type developments are to succeed anywhere, buyers need to be confident
that their eVorts will not be subject to excessive influence and control from local authorities and Housing
Associations. It is viewed as vitally important that existing homeowners are treated respectfully, in
neighbourhoods where existing ownership sees public bodies in control of high percentages of stock.

Informed Decision Making

B4.(18) The English Housing Condition Survey 2001 estimates the cost of bringing “non decent” homes
up to decent homes standard as £7,181 per average dwelling. Local Housing associations who have
experience in this field with regard to the terraces in question quote around £34K for the same work, whilst
ITV have performed the task for 24K. Local small developers and national investors report their renovation
costs vary. These costs would be reduced by multiple purchase in refurbishing whole streets but compare
favourably with the economic costs of demolition.

(ref Tonight with Trevor Macdonald renovation of Welsh St home May 2005)

B4 (19) Wherever possible compulsory clearance of whole areas should be reconsidered in favour of less
drastic interventions. For example, the retention of terraced streets can accommodate loft-style conversions
for single person occupancy, and two-into-one conversions to accommodate larger households. Such
schemes would allow for loss of floor space caused by adding insulation to the two exterior walls.

Four and more bedroom, and single household accommodation are under represented in replacement
housing proposals for the Welsh Streets.

B4.(20) Lack of promotion of the economic and environmental benefits of refurbishment and data
regarding the cost of up-grade to Eco-homes energy eYciency standards imply predisposition towards
demolition at the outset of the HMR scheme.

B4.(21) It is therefore suggested that risk assessments were not informed by market experts and
economists, and that no fallback position was investigated or developed with regard to radical increases in
land prices, as witnessed in Liverpool.

B4.(22) This leaves residents in impoverished areas further disadvantaged by the threat of demolition
unable to exploit their property assets or benefit from the house price rises available in non pathfinder areas.
It also results in the development of unrealistic expectations amongst residents.

B4.(23) Newheartlands the Merseyside Pathfinder has sought an additional 42 million for clearances,
against a very small sum for refurbishment in its current funding bid, implying that they have no intention
of reviewing the bias towards demolition.

B4.(24) Whereas there is ample evidence from Leed’s Headingly, Manchster’s Didsbury, and even
Liverpool’s Sefton Park, that the historic housing stock in Toxteth is precisely the kind of dwelling sought
by incomers and “target residents” it remains largely under threat or blighted.

B4 (25) The lack of reference to other successful models of market lead regeneration and to the type of
homes and districts popular with incomers threatens to undermine Liverpool’s new found confidence.

B4.(25) Unlike MMC new build in which incoming developers are accused of failing the local labour
pool, refurbishment oVers training, skills and earning opportunities for local people which they could go on
to exploit across 60% of the national housing stock. This seems a more sustainable approach to housing if
the term is viewed as an expansive model of practice.

B5 To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

Don’t Put All Your Eggs In One Basket

B5.(26) The Five Year Plan lays out a disturbingly South East centric series of environmental and
economic sustainability theories. The Southern bias in of earmarked “Growth Areas” and the view of Sir
John Egan regarding the poor potential of the North is not viewed as realistic, desirable or sustainable.

B5.(27) The Five Year Plan neglects not only the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build, but the striking economic and social implications which imply
seriously fragmented thinking, and a grotesque misunderstanding of what sustainability entails.
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B5.(28) Proposals to increase dwellings on flood plains, which cannot be supplied with water would be
comic, were they not in progress.

Flood resistance is predicted to cost an additional £7k to the costs of these new developments, but it is
not know if it is possible to resist or accurately predict changes in sea level, rainfall or temperature.

B5.(29) The proposals for the four Growth Areas emerge in a context of scientists, engineers and
environmentalists expressing forthright concern, whilst both Northern and Southern populations look on
in disbelief. (ref The Southern Region Environment Agency September 2004)

B5.(30) The assumption that increasing supply will reduce the cost of housing to householders needs
greater analysis and economic interrogation. The profit incentive and drive towards public private
partnerships must not be allowed to dictate solutions to problems essentially caused by the influence and
power of profit.

B5.(31) Since property is a vehicle for investment, there appears nothing to suggest that ownership will
fall to those with the greatest economic power, those who already own property or who have the means to
borrow money. Investors who buy property to harvest increased value over time are not obliged to let people
live in it.

B5.(32) The predicted increases in the number of new homes needed to accommodate the population are
disputed and require interrogation.

B5.(33) Thus even if the new build targets are reached there is no evidence to suggest that they will be
aVordable in enough quantity, that supply for owner occupation will increase in the private sector, that
home ownership will extend to the three in 10 who currently rent their homes, or that homelessness will
decrease.

B5.(34) To an extent current diYculties in the North originate in regional wealth disparity, and form the
basis of the exodus of skilled and educated people from Northern cities. This existing imbalance in regional
wealth would be exacerbated if the Growth Areas proceed, with serious implications for increased poverty,
crime depopulation and skill drain for Northern areas. The Southern bias is not sustainable.

B5.(35) Whilst The Northern Way oVers a forward looking view with regard to transport the assertion
that 400k houses needed to be demolished is no longer accurate, and not adequately justified.

B5.(36) The vision of a conurbation from Hull to Liverpool merely emulates the South Eastern sprawl
and threatens the problems associated with large scale development.

The divisive schemes would deliver earnings, but low quality of life in the overcrowded South, or poverty
reducing the potentially excellent quality of life in the North where the amenities, space, water and land
above sea level are in reasonable supply.

B5.(37) It is a culturally impoverished view of future life, and unless new visions for both North and
South are devised, the stated aspiration of many young people to leave the UK will become a reality. There
is no reason to assume the skill drain will stop at the South East. It must be remembered that young people
are a decreasing resource in Europe.

B5.(38) The procurement of new and sustainable visions require wider experience to informs progress.
Wealth and amenities are needed nationally. The schemes currently under discussion reflect the proximity
of power brokers to Whitehall, and lack a national perspective.

B5.(39) It is unlikely that pursuit of the currently proposed schemes will be popular, or that they will assist
the vital social cohesion now in serious fracture in the UK. They are likely to be expensive and if the aim is
to increase the nation’s potential as a competitor then it is pertinent to look towards those with whom the
U.K. expects to compete.

B5.(40) Amongst the underlying trends amongst the serious global competitors are extremely eVective
multi-lingual education systems, the devotion of resources to innovation, reduced regulation in industry and
access to cultural activity.

B5.(41) We are not aware that the Federation of British Industry or others has sought the proposed
housing actions as a route to “competitive” improvements, and are concerned about the origin of the
underpinning agenda.

B5.(42) If sea levels continue to rise faster than predicted, dependence on London and the low lying area
in the South East may prove a fatally uncompetitive example of unsustainable development.

B5.(37) There are many wealth creating businesses dependant on a South Eastern location to, but also
opportunities to relocate opportunities to other regions including the North.

B5.(38) This would demand transport infrastructure. Yet Government refuses the comparatively paltry
sums necessary to confirm the trams for Liverpool, extend the hugely successful Manchester Trams or
commit to a new Mersey Bridge at Runcorn.

B5.(39) The diminished quality of life in the South despite earnings threatens a continued flow North of
“downsizing” Southerners, who refuse to tolerate endless commutes, scarcity of open space, and “dormitory
non-communities”. Their comparative equity wealth threatens inflation of the Northern housing markets.
This and general investor activity may well keep even fairly aZuent Northerners out of the housing market.
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Development Agenda; New Houses and Their Builders

1. It is vital in discussion of housing that it’s unique cultural and financial status is recognised.

Housing is more than essential shelter from the elements, being also a place of personal freedom, security
and comfort.

It can be a signifier of status and power, a vehicle for the investment of capital, and capable of
producing income.

2. The building industry is inevitably motivated by the needs of company shareholders. It costs money
to develop new housing products which contribute to the “common good.”

3. Delivery of existing, and eventually further Eco-Homes energy eYciency targets in new developments
will need fiscal measures, possibly enforced through regulation but better achieved by incentives and
supported by research.

4. The increased skill-base to oversee this aspect of building inspections will require increased human and
financial resources.

5. Additionally the requisite research and development resources which could enable UK based
production of MMC Eco-homes are viewed as an urgent priority for spending.

6. MMC is not without risk, in particular the ability to repair or replace prefabricated panels requires
large scale investment and centralised production, and the relative benefits must be assessed against use of
local materials and production.

7. MMC build has been the subject of concern regarding fire hazard and potential to require air-
conditioning.

(appendix 1 Vienna University and BRC reported Observer 2005) [not printed]

8. The apparent expertise available outside the UK in the field also threatens an import based housing
supply, which compound the UK’s dependence on imports for food and power and is presumably
unsustainable for the UK economy.

Adapt or Die

“It is time that we in Britain, so good at fundamental science also came fully to appreciate the intellectual
challenge behind product development. We seem culturally unable to realise that this can be more
challenging than fundamental science and requires the very best minds. In my view this has already been
grasped in India and China which in my view is pleasing because after all technology is the means by which
the developing world can increase its standard of living but if we do not join the race to advance technology
we face serious consequences not least that we will fall behind in our own intellectual, social and material
development.”

Lord Broers, Reith Lecture “Technology Will Determine The Fate of The Human Race” 2005

9. The long term risk in failure to invest in engineering and technology research, and UK manufacturing
is well rehearsed and a matter of pressing concern. This want has significant impact on sustainability.

10. The extent to which primary and secondary education fails to provide a solid foundation from which
mathematicians, designers, scientists and engineers are likely to spring demands immediate and significant
investment.

11. The lack of breadth in education is identified by Lord Broers and countless others as a significant
impediment to the development of skills in the UK.

12. The lack of productive learning environments, and cross discipline awareness, contribute to the
failure of education to give broad foundations to later specialisms.

13. This lack of broad education foundation can be viewed as a significant contributor to the current skill
shortages in Civil Engineering, Town Planning and other disciplines relating to housing and infrastructure
development.

14. Since building companies are largely small to medium scale businesses operating as independent
fragments, there is a need to develop research collaboration and support for the development of new
building solutions.

15. The competition for developers to produce a 60K home, and the provision of demonstration model
of good practice is woefully inadequate investment in research and leadership of such vast and costly
schemes. The current approach is not appropriate given the ongoing and increasing environmental, social
and economic challenges. It merely confirms the “window dressing status” allegations contained in the 2005
Select Committee Report “Housing; Building A Sustainable Future”.

16. Similarly the personnel currently engaged in regeneration delivery lack significant skills necessary to
ensure successful outcomes. The culture of the commonly local authority, or RSL employee, does not easily
engender creative problem solving or communication, being based in systems designed to assimilate and
follow central directives.
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17. Thus the model of development operation is tending to fall short, lack imaginative and innovative
input. The inclusion of designers, scientists, architects and environmentalists at early stages might produce
better results. This resource pool might benefit from international input.

18. It appears that the tradition of “criticism” as a tool to seeking best outcomes in the training of creative
workers would be useful to transfer into policy, housing and regeneration environments.

19. The approach we have observed has lacked the facility to make positive use of critical discourse, but
instead makes excessive reference to the power and resources available to the joint developer/local authority/
housing association/Pathfinder/Government scheme. The imbalance of power is amply clear, but may not
necessarily yield the best outcomes.

20. It is not felt that CABE have had enough input in design solutions for New Build developments
having this month assessed 94% of homes built in the North as below standard in terms of their design
criteria. Their review excluded Social Housing.

North falls short on housing design

Ben Willis, Regeneration & Renewal—18 November 2005

Housebuilders in northern England are falling short of national design standards, according to a critique
by the Government’s architecture watchdog.

An audit published this week by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment of 93 new
housing developments in the North found 94 per cent to be either average or poor.

The audit is Cabe’s second suggesting that house builders are not responding to pressure to improve
design standards. Last year the watchdog looked at 100 developments in the South-East growth areas and
rated only 17% to be good or very good.

Cabe chief executive Richard Simmons said: “The design quality of new housing is a national problem.
We are planning to build the largest number of new homes for decades and yet almost a quarter of them
built in the past three years are judged to be poor.”

21. If housing solutions are to succeed input from organisations such as CABE at preliminary stages of
projects need to be hugely increased, along with possible powers of veto for poor design, or excessive
clearance schemes.

22. This would demand a clear definition of what CABE consider to be “good design, and
communication with the construction industry to discover why two years after the launch of the 16
“Building For Life” criteria the outlook remains “bleak”.

(Matt Ball Policy director CABE)

23. Our pathfinder seems to have had little regard for the CABE critical tests.

CABE’s three “Critical Tests” for Pathfinder schemes:

“1. Nothing should be demolished unless its real value has been established—and that means value as
assessed by the community, which has to be at the heart of decision making.”

“2. Nothing should be demolished unless there is a really clear strategy as to the kind of place you’re
trying to recreate or change, and that takes time and consideration.”

“3. Nothing should be demolished unless it is absolutely guaranteed to be replaced by something that is
much better than what is currently there.”

(Joanna Averley; CABE)

Unsustainable Pathfinder; Older Houses and Their Importance

Close to the city centre, transport links, amenities, huge green spaces, and surrounded on two sides by
conservation areas—the Welsh Streets neighbourhood was already attracting young professionals, families
and locally born residents. With demand exceeding supply, initially for the large town houses on Kelvin
Grove but increasingly for the smaller terraces following the rise in house prices and rents. Newcomers had
joined the longstanding dynamic and sociable community amongst 13 small businesses and a school.

This neighbourhood is viewed as disposable by some, and valuable by others.

24. The Merseyside Pathfinder company Newheartlands shocked the nation on the “File on Four” radio
broadcast, BBC 8.3.05 when it’s managing director Pauline Davies inferred that the demolition of homes
in the Welsh Streets were not informed by the condition or desirability of the houses, but by the value of
the land on which they are built. This was confirmed in a conversation between a local resident and John
Glester, the chief executive of Newheartlands on 29.3.05 after an interview BBC Radio 4 “Today”
programme.

25. This prioritisation of land value, and the scale of “land parcel” made available to Private Developers,
raises doubts as to the ability of the local Pathfinder company to deliver the broad and commendable aims
of the scheme, and sheds doubt on the organisational understanding of sustainability.
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26. The dependency of the Welsh Streets Scheme on a volume house builder, threaten outcomes are of a
poor quality.

27. Further the protection of the interests of the private developer and it’s shareholders, has been at the
cost of a once cohesive community, including 13 small businesses.

28. The local authority has stated that capital receipts from the proposed demolition zone, would be re-
invested in the neighbouring estates. This seems dubious in legal, ethical and moral terms. These receipts
come at the cost of the stability aspirations, and investments of the demolished householders.

29. Despite assurances that the scheme is designed to benefit householders aZicted by clearance, only 30
households (it is thought from a potential 450) have registered interest in the replacement new build estate.

30. Property values nationally have increased radically. The slight increase in Liverpool’s population and
the award of the Capital of Culture status have seen unprecedented increase in property values in the city. In
Spring ’05 Liverpool saw 22% increases, whilst the national average was around 9 exceeding all expectations.

31. The Pathfinder are keen to point out their designated action zones still lagged behind the city average
increases, and the national average increases. The accuracy of their assertion is not known but must be
viewed in context. The Pathfinder scheme has decanted many residents for over a year, “tinning up” and
increasing the empty homes and blight in the area. Prior to the scheme vacancy and void levels were not
significantly below average.

32. Citywide price increases and demand unsurprisingly includes the Welsh Streets in Toxteth. Local
estate agents James Kersh and national investment services confirm this. Independent analyses for Toxteth
and Granby do not accord with the view of the Pathfinder.

http://propertyinvesting.net/content/ripple-eVect-lpool.htm

Local owner occupiers report the rise in the value of their properties following independent valuations

2005

Gwydir Street increasing 11-fold in two years

Kelvin Grove increasing eight-fold in six years

Madryn Street increasing three-fold in ten years

33. Assuming this meant the housing market was in recovery, residents asked their MP Louise Ellman
to ask two parliamentary questions. We have responded to the answers we received but our concerns remain
unaddressed at this time. (appendix) [not printed]

Both questions relate to the concept of value.

House of Commons Written Parliamentary Question

For answer on: Wednesday 16 March 2005

Date answered: Monday 21 March 2005
ODPM Ref: 1372

Mrs Louise Ellman (Liverpool, Riverside)

Housing (Liverpool)

Mrs. Ellman: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister what independent structural survey has been undertaken
in the Welsh Streets in Liverpool 8 to assess the state of the properties; and where this information is
available to the public. [222661]

Keith Hill: It is understood that Liverpool city council propose to make a compulsory purchase order, to
acquire and demolish a number of houses in the Welsh Streets area, as part of their Housing Market
Renewal programme. It is for the city council to determine what independent advice they seek, in order to
explain why they believe the area is in need of redevelopment.

Best Value ?

34. WSHG have asked the local Pathfinder delivery agencies for the same information, ie where are the
building surveys, engineers’ reports and budgets which demonstrate that these properties are not viable for
refurbishment and this information has never been made available.

35. This leads to concern that this basic investigation has never been sought, and the refurbishment of
any of the 469 houses scheduled for demolition has never been considered.

36. It is assumed that if this evidence does exist, it would have been presented, if indeed it supported
demolition as the most cost eVective and environmentally appropriate course of action.

37. The proposal for demolition was presented months before the main stock assesment process was
conducted.
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38. Prior to the main stock assesment a small number of privately owned dwellings were surveyed. Less
than 30% of the total housing stock is privately owned and less than half of these were surveyed. This seems
a very small sample on which to base the demolition of a considerable area of potentially usable housing.

39. The surveyor who carried out inspections on Welsh Streets houses reported to residents that there
was “little or nothing wrong” with many of the houses, and stated his view that repairs and up-grades would
be inexpensive and easily performed.

40. Independent surveyors and engineers are reporting the same lack of physical evidence to support
clearance.

41. WSHG are still requesting evidence that budget comparisons were made by the Pathfinder and its
delivery partners. It is assumed that cost comparators would need to have been presented in order for the
delivery agents to form a view as to the viability and cost eVectiveness of refurbishment and or clearance.

42. Further evidence is emerging, that instead of accurate cost comparators, we are seeing the
implementation of a predetermined plan to demolish reusable houses.

The request for cost comparators was given little or no consideration by the Local Authority Housing
and Community Safety Committee (8 September 2005) upon who’s advice the Executive Board of LCC took
the decision to demolish 469 homes. (9 September 2005)

Householders have been cautioned that refurbishment for owner occupiers would be limited to £6,000 in
funding, and limited to exterior improvements. The accuracy of this data is unknown, but the eVect has been
that refurbishment has been rejected by those who previously sought it as an aVordable solution to decline.

It is regrettable that the Pathfinder has appeared keen to spend more than £6,000 per house in clearance
costs, up to £74,000 in removal and buying out costs but unable to consider spending similar sums on more
sustainable programmes of refurbishment.

It is therefore concluded that central process in aVording too much power to local authorities in
Pathfinder schemes is flawed, and would benefit from greater external scrutiny, the imposition of directives
regarding refurbishment, sustainability and the environment.
For answer on: Wednesday 16 March 2005
Date answered: Monday 21 March 2005
ODPM Ref: 1371
Housing Market Renewal Areas
Mrs Ellman: To ask the Deputy Prime Minister what criteria are used to measure the success of a Housing
Market Renewal area. [222660]
Keith Hill: “Homes for All”, the Government’s five-year housing plan sets out our aim to close by a third
the gap between the level of vacancies and house values in pathfinder areas compared to the regions by 2010.

Our long-term aim is to eradicate the problems caused by low demand housing by 2020.

Specific targets for the period up to March 2006 are included in each pathfinder’s funding agreement with
the Government.

Manipulation of Housing Resources and the Distortion of A Market?

On 5 October 2005 David Bebb, chief executive of a Housing Association with significant property
holdings in Toxteth was interviewed by BBC2 (appendix 3 Transcript BBC 2 How To Rescue A House
October 2005) [not printed].

The interview reveals that LHT had been willing to spend money on their property four or five years ago,
but decided against this due to uncertainty generated by the Pathfinder. Instead, it did a deal with the local
authority to leave a house empty and boarded up. We believe it likely that this deal explains why Liverpool
RSLs hold an anomalous number of empty homes.

Since the key performance, as defined by Keith Hill in his answer to the Parliamentary question above,
indicator is the reduction of vacancies by a third, concerns arise as to the clear ability of the Pathfinder RSL
partners to manipulate and contol vacancy levels. This is seen as contrary to the admirable aims of the
Pathfinder and not in the public interest.

The need for more and strategic performance indicators

43. It is suggested that government needs to insist that existing housing stock is not wasted merely because
it occupies prime site land, and overhaul its performance outputs.

44. Failure to do so would confirm the allegations contained in the previous Select Committee report that
use of the term sustainability is mere window dressing, but further damages prospects and stability for
people already suVering deprivation.

45. Since this is a market influencing exercise it is an oversight that actual cost, or rate of value increase
is not included as a measure of the recovery of the market.
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46. Failure to include price in the output measures makes a mockery of the aVordable homes initiative,
and threatens the ability of the scheme to benefit as many people as possible.

47. Current performance indicators reward and even encourage abandonment and neglect.

48. Partners in the scheme; the local authority-registered social landlords, and their joint organisation,
the delivery agency “Include”, have behaved perhaps inappropriately with regard to both the sustainability
agenda and the limits of their own remits.

49. Since this agreement to abandon public housing in Pathfinder areas predates the “public
consultation” there is cause for concern regarding the vulnerability of consultation processes to pre-
definition.

50. Residents report that in the early stages of the consultation process residents were informed there
would be no demolitions, later that there would be selective demolition and finally that there was no option
other than demolition, ie that if demolition of the entire site did not take place, that no regeneration would
take place. This is corrosive and stressful to a community exhausted by the regeneration.

51. There are concerns that public consultation is also mere window dressing, and that views are only
recorded and assimilated if they accord with the plans of the partnership agencies.

Benefits of refurbishment and adaptation

52. Refurbishment and upgrade to Ecohomes and decent homes standards are likely to be cheaper and
quicker than demoltion and rebuild and oVer added value in community cohesion, green assets and
environmental protection. These benefits warrant fiscal incentive.

53. The mere removal of VAT on refurbishment costs would place refurbishment and conversion on an
equal footing with new build costs. It is regrettable that there has been inadequate explanation from the
Chancellor regarding the issue of VAT on refurbishment, and it is recommended that this be the subject of
continued informed debate.

54. There is currently no incentive for the Pathfinders to develop options which exclude or reduce
demolition. If the Pathfinders were encouraged to spend their budgets diVerently they may consider
refurbishment logically as opposed to defending demolition, now the subject of widespread criticism.

Big stakeholders and small stakeholders

55. The local delivery agency is formed of the local authority and the registered social landlord, CDS
Housing, and that at the time of the public consultation CDS owned around 65% of the housing stock in
the clearance zone.

56. The CDS tenants’ report reduced capacity to voice criticism, feeling that their landlord would
ultimately have the power to insist on their departure. Tenants of other social landlords and the city council
reported similar vulnerability.

57. Owner occupiers, who were a minority, were also vulnerable to manipulation. Evidence is emerging
(see appendix 3; BBC transcript How to Rescue a House) [not printed] that the local authority and the RSLs
had eVectively conspired some years earlier to depress the value of property in the area, and had suVered
the blighting impact of abandoned property on the physical and fiscal value of their homes.

58. This is not what we understand “involving communities” to mean, nor is it consistent with
sustainability.

59. Some abandoned properties are owned by private landlords, but this is a small number. Many private
landlords maintain their properties properly. It is regrettable that Private Landlords have been used as
scapegoats.

60. In August of 2004 The Welsh Streets Home Group wrote to councillors, regeneration oYcers and the
board of the delivery agency “Include” expressing concerns of many local residents regarding the high
number of demolitions, and lack of regard the scheme had shown for existing structures, green assets,
community cohesion and small businesses.

Powerful and power empty

61. This coincided with local authority oYcers beginning to decant residents and seal properties with tin
sheet. This attracted fly tipping and arson. More than a year before the Housing Committee visited the area,
and the executive board had taken the decision to support demolition in September 2005.

62. This tactic has resulted in people leaving because they feel they have been and always will be beaten
by the combined legal and economic power of the local authority, their exit provides £3,400 in compensation
and would seem to confirm low demand. It may, however, reflect low morale, low incomes and low
expectations.
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63. It is simplistic to assume residents have left because the buildings they occupy are obsolete. There are
many other reasons motivating the departure.

64. Strangely those who have remained, and who support demolition, estimated as half the original
community, confirmed in the LCC NRA declaration March 2005 complain of unfit, damp and rat
infested homes.

65. There is no doubt that this is the case for some residents, but begs the question—why have they stayed
on in such awful conditions when resettlement oVers were abundant. These people want all the houses
demolished, having been assured that unless all the houses are demolished the developer won’t take on the
site, and they will not have a new house with a garden in the area they love. They have been encouraged to
promote their desires at the expense of their neighbours.

66. Their neighbours are another group of residents who remain amongst the tinned up empties. They
are complaining too— that their homes are decent, cheap to run, aVordable, cosy, and simply better than
the resettlement oVers, or the potential to be a part owner in a new house nearby. These people have what
they desire. Although they want their neighbours to have new houses if that is their choice, they do object
to their much loved homes being knocked down to provide land for new houses.

67. In a city where 67.1% of previously developed land is now vacant, derelict brown field and there is
considerable interest from people wanting to move into the area, it would seem possible to reach a
satisfactory compromise. The national average for vacant brown field land is 22%, another Liverpool,
specific anomaly.

68. It is likely that the solution will be a long time coming, and anyone who survives the local
interpretation of “developing a sustainable community” will be forced to commit their scant resources to
opposing the scheme at Public Inquiry.

69. The cost of such delays and procedures is high for all concerned. WSHG members wonder how much
refurbishment, how many condensing boilers, square metres of rock-wool, solar panels and argon-filled
windows could be had for the same money.

70. It appears that unrealistic outcomes were promoted amongst a sector of the local community, and
that the agencies responsible for this have been unable to broker a better solution than the David and
Goliath spectacle of Public Inquiry.

Evidence versus belief

Pathfinder consultancy fees apparently stand at over £163 million. There is interest in how much of this
has been directed to researching the potential for repair, renewal and re-use of existing structures.

71. The scarcity of accurate research data regarding criteria for assessing the environmental and cost
benefits of refurbishment is regrettable. Given strong public interest in this field is ought to be easily
remedied.

72. If such research were properly resourced, and delivered by independent organisations, there would
be an opportunity to devise directives regarding the application of this knowledge beyond delivery of HMR
and across housing stock nationally particularly Victorian housing, which compises around 60% of existing
UK stock.

73. The absence of such research data, or any directives, or performance measures of the HMR scheme
implies that the use of the term “sustainability” by government is currently more an exercise in public
relations, or wishful thinking than a serious intent to address issues of sustainability.

Further evidence is required with regard to:

A The embodied energy in existing buildings.

B The additional energy and economic resources required to demolish them.

C The added to the issues of waste disposal and increased landfill.

D The health issues arising for residents living near proposed brick crushing facilities.

E The transportation of demolition waste oV site, and delivery of new materials to site.

F The economic and environmental particularly Co2 emission costs of new build homes.

G The concerns regarding the longevity, desirability and recyclability of new build properties.

H The potential fire risk and predicted need for air conditioning in the new MMC built homes.

I The existing community networks and support systems.

J Loss of existing green assets including mature trees as wildlife havens, Co2 absorbers oxygen producers
and natural cooling systems.

K Loss of irreplaceable heritage assets.

L Loss of aVordable homes.
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M The factors which encourage people who have the means to leave the terraces, remaining—sometimes
in the light of social problems.

The stated intent of the ODPM to reduce carbon emissions, reduce waste to landfill, conserve energy,
recycle more, and built on vacant brown field, support communities, ensure equality and safety for residents,
and support homeownership are all contradicted in the current HMR proposals for the Welsh Streets.

Material and Energy Losses

74. Embodied Energy

Engineers have stated embodied energy as:
600 MJ per m sq brick walling
200 MJ per m sq of breeze block;

1,000 MJ per m sq of wood.

The above values exclude the energy used for transportation of the building materials.

The embodied energy in other materials in existing terraces are far higher, notably glass and metals, but
even existing heating systems, floor materials and fittings have neglected embodied energy values.

An average Australian house (no data available for UK housing) uses 1,000 GJ of energy in it’s
construction, which is equal to 15 years of its operational use of energy.

Gleesons the private developers who hope to develop the Welsh Streets site should the proposed
demolitions be given permission, were asked about recycling Victorian bricks. These bricks are of a beautiful
colour and surface quality, many high fired and of local clay with clear resale value. They keep great homes
warm in winter and cool in summer.

Gleesons stated that they would recycle the bricks as aggregate. It is hoped we can do better than that and
ask Government to provide remain true to its broad sustainability agenda and seek repair, and
refurbishment.

75. High quality building irreplaceable materials

The roofing material on many of the homes proposed for clearance are high quality extremely durable
Welsh slates, which have already outperformed the composite tiles of the 50’s houses, and are known to be
superior to the Belgian slates imported for roofing.

Their value is recognised by the demolition crews, and lorry loads of them can be seen on the M6, being
driven to wealthier southern areas where they are rightly prized and sold on at profit.

This practice is neither desirable or sustainable, adding unnecessary transport and handling energy to the
environmental impact whilst robbing the heritage of the North.

76. Heritage assets and other earning opportunities

It is thought that the birthplace of Ringo Starr adds to experience for the visitor of Beatles Tourists to
Liverpool. The demolition of this site has been opposed by those working in the tourism industry.

Thirteen local businesses support an unknown number of family members in the Welsh Streets. This is
presumably the kind of mixed use and urban grain recommended in the Urban Task Force findings which
according to the Daily Telegraph on 24 November 2005 have also fallen by the wayside.

77. Functioning street plan and spatial logic

Pathfinder proposals include altering the logic and reason of existing street plans, again at increased
environmental costs, necessitating plant machinery to re-dig new drainage and power pipelines.

Whilst it is likely to be necessary to renew power and water pipe lines, and basic household sewerage
services building to a new street plan incurs additional environmental damage.

78. Huge healthy trees

Two groves of mature London plane trees, and existing local gardens are to be sacrificed, undermining
biodiversity, quality of life, the physical environment and air quality They were originally planted 160 years
ago to combat air pollution and are classic species for Urban Planting.

Together as they stand the southern Growth Areas, the Northern Way, and the Pathfinder demolitions
are creating a loss of public confidence.

This might be seen as an important deficit to add to the balance sheet.
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Growing Public Concern

79. The extent to which vital sustainability considerations are outlined in “Building a Sustainable
Future” are identified, and sidelined in the “Homes For All: A Five Year Plan” is disturbing. The
Pathfinders would benefit from an Environmental Audit.

80. There is a great will amongst the public to repair, recycle and reuse. The contested demolitions
undermine other useful recycling and sustainable practice initiatives.

81. The level of awareness and concern regarding issues of sustainability is perhaps more sophisticated
than Government is aware.

82. It seems churlish to suggest householders recycle paper, glass and tins cans, walk more, use public
transport and insulate their homes when the government lead Pathfinder threatens to destroy decent
desirable homes, for which there is now a viable market.

This evidence is prepared by the Welsh Streets Homes Group

Appendices [not printed]:

1 Vienna University research reported in The Observer 2005.

2 HMR a Discussion Document; J Coyne.

3 Transcript BBC2 “How To Rescue A House” broadcast October 2005.

4. Response from Parliament, to parliamentary questions from WSHG asked by Louise Ellman on
7 March 2005.

5. Mott Macdonald Survey/The Welsh Streets Neighbourhood Plan Survey February 2003
Commissioned by “Include” delivery agency.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Whitefield Conservation Action Group

A. The Code for Sustainable Buildings

Can a voluntary code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well-
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings, which have minimal impact on the local environment?

A1 NO! Whilst this plan may be laudable! Where are the specifications for the changes required to cut
down on CO2 emissions that explain a total and complete turn-around that will do away with the problem!
It is no good starting from the middle . . . eg the building stage, it will have to be taken back to the digging

out of the clay from the ground that makes the bricks, the materials that compose the thermal blocks, the
lime and cement it takes to bond these buildings together, the baking of these things that give us the solid
materials that then are available for new build. How much CO2 in these respects will have already caused
the damage BEFORE one new house is built . . . unfortunately it costs more, detrimentally in environmental
and planetary terms and consideration.

A2 Whilst trees are a renewable option, for every tree cut down, 20 of the same will have to be planted
for our future, trees are only one of the ways to combat the CO2, without their replenishment to contribute
to our oxygen supply, we will all die of suVocation and be burnt to a crisp to boot, (that in-eVect will solve
the housing problem that we are discussing to-day!)

A3 As the Deputy Prime Minister John Prescott said:

“Building better, greener buildings is a key element of our £38 billion Sustainable Communities Plan. This
is the best opportunity we have had for generations to change the way we build. By doing things diVerently
we will benefit both people and the planet”

A4 Rubbish, we could and should have been doing this donkey’s years ago, it has nothing to do with the
Sustainable Communities Plan, it cannot be said that we have not been warned for years about Global
Warming and CO2 Gas Emissions . . . (See Rio Earth Summit 1990) now all of a sudden the Government
is jumping up and down and starts to throw up their hands in despair . . . ?

“. . . It is time to apply the highest environmental standards to the new and existing building stock if we
are to tackle climate change and achieve high quality design for communities, where people will want to live
now and in the future.”

A5 We find it unbelievable that the goalposts have been changed so many times that not even
Government knows what it is doing, that the Government started out with the aims of:

— “Sustainable Communities”

— “Low Demand and Deprivation Levels”
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— “Empty and Abandoned Housing”

— “Housing Market Collapse”

— “Over-Supply in the North and Under-Supply in the South”

Now included in the above items is “High Quality Design” and “Highest Environmental Standards” as
well as “Climatic Change” are being thrown into the arena!

A6 (Will someone please make their mind up what you are going . . . and do not say you want to address
all of them, as this or any Government could not accomplish even half of the proposals as they are too big
as it is to accomplish all in a short time!)

A7 The Secretary of State for the Department for Trade and Industry Patricia Hewitt said: “The aim to
build better buildings, and tackle the key environmental issues of greenhouse emissions and waste,”

A8 We would like to know how buildings could be built any better than the Victorian build that we have
now within environmental terms and how the issues of greenhouse emissions can be bypassed . . .? “. . . is
clearly one which Government and Industry must work together on. We know that to establish and develop
a successful Code we will need the technical expertise of the industry.”

A9 This is something that “Scientists” will have to work on separately, not the Government, Pathfinders
or the Local Authorities who have no knowledge of what they are doing and, especially the Building
Industry! This is a specialised subject that cannot be handed out to Industry either as they are too involved
to have an independent view, I believe they call it “A Conflict of Interest!”

2. Is the Government doing enough to promote the Code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

2A NO! For the simple reason, no one knows what the “Code” actually is? The “Code” is not publicised
as an “Absolute Report” that we the public can read in its “Absolute Original State!” Where is the report
or document that tells the Communities where, what, when and how? Many may have heard of it, but most
of us have not seen it!

3. Should the Government be introducing fiscal measures to reward higher building quality and greater
environmental performance?

2A NO! “Good Design and Environmental Performance” should make its own reward! Housing should
not have to be built on a fiscal reward but on a good design and good quality workmanship, anything less
should not be entertained! Government should be able to enforce the highest quality designs without
pandering to the Architects or Builder’s whim with money!

B: Sustainable Communities: Homes for All

4. Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

4a Lip Service . . . The whole situation is hijacked by the House Building Federation who are in control,
they like all the others, neither know or care anything about the environment only about how much money
they can put into their pockets fast enough and go on to the next job! For instance;

5: To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical
distribution of demolition versus new build?

5a It doesn’t! It is a question of “Concreting the South and Bulldozing the North!” “What you call
Geographically” in this respect is nonsense . . . and needs to be addressed! Whole communities from the
north are distorted by the social and economic patterns from those communities in the South. . . Therefore
it is a perpetuation of the north/south divide

5b The Government is not evening up the distribution of clearance throughout the country, only in the
north, the fact that the Pathfinders are coming up with a clearance of dwellings already occupied that CPOs
are stacking up alarmingly, if these properties were supposed to be empty (Voids) then there would be NO
CPOs at all!

5c Government has no idea what it is doing, Pathfinders and LA’s do . . . the fact that there is no Collapse
of the Housing Market, No abandoned homes, and no empty properties, except those that the LA’s, RSL’s
Landlords and speculators has already boarded up to make it look as though the IMD exists just so they
can apply their own “oV the shelf jobs,” which do not fit the original HMRI!
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C: LPS2020.

6. The Government has consulted on the new construction standard for dwellings (LPS2020). On the basis of
that consultation is it possible to determine whether the new standard will be a positive force for change and
add value to the construction process?

6a Where and with whom? It seems to us that consultation again has been done, but someone forgot to
tell us! We cannot comment on something that we have not been made privy to nor consulted on! But the
House Building Federation is sacrificing quality for quantity to fill their own pockets; this can be seen in the
investigative newspapers/magazines.

6b Exclusive: Deputy PM says design for regeneration lacks imagination; promises rethink with Rogers’
help By Robert Booth and Charlie Gates

John Prescott has admitted the government is failing to ensure adequate design quality in its urban
regeneration plans.

Speaking exclusively to BD in response to this week’s sharply critical Urban Task Force report, Prescott
said he “very much agrees” with Rogers, who castigated the government for spending £2 billion of taxpayers’
money on urban regeneration schemes that, in the main, are “poorly designed” and “of very low quality”.

The report hit at the heart of Prescott’s Sustainable Communities Plan, which focuses on development in
four growth areas in the southeast.

Prescott admitted design was “a major area for improvement” and vented frustration at builders that do
not employ architects.

“I do think we haven’t done enough on the design,” the deputy prime minister said. “There’s not enough
imagination. I have said to Rogers, ‘do the report and after that we have to see what we can do’. That’s a
major area for improvement. Design is equally as important as the quality of construction.”

In a rebuke to house-builders, whom he has entrusted with building 200,000 homes across the Southeast,
he was critical of design standards in the £60,000 house competition, saying the few homes where designers
were properly involved stood out.

Prescott’s remarks and oVer to work again with Rogers, suggest the government is ready to seriously
consider the task force’s recommendations. They include design contests for regeneration projects, judging
panels dominated by design professionals, and design advisers at board or cabinet level in agencies, local
government and Whitehall.

Rogers also attacked the design record of government regeneration agency English Partnerships as
“appalling” and scorned its use of design codes to plan new communities, in particular at Milton Keynes.

But Rogers’ more radical proposals have already been snubbed. He called for plans to build 100,000
homes east of London to be “frozen” until transport infrastructure was installed, warning that unless sites
were mothballed now, low-density development would overwhelm the area before rail links were installed,
allowing high-density.

Prescott responded with incredulity, saying: “you can’t stop a housing programme like this”, and claimed
the government was giving “importance to the infrastructure”.

The call for a freeze was not endorsed by the task force, but one member, National Trust director of policy
Tony Burton, said its recommendations added up to a call for the government to retreat from its focus on
new growth zones and instead concentrate on developing existing cities.

London School of Economics professor of social policy Anne Power said the Communities Plan was
“clumsy, insensitive, rushed, quantity-driven and wasteful”. She added that the focus on new growth areas
risked diverting attention from urban renewal and that Britain was in a “knife-edge” situation, with ethnic
minority groups growing increasingly frustrated at their isolation.

The task force warned that a plethora of overlapping regeneration bodies had harmed the eVectiveness
of regeneration. In what was eVectively a call for a cull of quangos, Rogers called for the creation of a panel
of no more than 10 people to oversee the regeneration of east London.

Communities minister David Miliband rejected this, saying “one institution in Stalinist control is likely
to get complex projects wrong”. He instead revealed plans for a new “strategic framework” for the region.
The Centre for Cities think- tank said the task force report was too skewed towards design. “Design issues
are important, but economic ones must come first” said director Dermot Finch. “Increased output,
employment and investment have been the key to the turnaround of major cities.”

Highlights of task force’s demands? Raise the target for development of Brownfield land from 60% to 75%
of all developments.

— Raise minimum housing density from 20 to 40 dwellings per hectare.

— Every public body to regularly report and be assessed on design.

— Design contests for all publicly funded regeneration projects.

— Appoint architect adviser to the Olympics.
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— Make all housing estates mixed tenure by 2012.

— Reduce VAT on repair and renovation.

— Empower city governments to raise taxes.

— Create a single delivery body per regeneration area.

http://www.bdonline.co.uk/class%

D: Infrastructure

7: Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four Growth Areas?

7a Nowhere near, this Government is not looking at hospitals. In Burnley, they are shutting down the
Heart Unit in an area that the LA and Government say is one of the worst areas for “alleged” heart
disease??? Transport is rubbish and we don’t consider knocking down approx six to seven schools to new
build three any help for our kids! Especially when the LA says that Whitefield is educationally poor?

8: Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four Growth Areas?
And is concern about security of water supply, in the South East of England in particular, a valid one or simply
a knee jerk reaction to a few hot, dry summers?

8a There is not enough provision for clean drinking water, this is a deadly serious subject, and is 100%
perilous . . . every single household should be metered and every household will have to be educated that
the supply is not infinite!

9: Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government, the Environment Agency and the water companies
to educate people about water eYciency?

9a NO! As the above, water should be metered to all households, if you want to give rewards then this
is the one to do it with, rewards for the re-use of washing water, grey water for the flushing of toilets etc, re-
education and fines for those who misuse the clean drinking water for alternative purposes!

Additional Comments

Expert calls for communities plan overhaul “Planning Resource—25 November 2005”

The community’s plan could need a radical overhaul following massive changes to the housing market
that occurred after the policy was formed.

Speaking to housing professionals at the Northern Way conference in York, the OYce of the Deputy
Prime Minister’s director of sustainable communities Andrew Wells warned that the housing market has
changed so considerably since the communities plan was released the department’s flagship policy could be
due for a major overhaul.

Predictions of the amount of homes required in the North East has fallen considerably since the forecasts
that underpin the communities plan were made in 1999, he said. By contrast, the housing market in the
North West had “turned around” and the predictions for household demand in London had shot up to
beyond “what anyone could provide”.

UnaVordability, barely a problem in the north in 1999, had become a serious concern in a clitch of
northern hotspots, such as North Yorkshire, by 2004, Wells said.

“Should we think again about the interventions, and what we are doing in the north?” he said. “I think
we should be building more dwellings in the north in hotspot areas.

“I think we need to look at how we can replace dwellings in the large conurbations rather than building
households around them—which will suck the life out of these places and create a problem which is largely
left to the public sector to deal with.”

Although unaVordability, where the average home cost ten or more times average earnings, was a largely
greater south-eastern aZiction when the communities plan was being drawn up by oYcials; interim figures
produced after the policy was launched showed it to aVect much of the south west, and parts of the north
and midlands, by 2004.

“It wasn’t anything like that at the time of the Sustainable Communities Plan,” Wells said of the south
west.” In areas of the north there are now areas of high unaVordability, which wasn’t the case at the time
of the Sustainable Communities Plan,” he added.

In a warning that the government’s housing plans face being undermined by changes in England’s
economic geography, Wells asked: “Are we working on assumptions which will prove unfounded?”
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We agree whole-heartedly with the above statements and especially those quotes in the Additional
Comments.

The Pathfinders will have to STOP what they are doing and totally reassess the situation, which has
changed drastically over the last few years, the communities are not with the Government’s draconian ways
of taking peoples homes away from them against their will!

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Wildlife Trusts

Introduction

1. The Wildlife Trusts welcome the opportunity to submit comments to the Environmental Audit
Committee Inquiry Sustainable Housing—A Progress Report.

2. The Wildlife Trusts are a unique partnership of 47 local Wildlife Trusts covering the whole of the UK
and the Isle of Man and Alderney. The partnership campaigns for the protection of wildlife and invests in
the future by helping people of all ages to gain a greater appreciation and understanding of nature.
Collectively, The Wildlife Trusts have more than 600,000 members including 100,000 junior members. In
addition, we manage almost 2,500 nature reserves, covering more than 80,000 hectares of land. These
include some of the UK’s finest wildlife sites in both inner city locations and rural areas.

3. We are active participants in the planning system throughout the UK from the national to the local
level. Over the years our staV and volunteers have dedicated considerable time and resources in many
reviews of Structure Plans and Local and Unitary Development Plans. Last year alone they reviewed over
88,000 planning applications, responded to 7,400 and believe they influenced the decisions on over 1,900
cases to the benefit of biodiversity. We are also engaging fully in the development of Regional Spatial
Strategies, Local Development Frameworks and Community Strategies.

4. The Wildlife Trusts also play a leading role in advocating the cause of environmentally sustainable
development at a local, regional and national level. Our extensive knowledge of the natural environment and
biodiversity resource of this country combine well with our strong local partnerships allowing us to bring a
uniquely informed perspective to bear on how development aVects biodiversity and how the natural
environment can contribute to the achievement of social and economic objectives.

General Comments

5. The Wildlife Trusts recognise how important sustainable housing provision is in the face of increased
development pressures. If this can be successfully delivered it can enhance both the environment and the
quality of life in local communities. A good example of this, and one in which the Wildlife Trusts have been
involved, is the development at Cambourne in Cambridgeshire, which has also enhanced biodiversity in the
local area.

Specific Comments

Issue A: The Code for Sustainable Buildings

6. The Wildlife Trusts welcome the principle of a new Code for Sustainable Buildings (CSB). We believe
that improved guidance on sustainable building practices could help to improve standards in the built
environment and act as a driver to achieve better energy and water eYciency, limit waste and provide more
sustainable developments than the majority of those currently undertaken. However, we also believe that
the code should include more specific measures to promote biodiversity conservation and enhancement.

7. The Wildlife Trusts have used best practice in sustainable building for new visitor centres and oYces
across the country which provide exemplars of sustainable standards. Examples include the new
Attenborough Nature Centre in Nottinghamshire and the Lancashire Wildlife Trust Headquarters.

Can a Voluntary Code possibly deliver the degree of change needed in the building industry to achieve well
designed, energy eYcient sustainable buildings which have minimal impact on the local environment?

8. Unfortunately, we do not believe that a voluntary code will deliver the degree of change necessary
within the building industry to ensure that the scale of development proposed by government is carried out
sustainably. The reason for this is two-fold.

— Firstly, we do not believe the uptake of a voluntary scheme will be wide enough to oVset the
damaging impacts of those developments undertaken outside the CSB. Indeed we find that the
existing, and most welcome, BRE Eco-Homes scheme does not appear to be used as widely as we
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would hope. This can perhaps be attributed to the fact that it is voluntary and is therefore only used
by the enlightened or those forced to use it for other reasons. We see no reason for the situation to
be diVerent with a new voluntary code.

— Secondly, we note that the initial outline for the code does not extend beyond energy eYciency,
water use and waste. It therefore fails to take account of wider issues such as the impact of design,
siting, massing, location, access, and ecological impact and enhancement without which it cannot
deliver truly “sustainable” new buildings. This must be rectified for the Code to be eVective in
helping to deliver truly sustainable housing.

9. We do not believe that problems are isolated to building design. We note for example that in the
experience of the Association of Wildlife Trust Consultancies (AWTC1) the ecological section of the Eco-
Homes scheme is used largely as a “bolt on” to gain points rather than to provide significant environmental
benefit. As a result the associated surveys and recommendations often come too late in the process to provide
more than window-dressing to development. This is extremely unfortunate and undermines an otherwise
laudable voluntary code. It is our belief that a similar scheme will be no more likely to achieve a better level
of success.

10. We would welcome further comment from the Government regarding the use of the Eco-Homes
assessment on publicly funded housing. In particular we would be interested to know why it requires these
developments to meet only “good” (or from 2006 “very good”) standard when there is an “excellent”
standard that would presumably oVer more sustainable results. If the Government’s own housing stock does
not meet the most stringent guidelines we do not think it likely that the rest of the construction industry will
either, especially if the code remains voluntary.

11. Moreover we are concerned that this lack of stringency could undermine the good works of local
authorities, for example Guildford Borough Council, that have already produced Sustainable Development
Supplementary Planning Documents designed to guide developers towards the “excellent” standard for the
Eco-Homes and BREEAM schemes.

12. It is interesting to note also that the initial outline for the CSB published by the Senior Steering Group
for the project suggests five “Guiding Principles” for the code, none of which are related to sustainability
but all of which are geared towards making the scheme easy to manage and easy to comply with. In our
opinion this does not bode well for the future and we are extremely concerned that the code might be an
opportunity missed.

13. The Wildlife Trusts recognise that there are already many examples of good practice in sustainable
building design across the country and we would be keen to see these exemplars used to inform the new code
in a more positive way. Examples include the London Borough of Enfield, where an authority-wide
sustainable building code oVers useful advice to developers and others, and the soon to be published
technical guide to implementing Sustainable Drainage Systems in “Kent Design”.

14. With this in mind we are concerned that, as proposed, the CSB, which the Government has made a
key part of its commitment to the sustainable delivery of its housing agenda, will fail to be eVective. We
therefore urge the Senior Steering Group responsible for the code to reconsider its terms and detail and we
would ask the Government to seriously consider making the code mandatory for all new developments. In
that way developers and the building industry as a whole will be able to operate on a level playing field with
an agreed standard for all.

Is the Government doing enough to promote the code, with the industry and the general public, ahead of its
imminent introduction early in 2006?

15. It does not appear so from our experience. We have found few references to the code away from the
technical building press and it does not appear to have been widely reported amongst our local planning
contacts. This is worrying and we would suggest that the Government do more to raise the profile of the
code, especially at the RSS and LDF level within the growth areas in particular.

Issue B: Sustainable Communities: Homes For All

Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes For All demonstrate a greater
recognition of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment
or does it merely pay lip service to it?

16. We do not believe that the ODPM’s Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities: Homes for All
demonstrates a real recognition of, or commitment to tackling, the impact of increased housing provision
on the environment. The document appears to be largely economically driven and fails to deal adequately
with the environmental impacts inherent in the Government’s ambitious development agenda. In particular
we note that the headline pledges made by the ODPM in Chapter 8: Enhancing the Environment place

1 The AWTC is the association of Consultancy practices attached to individual Wildlife Trusts. They oVer a range of
professional ecological, landscape and planning services covering the whole of the country.
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significant weight on techniques and indicators which are unlikely to be suYcient to tackle the wider issues,
such as biodiversity enhancement, which are associated with large-scale development. In addition we fear
that the consultation on delivering the housing growth agenda (Planning for Housing Provision) and the
Government’s reliance on economic drivers and speedy delivery of homes, apparently with limited regard
to the environmental consequences, call into question the commitment given to making the Five Year Plan
truly sustainable.

17. We remain concerned that Sustainable Development does not appear to be at the heart of government
proposals for housing, but rather seems to be seen as an add-on to be dealt with once economic and social
growth have been achieved. We fear that this undermines Government’s commitment to delivering
sustainable development in Planning Policy Statement 1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) and to
promoting planning policies and decisions which maintain, enhance, restore or add to biodiversity and
geological interests (Planning Policy Statement 9—Biodiversity and Geological Conservation).

Planning for Housing Provision.

18. In order to illustrate this we have attached our response to the Planning for Housing Provision
consultation in Appendix 1 to this memorandum [not printed]. We feel that the consultation document and
our response to it provide a useful example of why it appears to us that the Government lacks real
commitment to delivering sustainable housing development.

The new Green Belt Direction 2005

19. The Government has made much of its increased commitment to protecting the Green Belt and we
welcome the increase in area that has so far been achieved. However we remain concerned that the New
Green Belt Direction does not go far enough to protect this valuable urban fringe environment.

20. We commented more fully on the new Green Belt Direction as part of the open consultation earlier
this year and we have attached our response in Appendix 2 [not printed] of this memorandum. It is however
pertinent to make clear the fact that we do not share the Government’s confidence in the likely success of
the proposed new measures to protect the Green Belt.

21. We would therefore welcome further clarification from the Government on the new Direction and in
particular how the stated preferred option would contribute to the sustainable development agenda.

To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical distribution
of demolition verses new build?

22. We do not feel that the plan tackles this important issue directly enough. However, our experience
suggests that reliance on the south east and midland growth areas as the main locations for development is
already leading to unsustainable pressure on biodiversity and the environment. For example heathlands,
including those designated as SPAs and therefore of international importance, are increasingly coming
under pressure from, and suVering the adverse eVects of, increased house building both directly in terms of
habitat degradation and indirectly through increased public pressure. The pressure on these delicate sites,
including Wildlife Trust reserves, has already reached a critical level and we do not believe that this can be
reconciled with the Government’s commitment to Sustainable Development.

Issue D: Infrastructure

23. The Wildlife Trusts recognise that the timely provision of essential infrastructure is vital if the
significant planned development in the four major growth areas is to be sustainable. We are particularly
concerned however, that “Green Infrastructure” (GI) is at risk of being missed out of the growth agenda in
spite of the absolutely crucial role it plays in embedding new development within a sustainable and
ecologically functional environment.

24. Green Infrastructure has been described as “the sub-regional network of protected sites, nature
reserves and greenway linkages. The linkages include river corridors and floodplains, migration routes and
features of the landscape which are of importance as wildlife corridors [and stepping stones]. Green
Infrastructure should provide for multi-functional uses, ie wildlife, recreational and cultural experience as
well as delivering ecological services such as flood protection and microclimate control. It should also
operate at all spatial scales from urban centres through to the open countryside.” (TCPA—Biodiversity by
design: A Guide for Sustainable Communities. TCPA 2004)

25. It is essential that strategic provision is made for GI at the earliest stage of planning for new
development and that it is implemented as an integral part of all the growth area plans. Failure to recognise
the needs of the environment and the benefits of GI to new communities will significantly undermine the
sustainability of planned growth and would appear to run contrary to the Government’s own
sustainability agenda.
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26. Examples of good practice already exist, for example Planning Sustainable Communities: A Green
Infrastructure Guide for Milton Keynes and the South Midlands, and it is vital that the Government
commits further funding to help deliver GI projects in all the growth areas.

27. We welcome the Government’s commitment to this through documents like “Greening the Gateway”
and we would hope to see continued support and promotion of this important agenda. We believe that unless
steps are taken to promote GI and sustainability issues in general the very significant planned growth will
inevitably result in damaging developments that fail to take proper account of the local environment. This
would appear to be at odds with the Government’s stated position on Sustainable Development and
guidance given in PPS1 and PPS9.

28. Of particular concern is the eVect of damaging developments on Local Wildlife Sites, which are
recognised in PPS9 (paragraph 9) as having a fundamental role to play in meeting overall national
biodiversity targets. Yet unlike the statutory sites they rely almost solely on the application of strong
planning policies to protect them from loss or damage.

Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four growth areas?

29. We anticipate that others will provide more information regarding the typical infrastructure needs
but we believe that the government must do more to provide funding for green infrastructure as well.

30. We welcome the fact that the ODPM’s Growth Area Fund has begun earmarking significant funds
for green infrastructure projects and that there are already projects under way to deliver GI in growth areas.
However, we fear that this has not gone far enough to provide for this most important feature of sustainable
development.

31. We are concerned that short-term funding of projects will not be suYcient to oVset the significant GI
deficits in the current growth areas. Long-term commitment is needed and we would welcome assurances
from Government that this will be forthcoming. Failure to provide joined-up and realistic delivery
mechanisms for GI projects would risk undermining their value to the extent that they could become
“window dressings” for individual development rather than an important and integral part of the wider
sustainability agenda.

Are the water companies doing enough to secure the supply of water resources to the four growth areas and is
concern about the south east of England a valid one or a knee jerk reaction to a few hot dry summers?

32. We do not believe that the water companies are currently doing enough to secure the sustainable
supply of water resources for the growth areas. However, we recognise that they are hampered in their role
by their statutory responsibility to provide water if requested to. It is therefore extremely important that the
Government recognise and act on the environmental limits associated with the growth areas and take action
to ensure that the developments proposed can be accommodated sustainably.

Is there suYcient eVort being made by the Government and the Environment Agency and water companies to
educate people about water eYciency?

33. We believe that more can, and should, be done to educate the public but it is also important to
recognise that more can be done to promote water eYciency through Government policy, the new CSB and
Environment Agency responses to development as well as through awareness-raising campaigns. Obviously
the vast majority live in homes that have already been built and for these people better awareness is vital.
However, it is also incumbent upon policy-makers to drive standards up in new dwellings. This is
particularly relevant given the huge predicted growth in areas that are likely to have significant water
availability constraints. We believe that the underlying message from Government should be that if water
resources cannot be sustainably secured significant development should not be promoted.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Alan Wilson

1. Management Summary

1.1 As with most things Governmental (National, County and Local) when providing a solution to a
problem—there is a headlong rush for a physical answer with little or no regard for the social implications.

“Housing Building a Sustainable Future” is no diVerent. Although the rhetoric is strong with terms such
as “sustainable communities”, there is little if any true involvement of the community, with decisions being
taken by bureaucrats totally divorced from the real world. How can communities be sustained if the
bulldozer has flattened their homes and environments! How can demolition and the consequent
manufacture of the building materials to replace those homes be good for the environment?
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1.2 Housing renewal policy, namely Pathfinder, is being driven ahead irrespective of what the
communities want and against the well being of the environment. In my home town of Goole, East
Yorkshire, the East Riding of Yorkshire Council (ERYC) have authorised demolition of 117 homes (two
streets) which through a very dubious and flawed consultation process were deemed to be “Non-
Sustainable”, and therefore only fit for demolition. We also have another 3,000 homes designated as
“Fragile”. Neither of these definitions would stand up to close scrutiny, yet East Riding of Yorkshire
Council (ERYC) feels justified in demolishing the lives and homes of the residents in these two streets with
nothing planned to replace the homes lost.

1.3 The decision as mentioned above was taken in Cabinet, (9 councillors—none of whom represented
Goole) despite letters from ERYC to the contrary clearly stating that the matter would be debated in full
council and the decision-making process would be “open”. ERYC comprises 65 councillors yet the Cabinet
(7 Tory, 1 Labour, 1 Liberal) felt that such a monumental decision to remove individuals and families from
their homes, their friends, and their community could be made by the few rather than the many without
“open” discussion.

1.4 A limited questionnaire was sent to the residents and some of the landlords, with strong incentives
to vote for demolition; but yet there were no incentives oVered for individuals to stay in their own homes.
Even this could not persuade the majority of residents to vote for demolition—65%! opting to stay. ERYC
through some “creative” statistical analysis turned this into “a majority in favour of demolition”.

1.5 ERYC held open days where apparently no notes were taken, and no attendance sheets were kept—
yet they proudly proclaimed that the open days were well attended with the majority in favour of demolition.
When asked for proof of this statement, a senior ERYC oYcial stated that all records had been destroyed!

1.6 How can any policy succeed against a backdrop of such inappropriate (even dishonest) behaviour by
the Council and a total ignorance of the community’s wishes! But again, it would seem that County Councils
are acting with the same heavy handedness all across the North, totally against the will of the people but
with the full approval of the Government.

2. Fiscal Measures

2.1 Fiscal Measures should be introduced to reward innovation and renovation. Demolition should not
be rewarded unless it can be demonstrated without a doubt, that all other measures have been exhausted,
and that it does truly carry the full weight of the community behind the decision. Once these homes are
demolished, the town’s heritage and community are destroyed. In Goole we have a local developer, willing
to take on and renovate the two streets under threat of demolition but who is meeting strong opposition
from ERYC. Renovation would cost a fraction of the amount needed to demolish these homes and turn this
area into a wasteland or car park!!

2.2 Serious scrutiny should be applied to councils such as ERYC, who through flawed consultation
processes seek to impose their policies on a community that will resist fervently. In the meantime, an area
that has been seriously neglected by ERYC, but could through limited intervention be a jewel in the town’s
crown is now an area blighted by demolition and will be allowed to “run down” even further, as the Council
seek to “buy out” more residents by a policy of intimidation and misinformation. Once a resident moves
out, the council moves in and boards up the property, some of which have been boarded up for at least six
months, and could continue to be boarded up for several years to come. Surely this is in direct contravention
of “Empty Dwelling Management Act”, or does this only apply to private landlords. Councils within the
“Pathfinder” areas are the biggest culprits, but seem to evade any form of prosecution, even though they
are increasing the housing shortage!!!

2.3 There are several examples of homes and communities being renovated to very high standards, but
at reasonably low cost (The Trevor Macdonald TV programme). As a cost/benefit analysis will show, it is
much more beneficial to the community to renovate and not demolish. But yet all the incentives are awarded
for demolition!!

3. Five Year Plan

3.1 The Governments “Sustainable Communities Homes for All” will see two streets comprising 117
quality low cost terrace houses demolished, and a community vandalised, in order that ERYC qualify for
a Government grant. This grant or what will remain of it (after demolition costs have been met) is
supposedly going to be spent on renovating another 3,000 “fragile” houses over a period of 10 years. In
amongst the homes designated as “fragile”, are properties valued in the region of £100,000!.

3.2 ERYC will receive approximately £10 million in grants, the vast majority of which will go in
compensation and demolition costs. The remainder is supposedly going to be spent on the renovation of the
3,000 “Fragile homes”, over a period of 10 years. It is estimated that at least £8 million will be spent on
compensation/demolition—not a lot left to regenerate a town!! “Throwing” money at individuals in the
form of housing grants does nothing to address the social and environmental issues. The Community must
be involved; they should decide how the money should be spent. They should be responsible for the spend
and the environmental upgrades.
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3.3 In order to regenerate an area or a community, the heart of that community, which has been bled dry
over many years of council neglect, must be restarted. Demolition of 117 homes against the wishes of the
residents and landlords, and a refusal by ERYC to listen to any ideas of renovation does not do anything
to reinvigorate that community. In fact it does just the opposite, it reinforces the view that the council
patronisingly “knows best, all the time”, which it categorically does not.

3.4 The very process of demolition, and the councils failure to consult in a fair and meaningful manner
will mean that the timescales will be elongated to as much as 10 years! Blighting the area and lives of the
remaining residents and those living close by.

4. General Comments

4.1 ERYC have failed on every occasion to answer the question “Why demolition—why these houses”.
The Consultation and Neighbourhood Renewal Assessment Report failed to demonstrate that any homes
in Goole qualified for demolition—except that the conditions of the grant state specifically that x number
of homes has to be demolished. ERYC have no plans to replace these homes.

4.2 These homes are ideal for those wanting to begin the climb up the property ladder, and for those who
want to downsize. Should these homes be demolished, in a town that is already desperately short of housing,
prices will surely rise out of the reach of these prospective homebuyers. This will create a higher demand for
social housing—in direct contradiction to David Miliband’s (Communities Minister) speech—recently,
when he said he wanted less social housing rather than more.

4.3 Contrary to its intentions this government’s policy does nothing to address the need to provide a wide
range of aVordable housing, or indeed to provide sustainable communities. It seeks to remove those people
at the lower end of the housing market, by pushing them away from property ownership and into rented
accommodation, where because of the shortage of houses, rental payments have become much higher. This
forces people who were once “comfortable” homeowners into a potential “poverty trap”, with all its
attendant problems. Thereby increasing the pressure on local services.

4.4 I believe that communities and the environment must be repaired before attention is turned to
physical aspects of property refurbishment. The majority of tenants when asked “would you like new pvc
windows and doors, or the anti-social person(s) removing from next door” would invariably select the
removal of the anti-social elements. In order for this to work local communities have to become
empowered—responsible for their own neighbourhoods. This means that local communities should be
supported not thwarted by the County Council. It means that the County Council when dealing with the
community must always be honest and open. It means the County Council going that “extra mile” to ensure
that all the community is involved in the decision-making that aVects them. Sadly in the case of Goole and
ERYC this is not the case.

4.5 It is the people that must become involved and direct the regeneration of their community, which
ultimately will be the “ripple in the pond” for the whole town. This cannot be achieved if the houses are
demolished.

This submission is from Alan Wilson. Resident in the Renewal Area, and a landlord with a house in the
street designated for demolition.

November 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Woodland Trust

1. The Woodland Trust welcomes the opportunity to respond to this inquiry. The Trust is the UK’s
leading woodland conservation charity. We have four main aims: no further loss of ancient woodland,
restoring and improving woodland biodiversity, increasing new native woodland and increasing people’s
understanding and enjoyment of woodland. We own over 1,000 sites across the UK, covering around 20,000
hectares (50,000 acres) and we have 300,000 members and supporters.

2. The Woodland Trust is actively engaged in planning policy at a national regional and local level,
indeed we have responded to more than 225 local and regional planning consultations so far this year and
feed into national guidance of relevance. We are also actively involved in the development management
process and are currently dealing with 116 ongoing cases involving 361 ancient woods under threat from
development.

3. There are two main issues we would like to address regarding the Government’s house building
programme:

— the threats to irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland;

— the need for any new developments to provide new urban green spaces as a key part of the
infrastructure.

We will be addressing issues B and D raised by the Committee in our response.
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(B) Sustainable Communities: Homes For All

Does the ODPM Five Year Plan, Sustainable Communities Homes for All, demonstrate a greater recognition
of, and greater commitment to tackling, the impact of increased house building on the environment or does it
merely pay lip service to it?

4. The five year plan pays very little attention to the environmental impacts of increased house building.
We are particularly concerned that the ODPM does not appear to have recognised the potential impacts of
increased housing on irreplaceable habitats that are vitally important for biodiversity such as ancient
woodland. Instead the document is driven by economic and social concerns and where it does refer to the
environment it is woefully inadequate in addressing the impacts of the proposed development.

5. Ancient woodland (land that has been continually wooded since at least AD 1600) is our richest habitat
for wildlife—home to more species of conservation concern than any other habitat.1 Ancient woods form
a unique link to the primeval wildwood habitat that covered most of lowland Britain following the last Ice
Age. Ancient woods are irreplaceable—the interactions between plants, animals, soils, climate and people
are unique and have developed over hundreds of years. These eco-systems cannot be re-created and with
only just over two percent of the land area in Great Britain covered by ancient woodland we cannot aVord
any more of this finite resource to be lost forever. It is therefore essential that this habitat be protected from
development.

6. Due to the diVuse nature of the Government’s house-building proposals it is impossible at this stage
to assess precisely the number and area of ancient woods that will be threatened. However, the fact that
several of the “growth areas” are in areas of high ancient woodland concentration indicates that many
development proposals will impact on a number of ancient woodland sites. This is unacceptable as the
irreplaceable nature of ancient woodland demands that it be protected from development.

7. There is growing evidence that even before many of the Government’s current proposals are put into
action, ancient woods are under threat from housing development. The Woodland Trust has been actively
involved in fighting cases of ancient woods under threat on the ground over the past five years. We monitor
threats to ancient woods on our website www.woodsunderthreat.info and we are currently aware of over 45
cases of ancient woods threatened by housing development. We fear that as the Government’s house
building policy takes eVect, this will only increase the pressure on ancient woodland further.

8. The Government has made several commitments to protect ancient woodland better, including for
example:

— The “UK Forest Partnership for Action” launched at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development states that joined-up approaches should be developed “to ensure that all ancient
woodland is adequately protected.”2

— The biodiversity strategy for England clearly states that the Government will “take measures to
prevent loss or damage to ancient woodland and trees, and their uniquely rich biodiversity, from
development.”3

— The Government’s recently published policy on ancient and native woodland states “the existing
area of ancient woodland should be maintained and there should be a net increase in the area of
native woodland.” It also states “the cultural heritage associated with ancient woodland and
veteran trees should be protected and conserved.”4

— Planning Policy Statement 9 on Biodiversity and Geological Conservation clearly states: “Ancient
woodland is a valuable biodiversity resource both for the diversity of species and for its longevity
as woodland. Once lost it cannot be recreated. Local planning authorities should identify any areas
of ancient woodland in their areas that do not have statutory protection (eg as an SSSI). They
should not grant planning permission for any developments that would result in its loss or
deterioration . . . Aged or “veteran” trees found outside ancient woodland are also particularly
valuable for biodiversity and their loss should be avoided. Planning authorities should encourage
the conservation of such trees as part of development proposals.”5

9. We believe that ODPM must abide by these previous policy statements, including its own planning
guidance and ensure that important habitats such as ancient woodland are protected from damage from the
house building programme.

1 Supporting some 232 species as outlined in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, 1994.
2 UK Forest Partnership for Action, 2002, UK Forest Partnership for Action, p 6.
3 Defra, 2002, Working with the grain of nature, para 6.9.
4 Keepers of time—a statement of policy for England’s ancient and native woodland, 2005, p 10.
5 ODPM, PPS9, 2005, paragraph 10.
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To what extent does the Five Year Plan address the environmental implications of the geographical distribution
of demolition versus new build

10. We do not believe that the Five Year Plan has addressed the environmental implications of the focus
on the South and East of England adequately. The South East is the richest region in England in terms of
ancient woodland cover with 6.5% of the land in the region taken up with ancient woods—this compares
to a national average of 2.6% ancient woodland cover in England. The other growth areas contain a lower
percentage of ancient woodland, but there are significant concentrations along the M11 corridor which
could also be threatened by development of the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough area, and
Milton Keynes and the South Midlands also contains some concentrations of the habitat. Clearly, by
focussing development on some of our richest areas for biodiversity there will be potentially very severe
environmental impacts which again are not addressed in the plan.

11. The focus on the growth areas as the places where housing need is most acute is entirely based in
economic and social requirements and the fact that the environment of the regions involved is so rich for
biodiversity does not appear to have been adequately addressed. Clear safeguards are required to ensure that
irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland are not sacrificed to fulfil economic and social requirements.
Instead the Government should take an approach guided by sustainable development so that an integrated
approach is taken to economic, social and environmental needs and environmental protection and
enhancement lies at the heart of the plan.

(D) Infrastructure

Is the Government doing enough to secure suYcient funds for the timely provision of infrastructure, such as
transport links, schools and hospitals in the four growth areas?

12. The Five Year Plan mentions the importance of cleaner, safer, greener communities and states that
high quality design is important. However, we have yet to see this translated into action on the ground. There
is a lack of recognition of the need to include green infrastructure as a fundamentally important part of any
development. There is a real need for standards and targets to be set for green space and habitat creation
within new housing developments to ensure that these developments do not create barren blocks where
biodiversity can not go.

13. Some positive work has been done on providing green infrastructure in the Thames Gateway and also
the Milton Keynes and south Midlands growth area. However taken as a whole the Five Year Plan does
not address the requirement to incorporate green infrastructure and open space needs into development
proposals. With a larger and potentially growing local population the number and acreage of accessible
open space provision should be increased rather than reduced further to fewer and fewer sites.

14. The UK is one of the least wooded countries in Europe with only 11.6% woodland cover. Trees and
forests are crucial to life. They stabilise the soil, generate oxygen, store carbon, play host to a spectacular
variety of wildlife, and provide us with raw materials and shelter. They oVer us respite, inspire our
imagination, creativity and culture, and refresh our souls. A world without trees and forests would be
barren, impoverished and intolerable. Woods bring many benefits, and people appreciate them in all sorts
of ways. But for everyone to enjoy them, visit them or indirectly gain from them, they need to be located
near to where people live.

15. There is growing awareness of the link between healthy communities and the quality of the
environment. Hospital recovery rates for example, show significantly faster recovery where patients had a
view of trees and woodland from their hospital window.6 Stress is a highly significant factor in the health of
urban Britain and there is “ample anecdotal evidence that people feel better in green, leafy surroundings and
many seek solace amongst trees and woodland . . . Urban residents suVering from stress have been known to
experience less anger, sadness and insecurity when viewing well treed surroundings as opposed to landscapes
devoid of greenery.”7

16. Numerous studies on greenspace and particularly woodland have shown that they are highly valued
by communities8 and that access to woodland is not only important for health benefits through exercise but
also makes visitors feel “happy”, “relaxed” and “close to nature”.9 Nature is able to improve the quality of
people’s lives and we believe everyone should experience it and have easy access to it.

6 Ulrich, R S 1984, “View Through a Window May Influence Recovery from Surgery”, “Science Journal” 224, pp 420–421.
7 National Urban Forestry Unit, 1998, “Trees Matter; the benefits of trees and woods in towns”, p 6.
8 MORI, 2002, The Environment: Who cares?
9 Coles R W and Bussey S C 2000, Urban forest landscapes in the UK—progressing the social agenda. Landscape and Urban
Planning 52, pp 181–8.
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17. The need for this has to some extent been recognised by Government, the Five Year Plan does
mention it in passing and the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs has stated that
“locally, everyone has the right to the cleaner, greener, safer neighbourhoods which improve their quality of
life”.10 This aspiration has unfortunately not been translated into action by departments other than Defra. It
is essential in our view that ODPM takes the need for environmental sustainability far more seriously and
a key way it could deliver on this would be through adopting ambitious targets for greenspace creation
within any new developments.

18. Access to woodland and other semi-natural greenspace in the wider countryside can also be limited.
It is just as important to facilitate people’s interaction with and access to the natural world in rural areas as
it is in our towns and cities. Recognising this, the Woodland Trust has researched and developed a
Woodland Access Standard for local authorities to aim for. This standard is endorsed by English Nature.

The Woodland Trust Woodland Access Standard recommends:

— that no person should live more than 500 metres from at least one area of accessible woodland of
no less than 2 hectares in size; and

— that there should also be at least one area of accessible woodland of no less than 20 hectares within
4 kilometres (8 kilometre round-trip) of people’s homes.

19. We would like to see the Woodland Access Standard included in all plans for development in the
growth areas as a target.

Conclusion

20. So far we are disappointed with environmental progress in the Homes for All agenda. There is a real
need for the Government not only to pay lip service to protection and improvement of the environment, but
to actually translate this into action. This requires the setting of targets for green infrastructure, and a robust
approach preventing developments that would damage irreplaceable natural assets such as ancient
woodland.

November 2005

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Yvette Cooper MP, Minister for Housing and Planning, OYce
of the Deputy Prime Minister

I would like to thank you again for the opportunity to discuss with the Committee a range of the ODPM’s
policies and programmes in relation to the delivery of more sustainable housing.

I agreed to provide some additional information to the Committee in relation to our cost estimates for
house builders of implementing the Code for Sustainable Homes. Our Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)
of the consultation version of the Code indicates that the minimum standards of the Code per dwelling
would cost £608 and save £53 on water bills per annum.

You also raised the issue of monitoring uptake and compliance with the Code. I can confirm that we will
secure compliance with the Code through post compliance checking which means that every Code house
will need to have been passed before it gets its Code rating. We propose to use the already existent EcoHomes
assessors to do this and build on this assessment network as needed as the Code develops.

As you will be aware the consultation on the code has now closed and we have confirmed our intention
to strengthen the code in the light of the consultation. We will be setting out shortly the next steps and I will
write again to keep the Committee updated on progress.I hope this is helpful.

7 March 2006

10 Speech to Labour Conference, Brighton, 26 September 2004.
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