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Sir John Harman  (Chairman, Environment Agency):  Good morning everybody and welcome to the Better Buildings Summit.  I am your Chairman for today and I shall be brief in introducing three Secretaries of State whom we are very fortunate to have with us, and this shows how seriously the Government are taking these issues.  The summit is about what the UK is trying to achieve: a step change in the quality and standards of buildings and communities, as you saw in the video.  However, if I might say so, it is even more about how we will do it.  The “what” is fairly well known: low carbon efficient buildings which are resilient and sustainable, and the same adjectives can be applied to communities.  The “how” is as much a matter for you as for Government.  We have to resolve the “how” because, as all know, there is accelerating growth in the housing market, the speed of development of the sustainable communities plan will be substantial but it is not just new housing we are  talking about; it is refurbishment of existing stock and commercial, non-housing building which all has to be brought together.  This is a working event.   


When we have heard the introductory speeches from the Secretaries of State and others, we will be asking you to give your own advice on what is possible, what is not, how you want to work with Government to influence and shape the way forward.  That is the them of the day – the way forward.  What more can Government do?  We will hear the views on that now from the Secretaries of State but what more do you think they can do?  Also what can you do, what can industry do, what is possible, what should be aiming for, can we be ambitious, find solutions together and can we identify best practice?  That is the challenge for today.  


I shall chair this as briskly as possible, which means no long introductions and, anyway, our Secretaries of State need no long introductions.  I shall simply ask John Prescott if he will take the stand.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP (Deputy Prime Minister):  Good morning.  Thank you, Sir John.  We all talk about sustainable communities but it is difficult to capture the words of what it exactly means.  The video brings it to life and with a definition, and I hope that it gives you a sense of our ambition and enthusiasm for change.


This morning I visited Glastonbury House refurbishment project only a few minutes away from here.  It is a 22-storey tower block in Pimlico which was built over 30 years ago and is a flagship project for innovative practices in four areas: the environment, the social innovation, construction innovation and technology.  Once this project is completed, Glastonbury House will be the UK’s first intelligent and green residential tower, clearly a truer, better building.  The building is eco-friendly, designed with low energy from district heating and with a four-metre high wind turbine on the roof, which apparently caused problems for the planning body.


Water use is kept low with rainwater harvesting, spray taps and showers – you know most of those.  Moreover, residents will be able to stay in the block during the construction, which is quite unique, and this shows that eco-friendly developments can be built into refurbishment programmes and even these old tower blocks.  It was exciting, well liked by the residents, a sustainable community in a tower block, and I congratulate all those involved and recommend that you visit it. 


Sustainability is about people, places and the need for a community, learning from our past mistakes – and there have been many – lifting people’s horizons, a step change in the way housing and communities are planned, designed and built.  While the world around us has changed, people’s needs and aspirations are much the same as they have always been.  We still like a certain kind of community, one that is safe, with a sense of pride and care, great public places, squares and parks and prosperous neighbourhoods.  It is not rocket science.  We have a good track record: our Georgian towns and Victorian garden suburbs are the envy of the world and, indeed, sustainable communities were built many thousands of years ago by the Romans.  These are known as Chester, York and other places which still exist as sustainable communities.


However, at some point after the War, we lost the plot.  We built housing estates and city centres catering for the needs of the motor-car.  We ignored the warnings in the 1960s of town planner Colin Buchanan and today we suffer those consequences.  What we built in the 1960s and the 1970s were supposed to last for a generation but we are already knocking them down.  We have to learn the lessons of our recent past and make sure that we will get it all right this time.  We have put in place ambitious plans to deliver more than one million new homes in London and the wider Southeast over the next 15 years.  That gives us an opportunity to create communities which people want to live in and not to leave: good quality urban living, more investment in affordable housing in rural villages and much better building, sustainable eco-efficiency and designed to stand the test of time.


To achieve these goals, we need to take long-term decisions, and we all know that there is no uniform solution.  The problems we face in the North, where there is lower demand, are different from those of the South where the people are being priced out of their communities.  That means that we have to work in partnership.  Architects tell me that they do not talk enough to town planners; designers do not talk to councillors; developers do not talk enough to residents, and no-one talks to the Highways Agency, and they should do.  Of course, Government departments do not always talk to each other either but, on this agenda, there is an agreement across Government.  The fact that you have three Secretaries of State here today is a testimony to how serious we are about that, anyone who was at the Urban Summit in Birmingham last year or at the launch of the Communities Plan in February knows there is a genuine enthusiasm for this agenda, and I want to keep that momentum going.


I want to continue the exchange of ideas and the stimulation of debate.  I am, therefore, announcing, following the very successful Urban Summit we had in Birmingham last Autumn, that a second Urban Summit will take place in the Autumn next year and details will be announced shortly.  Let us not forget how far we have come over the past six years where we have seen some enormous changes.  The real urban renaissance in many of our cities, old industrial sites, mills, factories, warehouses, waterways turned from their old industrial liabilities into community assets.  What was once left to rot has now become the lifeblood of our cities.  Any visit to places like Birmingham or Leeds cannot fail to impress and, at last, Birmingham, a city I did not like to visit as it had no heart, it had given over completely to the motor-car – the most advanced kind of motor-car city – has now restored itself.  It has a heart: the Brindley Place, the waterways, the whole pedestrianisation.  We have lifted the pedestrians out of the tunnels under the roads and put them on top, and we have given Birmingham a heart, so congratulations to all those involved in that.  It is a city that is well worth visiting and a true delight to see that it has retained its heart.


We have seen a transformation in the quality of social housing and nearly one million homes refurbished since 1997, and we have seen huge reductions in fuel poverty.  We have provided year-on-year increases in the investment in social housing.  We have received Sir John Egan’s excellent report on modernising the construction industry, and it has been well received by the construction industry.  He has shown that the levels of health and safety in the industry were not good enough, and he has made recommendations to improve them, a priority in any industry.  We have commissioned Sir John’s new report on developing the skills necessary to develop sustainable communities, for planners, architects and developers, local councillors and the construction industry.  We have also commissioned Kate Barker’s report on the lack of flexibility of housing supply and its impact on the UK housing market.  Both these reports will be published shortly.


In February this year, we launched a step change in the £22 billion Communities Plan.  In July we set out our investment plans for £610 million over three years that will help to deliver faster growth in the Thames Gateway and the growth areas of Ashford, the M11 corridor to Cambridge and in Milton Keynes.  We have set up 14 new urban regeneration companies to breathe new life into Bradford, Derby, Hull, Leicester, Liverpool, Sheffield, Sunderland and other cities.  Earlier last month, we announced that we had signed off the first of the nine low-demand pathfinders, the Manchester/Salford pathfinder, which will receive £125 million over the next three-year period.  In December, I shall make a further statement explaining how the pathfinders and other initiatives are carrying forward the sustainable communities agenda in the North and the Midlands.


Today, I am pleased to announce another step towards the implementation of the Communities Plan with the allocation of some £5 billion for social and affordable housing over the next two years.  This has been allocated on the basis of the recommendations made by the new Regional Housing Boards which I have established, which have identified the areas of greatest need within the nine regions of this country in England.  This is a major break from the old top-down allocation system of the past.  The housing corporation will be inviting bids today from the housing associations to turn the regional strategies into reality.  Today’s announcement fulfils our commitment to provide £1 billion for the key worker housing.  The communities plan recognises the importance of key workers to sustainable, thriving communities.  The key worker housing programme will help retain skilled health workers, teachers and police officers in areas of high housing demand, and we will extend this scheme to include other public workers and offer more assistance to vital staff who are looking for family homes.  We will offer loans of up to £50,000 and for senior London teachers we will offer more.  Housing supply is, once again, at the top of the political agenda.  The Euro assessment identifies it as one of the inflexibilities which prevents convergence.  Housing is one of the Prime Minister’s top priorities.  


I have visited some fantastic developments over the last 12 months and I include in these the one I saw this morning at Glastonbury House, the Abode community, Harlow, BedZED in Sutton, Brindley Place in Birmingham and the Millennium Village in Greenwich which I commissioned back in 1997/98 when we first came to power.  These are all high quality, high density, mixed use developments in which people are proud to live.  They are attractive, they create a sense of community, they are environmentally friendly and popular and, when I see what can be achieved, I wonder why we can’t have achieved it more often.
I was in Greenwich last week with Sir John Egan, who was chairing the review I set up on the skills and know-how we need to deliver on sustainable communities.  When we first took on the site for the Dome in 1997, I wanted to create a model community for the new millennium, something which could set an example for others to follow, indeed to give a legacy to that site.  People said to me that Greenwich was a one-off, that it could not be repeated elsewhere.  We have used modern methods of construction, we have reduced the energy in construction by 25%, we have improved the energy efficiency by 65%, we have reduced water consumption by 80% and we have reduced the construction waste by 30%.  Therefore, most of the targets we set for that development were achieved.  


Another six millennium communities are now being built and others are in the pipeline.  They are all different.  If you look at the Allerton Bywater near Leeds, the millennium community is being built around an old pit village.  It was a challenge to see if we could bring the structure of the old pit village together with modern design, development and living and, at the same time, create a community, not two communities old and new but a community that works as one.


In Manchester, the new Islington community is transforming a rundown 1970s estate.  In East ?Kefley in Telford we have the Volume House buildings involved and in places like Northampton, Hastings, developers in the English Partnership are looking at the idea of using urban design coding to develop higher standards and faster planning decisions, and bringing together English Partnership housing corporation has boosted that process. With all the millennium communities, we aim for modern construction methods, high eco-efficiency, careful master planning and, yes, good design – all essential parts for better buildings but also for sustainable communities.  


Good design is particularly important and I am sure we all agree that.  Design costs are on average, as I understand it, less than 1% of total costs.  They are repaid many times over during the lifetime of a development.  Money spent on good design is better investment than lawyers’ fees at public inquiries, or reviewing of the construction costs which I often see I the industry.  We really need to try harder and start looking at design as an investment and not a cost.  People like good design, they like good architecture, they like great buildings, they love what I call the “wow” factor, which is what I feel when I look at some of our buildings.  


I remember when I was in Milwaukee earlier this year, we saw the art museum by Carl Pitroda – that is a wow factor, it is a community building and something which gives pride to the community and people feel great when looking at it.  This is the same for Foster’s gherkin, Roger’s Lloyds building, the Blinking Bridge in Newcastle, Terry Farrell’s Deep in my own constituency in Hull, or the fantastic new Selfridges building in Birmingham which I saw last week and, yes, I am proud to say even the Millennium Dome at Greenwich – all great public buildings that make people look at them and say they are wonderful.  Indeed, to go into the Underground and see to those stations that are almost cathedrals, to feel excited about them – that is what communities are about, feeling good, getting the “wow” factor and architecture can give us that.  I am not sure that it always has done when I look at some of those concrete structures for which there were architectural awards but where the architects never lived.  They received more international fame for being sets for Clockwork Orange than for being places to live in.


We need more of this “wow” factor in the new communities we are building and the public buildings that we pay for.  ?Cabe have already done excellent work on that and tomorrow we will announce the winner of the Prime Minister’s Better Public Buildings award for 2003 – think that is today if I remember rightly!  This year’s shortlist covers projects as diverse as a nursery school in Edinburgh and a sports stadium in Hull – another good “wow” factor.  It demonstrates how good quality design can be incorporated into a wide variety of projects, regardless of size or its procurement route.  So better design, more innovation and also better planning.  


In order to help speed up the planning process, we have put an extra £350 million into the system over the next three years.  We are carrying out a fundamental review and the rewriter of our Planning Policy Guidances and we are also reforming Section 106 arrangements.  We will shortly be publishing our consultation document on the overlapping new Planning Policy Statement No. 1 which will put sustainable development at the very heart of the planning system.  I would also like to see a bit more spark and a bit more ambition in our town planning profession - a little more of can-do attitude and more vision from our councillors on the planning committee.  In short, a change in the very culture of planning.  This money is not for more planning people, although we have to do that and have conditions about it, but it is about a change in the attitudes and cultures.


In my update on the Communities Plan in July, I announced that I would be looking at setting eco-standards as part of the preparation for this summit.  I want to achieve some real improvements in water and energy efficiencies and the use of other resources through a combination of building regulations and voluntary action.  As many of you will know, we have already accelerated the timetable for reviewing the energy efficiency standards in the building regulations by three years.  Therefore, I can announce today that we will also set national standards for water conservation on the same timetable, bringing them in by 2005.  We will also be taking forward the proposals we announced last week on introducing higher standards for boilers in April 2005.  This represents important steps forward but we need to work together to look at how much more we can do to achieve higher standards across a wider range of environmental targets.  


There are details and technical specifications to sort out and today is a process for engaging you in that debate.  However, the aim of the exercise is to raise eco-efficiency across the board.  Margaret, Patricia and I are at one on this and they will say more in a moment about how we plan to take this forward over the next six months.  Of course, increased change brings increased risk but I believe that the construction industry is sometimes a little over-cautious.  You see that with new technology, modern methods of production and off-site manufacture.  Off-site manufacture is not always appropriate but new methods of production have huge potential.  I was told that it takes up to 28 separate visits to put a bathroom into a conventionally-built new home.  That is ridiculous and, if we built cars like that, we would still be driving around in a model T Ford.  We need to encourage off-site manufacturing to make it cost-effective, and that is why I have top-sliced the housing corporation’s challenge fund budget to deliver 2,600 new homes using modern methods of construction and I would like to see more. I have also asked English Partnership to pilot new ideas for off-site eco-homes in our new growth areas.  So more innovation, better design, better planning, higher standards, more of the “wow” factor and more “can-do” attitude are all critical to the success of a community’s plan.


However, it is about much more than bricks and mortar.  It is about a new vision for our communities, new ideas and new thinking.  We need a greater self-confidence about how we build and what we build.  It is about working together and sharing best practice, getting it right, not just in policy and standards but in the professions.  I am under no illusions about the scale of the task.  I know it is not easy to get everyone singing from the same sheet but the barriers are not insurmountable, and we have a fantastic opportunity to make this happen: a stable economy, low interest rates, rising demand, a massive increase in public investment in housing and the full backing from the Prime Minister.  This is perhaps the best opportunity we have had for the generation to do things differently and correct some of the mistakes of the past.  All governments have failed to the requirements to meet these demands.  We have our role to play and I shall keep pushing as hard as I can but we cannot do it alone.  It is your experience, your know-how, your commitment and your belief that will make the real difference.  It is now my great pleasure to introduce my colleague, Margaret Beckett, the Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs.  [applause]



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP (Secretary of State for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs):  Thank you very much.  The environmental footprint of our buildings is of tremendous importance.  Buildings have an immediate impact on their environment and locality and in the locations that provide materials for construction but the impact of our buildings is particularly significant, because they are a lasting legacy for future generations.  Today, most of us live and work in buildings that were built long before we were born, and our successors will, similarly, have to live with environmental consequences that are associated with the buildings that we construct today.


I hope I do not have to convince anyone here that the climate change is real and that it poses enormous challenges.  Temperatures in central England have already risen by almost 1ºC over the last 100 years.  The last 10 years were the warmest on record and this Summer a new record UK high temperature was reached.  We face a future of greatly increased risk of drought and flooding.



The worst potential effects of climate change can be avoided if greenhouse gases in the atmosphere are stabilised instead of being allowed to go on increasing.  The UK has already cut our emissions by around 14% compared with levels in 1990 but we must continue to play our part in delivering the much deeper cuts that will be needed if we are to avoid even more serious impacts.  The Energy White Paper recognised that when the Government accepted the Royal Commission’s recommendation that we should put the UK on a path towards reduction in carbon dioxide emissions by around 60% by about 2050.


In thinking about how we can address that challenge, we need to recognise that the buildings in which we live and work have very significant environmental impacts.  Buildings contribute almost half – about 46% - of the UK’s carbon dioxide emissions, with our homes alone contributing about 27%.  Demand for water has risen and continues to rise and around 56% of water supplied is used by households.  Buildings also have significant impacts in terms of the use of natural resources such as timber and materials in their construction, and construction and demolition waste is a significant waste stream.  As demand for housing continues to grow, there is increasing pressure to find more land for development.  Therefore, it is vital that we turn the principles of sustainable development into practice in our buildings, and try to ensure that we minimise harmful impacts for those who come after us.


What makes a sustainable building?  In broad terms, as I said at the beginning, a building that leaves as small an environmental footprint as possible.  It should be economic to run over its whole life-cycle and fit will with the needs of the local community.  It must be energy and carbon efficient, which means that it must be designed to minimise energy consumption with effective insulation, the most efficient heating or cooling systems and appliances.  It will probably also make use of integrated renewables or combined heat and power, and be part of a district or community energy scheme, or it may incorporate new technologies such as micro... and fuel cells.


A sustainable building will not only be highly energy and carbon efficient.  In parts of the UK, water is already a scarce resource where unsustainable extraction regimes often result in environmental damage.  So buildings must also be designed and constructed to enable occupants to use less water through, for example, the installation of more efficient fittings and appliances. 


A sustainable building must also be built with good access to public transport in mind and important will be a minimum of waste in its construction and the maximum reuse of on-site materials such as waste soil, together with use of renewable, recycled and sustainably managed construction materials, including timber.  Of course, buildings should also be designed to make recycling and composting easy for the occupants.


We must recognise that, however successful we are at combating climate change in the longer term, we will need to adapt more and more to its impact, to what is already built in.  Our buildings will have to be robust to hotter, drier Summers, warmer, wetter Winters and rising sea levels.  Many impacts of climate change can be reduced by building adequate protection into plans at an early stage.  We should not wait until we are forced to act by sudden problems or mounting maintenance costs.


We know that all that is achievable with new build and we have some exciting developments here in the UK that prove it can be done.  John has given us many examples of these this morning.  The challenge for today is to ensure that the highest environmental standards are applied more widely.  So I am really delighted that John has just announced that, alongside the revision of energy efficiency provisions in the Building Regulations, he will also be setting higher mandatory national standards for water efficiency and to the same timetable.  I think that that is particularly timely given the plans for significant new build in the growth areas in the Southeast where water resources are, as I say, already a major environmental constraint.


As John also mentioned, we expect, too, to see new developments meeting the highest standards and want to encourage best practice across the whole range of sustainability issues.  So we have decided to establish a high level task group consisting of a small number of key players from industry, the NGO community, regulators, expert bodies and local authorities to advise Government on how best to drive up standards of environmental performance in buildings, particularly for new developments and communities.  The group will identify specific improvements in performance in energy and water use, waste reduction and use of materials that industry should be able to deliver, together with further actions Government could take to facilitate faster progress.  I shall be asking the task group to report back in February next year to coincide with the anniversary both of the sustainable communities plan and of the Energy White Paper.


However, new build forms only a small proportion of our building stock.  Significantly raising the environmental standards of our existing stock poses a much greater challenge.  A real sticking point has been adequate insulation of some of our older housing stock, and that is why I am also delighted that the Carbon Trust is today launching its solid wall insulation challenge.  There are seven million solid wall dwellings in the UK and insulating those in a cost-effective way would bring real benefits.  It is important, too, to recognise that along with environmental benefits come social benefits: reduced energy use and water consumption, reduced bills, helping those in fuel poverty and on low incomes.  


Government clearly have an important role as a sponsor of house building, as a major client for the property sector and, of course, in setting the overall policy and legislative framework.  We also need effectively to communicate the message about climate change and how our behaviour can tackle it, and the right fiscal signals need to be in place.  The Treasury is jointly consulting with my department on fiscal incentives to promote household energy efficiency, and I would urge you all to make your views known in that consultation.


Skills have a crucial role to play in achieving our goals, and we must deploy all the resources available to Government and its partners to ensure we have the skilled workforce we need.  Again, I am delighted to announce today that we are launching a major new training programme for heating installers in partnership with the Energy Saving Trust, the Learning and Skills Council, the heating industry, the Energy Efficiency Partnership for Homes and CORGI.  The programme, which will train around 70,000 installers by the end of 2005,  should ensure that when higher efficiency boiler standards are introduced in April 2005, there will be enough people willing and able to install them.  Many of you will know that that has been a problem in the past.  


However, again, Government alone cannot deliver the step change we need.  We are committed to setting a supportive policy framework but we need property clients to demand more sustainable buildings.  We need financial institutions to back developers.  We need sustainability at the heart of our skills and professional training.  We need architects and designers to incorporate sustainability in their designs.  We need manufacturers to deliver efficient building services and fabric components and we need house builders and the wider construction industry to develop and market sustainable buildings and consumers to demand those higher standards.


Government are committed to higher environmental standards and faster, and want commitment from the industry to work in partnership to deliver them.  I see the Sustainable Buildings Task Group as a vital means of helping to ensure that we all work together towards this common goal and that today’s best practice rapidly becomes tomorrow’s norm.  I hope everyone is clear that business as usual, or perhaps business as it used to be, is not an option.  I hope that today’s event and the debate which it can stimulate throughout the industry will be the start of that partnership.  I hope we have given you evidence already of a new partnership within Government to work with you to deliver it, and I call now on Patrician Hewitt, Secretary of State for Trade and Industry, to make her contribution.  [applause]



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP (Secretary of State for Trade & Industry):  Margaret, friends, colleagues, thank you very much indeed.  It is a great pleasure for me to be here.  The whole idea of this Better Buildings Summit arose out of our joint work together on the Energy White Paper earlier this year when it became absolutely clear that the whole field of construction of new but also refurbished buildings was going to be central to our ability, not just as Government but as a society, to achieve the step change that is required from a high consumption/high carbon economy to an energy efficient, low carbon economy.  That is the challenge, the change that we have set out in the White Paper and to which we are all now working.


However, we know very well, and have said this in the White Paper, that, although Government have a crucial role to play in all of this, setting that aspiration and creating the right market framework, there is a very real limit to what we can do on our own.  We, therefore, wanted to bring together today, and I believe we have done so, all the key players who, at different aspects of the value chain in construction, will determine whether or not we can achieve these ambitious goals. It is very good to see so many of you here today.


The goals we have set ourselves are pretty challenging: by 2010 energy efficiency savings of around 10 million tonnes of carbon from homes and businesses in order to meet the CO2 target that we have set for our country; by 2020 a further 15-25 million tonnes of carbon reduction, and by 2050 a fundamental change in the way that buildings are designed and built, communities work in order to hit the target that we have accepted in the Energy White Paper of a 60% cut in CO2 emissions, the challenge that was set by the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution and which we have accepted.  As Margaret and John have indicated, in practical terms that means right now shifting to better insulated buildings and new boilers.  From 2005 it will mean much more stringent building regulations for new homes but those, of course, are just the easy wins, that is the low-hanging fruit that we can pick.


Beyond that, we will need to put in place, in partnership with you, new building standards, new heating and lighting systems, new technologies like LED lighting and micro-generation not as the exception but as the norm.  My interest particularly in all of this is in ensuring that as … [end of tape 1, side A – no overlap] … first of all create the good quality homes, the workplaces that people want but, at the same time, we make this huge contribution to meeting our CO2 and our other environmental targets and, thirdly, that we help to create the world-class construction and building service and environmental technology industries that will not only meet the changing needs of consumers, public and private sector, in our own country, but will also provide a platform for exports and industrial growth in the future.


Part of the way we will do that is by harnessing, as many of you are already doing, the outstanding science base that we have in our country.  We have been strengthening that science base after years of neglect.  We invested £2 billion last year in science and technology in our universities and we are increasing that by 2006 to £3 billion.  In the Innovation Review that David Sainsbury and I are now leading, we are looking at how we can turn more of that outstanding science and technology, more of the “invented in Britain” into “built and created in Britain”.  We have the excellent  DTI Foresight programme that, again, many of you will have been involved in, working with  the Carbon Trust on a low carbon community study, looking at how we can generalise some of the insights from the excellent projects that we saw on the video earlier on.  We are also investing over £1.5 million into a five-year centre of excellence project with UMIST and Strathclyde universities to build up a critical mass of R&D expertise that will focus on how we get renewable energy onto the distribution networks.  That centre will provide the knowledge and support that the renewables industry needs and I hope we will find new and much smarter ways of integrating distributed energy with the distribution networks across the United Kingdom.


The White Paper gives us a roadmap for a low carbon economy to be designed and built over the next 50 years, and crucial to that is the role that we play in Government.  We have to get the market framework right, and putting in place the carbon emissions trading system in line with the new European directive will be a hugely important part of providing the right signals to all involved as customers and builders, as well as generators and distributors in the energy sector.  What we can do through regulations is also crucial and making sure that we give you time to pull through the innovation, so that the regulations achieve their desired outcome but in the most effective and innovative way possible.  As both Margaret and John have said, we have as a Government a huge role to play as your intelligent customer.  We buy 40% of the construction output in the United Kingdom and, clearly, the Government and public sector as consumers have made real mistakes in the past, and we need to raise our own game.


We are your single biggest customer and as such we are about to become greener.  By the middle of next year, we will have in place the minimum sustainability standards for all publicly-funded public sector procurement of built environments.  We will be driving those standards through to all the partners we then fund in local authorities and in the devolved administrations, and we will apply the same standards to new leasehold and PFI projects.  Those new standards will demand buildings that are energy and water and waste efficient and, by being so, save money over their lifetime.  It is that lifetime cost that for us will be the new bottom line.


All of us know great examples of where this is already happening: Middleston Moor and Catchgate Primary Schools, for instance, in Durham – partnership and innovation delivering two wonderful schools on time and on budget.  These are schools that maximise the use of natural light, it is what children and teachers prefer and it is also cheaper.  They harvest rainwater to flush the toilets, generate their own energy with a 20KW wind turbine and a solar voltaic system.  Those are the schools of the future and the more that the children and their parents are exposed to them, the more we will change the customer taste of the future.  


In my own department, we are sourcing a third of the energy for our own headquarters buildings from renewable sources and, indeed, next month I shall be switching on a photo-voltaic installation at the Insolvency Service which I believe is the first such scheme to be installed on a Government building in London.  The businesses may not have been sustainable but at least the  Insolvency Service can be, so it is nice that a DTI agency, not always seen as a champion of sustainable development in the past, is leading the way on this occasion.  We are seeing the regional development agencies as well picking up that challenge.  In the Northwest, for instance, the RDA has committed nearly £1 million towards the cost of planning Manchester’s tallest building, the Cooperative Insurance Society tower, also with photo-voltaic cells.  That will provide 20% of the building’s energy needs.  So all of these good, one-off examples now need to become the norm whether it is on refurbished or on new build.


I mentioned earlier the challenge of re-engineering the electricity distribution network, because increasingly what we are seeing in refurbishment and in new build is micro-generation, whether it is in schools, in offices, housing estates or increasingly it will come in individual homes, all helping to power themselves and, on occasion, putting excess power back onto the network.  So as the Energy Department, we have simplified connection and metering protocols, we have changed the electricity regulations to help that to happen, and we are ensuring that Ofgen works with the industry to ensure that the investment that will be needed in this large-scale re-engineering of the distribution network is in fact available.


All of this is about innovation: innovation in business, innovation in the way we work as Government, innovation in consumer habits.  John referred briefly to the ??Bedzed project in Surrey, an absolutely outstanding living and working development, far more energy and waste efficient than previous such developments, a project that was short-listed for this year’s Sterling Prize and I am glad to say won the RIBA Journal of Sustainability Award.  The judges said, absolutely rightly, that Bedzed is far more than simply a demonstration project for the sustainability message.  It is a powerful incentive to the housing industry to change its way of thinking and of building.  


In my own city in Leicester, where we like so many others have an old inherited stock of inadequately heated, built and maintained council houses, we now have an enormously successful council programme funded by John’s department that is upgrading the insulation, the windows, doors and fittings in thousands of council houses.  The council, in order to meet the demand and invest the money as quickly as they could, set up their own window-building factory, because, frankly, they could not get the parts they needed quickly and cheaply enough from the industry.  They have trained unemployed youngsters to build that new kit and the only complaints we are receiving are from the people whose houses have not yet been refurbished as part of the programme but are due to be done next year or the year after that.  Every time I visit one of those refurbished homes, what I see very often with elderly tenants is people who are keeping warmer, who are healthier, spending less on their heating bills and I see homes which, only a few years ago, did not look as if they were fit for the 21st century now given a new lease of life.


I am delighted not only that we have our three departments working so closely  together and the commitment of three Secretaries of State to making this happen, but that we have your interest and engagement in this partnership.  I look forward very much with Margaret to come back this afternoon for our panel discussion, and I have no doubt at all that, in the intervening couple of hours, you will have an enormously stimulating and I hope very successful conference.  Thank you.  [applause]



Sir John Harman:  Thank you very much to all three Secretaries of State for getting us off on such a forceful and good basis.  I would invite you now to take your reserved places in the front  row.  We are now going to hear three presentations.  The first is from Lord Foster and one reason why I said I would not give out long CVs is because it would have taken so long to read Norman’s that I would still be here at lunchtime.  There is little introduction needed.  Then we will hear from Robert Napier, who is Chief Executive of the World Wild Life Fund but also used to be Chief Executive of Redland, so he knows both sides of that particular argument.  Finally, we will hear from Peter Head, who is the Corporate Development Director at FaberMaunsell and represented the construction sector on the GLA Sustainable Development Commission, as well as being on the governing body of Syria – the organisation not the country!  Norman, could I ask you to give us your presentation.

[presentation with slides]



Lord Foster (Foster & Partners):  Deputy Prime Minister, Secretaries of State, ladies and gentlemen, good morning.  To be part of a summit on better buildings is a cause for celebration, it is an incredible initiative.  As an architect living and breathing the world of buildings, I have to make the point that, important though the building is, it is the tip of a much bigger iceberg.  If we look at what lies behind the surface and we consider the relationship between the buildings, for example, and the infrastructure which supports it, by which I mean all the connections, the public spaces, the transport, the links, the urban glue that binds the buildings together, that is arguably more important than the individual building.  That infrastructure, like the buildings, consumes our most precious resource which is land.


What I would like to lead on to is the relationship between land and density and buildings, because they are all interconnected.  So the issues are really global ones and, as part of a global practice, I would like to share some experience from overseas, show how that is fed back here and also how, in turn, some of the pioneering work here has also been a kind of export model.  


If the wonderfully efficient goals of 60% by 2050 are met, it means that we need to be more efficient in terms of our consumption of energy, the way our buildings respond to that and also increase the percentage of renewable energy.  If we look at the relationship between buildings and the infrastructure of transport and industry, it is roughly 50/50.  If we look more closely at that relationship and we take the typical case of somebody who is going out and back in a car on a 20 kilometre drive, and we look at the energy consumed in terms of litres of gasoline, in terms of the workplace we are talking about 285 litres of gasoline per annum.  If we look at the point of departure and arrival, the living area, we are talking of around 720 litres per annum, and if we look at the means, the connection of those 40 kilometres a day, in terms of mobility we are looking at 900 litres per annum.  So it tells us a few things: if we have the most perfect home, consuming no energy, generating no carbon, we still have a really serious problem.  It also tells us if we are looking at the expansion of London, say it is the Thames Gateway, and if in our approach to that we shrink this at the expense of increasing this, we are just standing still.  What we have to do is take this totality and squeeze it, reduce it in total terms.


There are many myths around density.  For example, one of the myths is that for high quality of living, for affluence that leads you to low density and high density equals a kind of poor environment.  I have heard this myth perpetrated and it is worth a little exploration around the realities of density, because, if we look at those places where you put as many people as possible on a smaller area of precious land, then the density between the most affluent and the poorest is remarkably similar.  In other words, Macao – Hong Kong – is very comparable with Monaco and, if we move away from really high density developments across to lower density developments, it is interesting to compare two places which have virtually the same climate and the same population but have very different cultures.


If we compare Detroit with Copenhagen, one is designed for the car with its kind of blighted centre and its ever-increasing outer layers of rich suburbs, consuming more and more energy in commuting.  The other city, Copenhagen, is still a relatively low density city with only 5,800 people per square kilometre compared with the 20,000 or so that we saw on the previous image.  It is quite interesting that it is not just a climate but a culture of living.  There is no question if you compare the heart of Copenhagen, which is still quite spread out in terms of quality of life with a greater dependence on pedestrianisation or bikes, it comes as no surprise to find that this example here, which is only half the density of that is consuming ten times as much energy.  If we look at this on a world scale and say that going up this way is the increase in energy, and going this way is the increase in density, the densest cities such as Macao, Hong Kong are up here and the lowest density cities such as Detroit are right up on the energy consuming line.  With Copenhagen we see a dramatic increase even though it is only twice the density.


London is off to a very good start here.  It is a relatively high density city, obviously not at this end of the scale but, nonetheless, it is off to a good start.  It is interesting to think about the relationship in London between those areas that we associate with a kind of great lifestyle and affluence.  If we think of areas like Kensington and Chelsea, they have very high densities of 13,200 residents per square kilometre.  Interestingly, it is some of the more deprived areas in London like Hackney and Brent that have quite low densities.  


If we focus a little more closely on that and take an area of Notting Hill, we are looking at 200 dwellings per hectare and a typical modern development is around 20-30 dwellings per hectare, one tenth of an area like Notting Hill.  If you think about Notting Hill, you think about the places you can walk to, you think about the public spaces, we are talking about a very high quality of urban living, and the challenge is to increase densities and increase the quality of life.


Up to recently, if you were going to develop in this area, you would be encouraged, mandated in many ways not to be able to achieve this level of density.  Fortunately, to the initiative of PPG3, the great thing now is that the recommendations are starting a minimum of 50 dwellings per hectare.  


If we have an image of the expansion of London, the Thames Gateway for example, is it this image?  If it is this image for a part of it, okay, but if it is this image or that conurbation, that extension of the conurbation, then it must have higher densities, otherwise inevitably a significant part of that land take will generate this to serve that.  I thought it was a great start to this morning to hear those individuals voicing their ideal way of living: being able to walk to there, having a space there, being able to go to the newsagents or whatever.  


This which we did 10 years ago as a study for Linz in Austria quantified those walking distances: they were around a 300 metre radius, a three to five minute walk, X thousand people.  There is a tremendous body of available research which quantifies what makes those communities sustainable.  If I try to show some experiences from other places, we have been working with the city of Duisburg for some 15 years.  They are not the kind of projects that hit banner headlines but we have been patiently working with the community over a masterplan.  We have demonstrated that it is possible to bring into decayed industrial areas – remember this is the Ruhr with decaying steel industries, blight, dirt, deprivation and high employment – leisure and housing, putting in the infrastructure of canals, greenery, bringing water spaces to life.  


Then, paradoxically, in another area of that city for the first time we have industries which are clean, so instead of banishing light industries out to the edges, we can bring them right into the centre of cities like this.  We can create green spaces, you can walk to work, they are clean.  Again, it is an interesting new marriage.  One could talk about these buildings individually.  They have won awards for their solar initiatives, the way in which they have reduced consumption of energy but it is about the bigger social picture here.  If I talk about an individual building in terms of energy, there is a very strong incentive to be able to recycle wherever possible an existing building.  With this building, which has some pretty awful associations in terms of its historical past, we can transform it and lighten it in every sense of the word and bring it to life as a new parliament for reunified Germany.  It has become a symbol of the city, of Germany in many ways, and attracts a huge number of people every year – three and a half million – to ascend to the public space on the roof.  


What is perhaps less well known about this building is that this is also the ecological statement, a kind of mini manifesto to demonstrate that you do not need any dependence upon fossil fuels.  The technology for this is derived from the eastern bloc’s dilemma when it had such total dependence for energy on the Soviet bloc – East Germany – so it developed some of the technologies incorporated in here which allow the use of biomass, or vegetable oil from rape or sunflower which is burned in this co-generator very cleanly.  The excess heat is converted into cooling, it is using ?vegetableoid drops, excess heat deep down into aquifers below the site.  It also has photo-voltaics with the result of a separate subsidy which symbolically drive the sunshade around, because natural light deep into the heart of the building is also a major part of the energy equation.  All of this through here went through government accounting, there were no extra benefits to make that possible.


Aside from the fact that it is so efficient, it is a power station for the buildings around it as well as for its own needs, and in terms of the carbon emission, 7,000 tonnes in its previous life, we demonstrated that that could be brought down by these techniques to 1,450 tonnes using natural gas.  The reality with the vegetable oil is a 94% reduction in carbon emission and it is a building which is very good news in accounting terms as well.


Much of that has been fed back into the City Hall here which uses one third of the energy of a typical office building.  It has chilled ceilings,  it has a degree of natural ventilation, you can also see the public spiral that ascends through reminiscent of the Reichstag, it has bore-hole cooling so it has many of the weapons in the armoury.  You can see the hot spot at the top because this is a very ecologically designed shape in terms of its relationship to the sun and the hot spot at its roof would have harnessed the energy of photo-voltaics.  Unfortunately, this was not to be realised at the time but it is always capable of being retrofitted.  


The Commerzbank headquarters is also interesting in that same mainstream and it arose out of a period in the history of Frankfurt which was anti-banking and anti-finance.  It was its green agenda which won the city over: it would use a high degree of natural ventilation, it would also replicate at its base socially the equivalent of the market here, which was an alliance between the Museum of Contemporary Art, the City and the bank in terms of bringing high-grade facilities which would be available outside banking hours.  Therefore, it was very much in terms of standards and quality of the environment but, more than anything, quality of the workplace.   These gardens in the sky, four-storey gardens, spiral around and become part of the lungs of the building connected to a central atrium and everybody has, as of right, views, natural light, whether they are alongside the gardens, whether they are next to the window walls and there are very dramatic savings of energy by a factor of five.   Very importantly, that also equates into a high quality of working environment and hence a greater degree of productivity.  


I move now to the Swiss Re building, commonly called the Gherkin, and I want you to see how different forms might occupy that site.  They are all the same area of space and it moulds into that shape which gives you maximum public space around the base, then you cut into that form so that you get lungs and you can pull natural light into the building.  You can see the way in which the floors can spiral so that aerodynamically there are always areas in wings of high pressure on the face and, just like the aerofoil of an aircraft wing, low pressure so that air is pulled through those lungs giving a high degree of natural ventilation to increase the desirability of the energy equation.  Finally, that translates into a building which is becoming a familiar part of the skyline.


If that has an influence from Germany in terms of its legislation and culture, in the other direction, there is the pioneering work that we were doing on Stanstead which reinvented the model of a terminal and with a mere five percent penetration in the roof plane.  It brings all the services off the roof and below the concourse so that they are easily accessible, which produces dramatic savings in energy.  Also there is a great uplift in terms of the spirit, because you have a connection with the outside world, so it is good news in both ways.  Not only in the airports that we have done elsewhere in the world such as Hong Kong and our latest proposals for Beijing here, it has become a model which has been adopted world-wide by other designers and planners with dramatic energy reductions.


If one looks at some of the other current modes of alternative forms of energy, we work with a German company called Enercon a new generation of wind turbines, big export models to Brazil and other places.  This new generation is very quiet, very large, five megawatts and the largest version would power the needs of 1,500 homes, giving a reduction of something like 5,000 tonnes of carbon.  We can see the way in which that technology with vertical wind turbines is finding its way, perhaps initially symbolically, but in the longer term much more fundamentally, and this is an installation at the top of the headquarters for Repsol in Madrid, which will contribute up to 10% of the energy needs of that building.  


If we talk about life-cycle analysis and there have been comments about timber construction, this is a very high density apartment building in the Swiss Alps and you can see the way that this concentrates many more people than in the individual dwellings around it.  It is very much in the local Swiss tradition where the mediaeval villages were very concentrated with a high density, and the big hotels which brought the technology at the turn of the century were also very compact.  This is a country where there is a legal cull of trees, so to convert those trees using the most advanced technology to produce a slot-together building, because you only get a relatively short window of opportunity in that climate to build from something like from April to October.  These slot together and this combines the technologies of high technology timber with craft timber.  There are 250,000 individual timber shingles which are cut by hand from trees at the same altitude and enclose this building, so it is an interesting mix of technologies.  Of course, in terms of the total life cycle analysis of this building from the cradle to the grave, you just grow and the process of growing, as with the rape seed oil in the Reichstag, is absorbing carbon dioxide while it is emerging as a building product.  Then it goes back into the earth so it is totally recyclable in that sense.


We have talked quite a lot this morning about the economics of buildings, we have talked about those things which you can measure and about those things that are more difficult to measure but yet we know they exist.  We know that people who have a great view in hospital and have a nice environment recover more quickly and are less of a burden on the medical services.  We know, even though we cannot quantify it, that if you have a great place in which to work, you are more productive.


If I took a typical office building over a kind of institutional lease of 25 years and I looked at the value in terms of the things that you can see – coming back to my iceberg – the capital cost of the building is a bit of the land, the cost it takes to build the building and put some furniture into it.  However, if we then look below the surface, we start to see the implication of those running costs.  When you take the energy, the maintenance, the depreciation, the cleaning, that is starting to loom larger at 59% of the total than the capital cost of the building at 41%.  If we then expand that and say a building has a lot of people in it, it is generated by the needs of people who are earning money, and if we factor in the cost of staff, you get something like a 17:1 relationship.  Suddenly, this is the big picture below the surface.  The capital cost of the building at 5.5%, you get a 3% increase in productivity, you can spend 50% more on the building; if you get a 6% increase over 25 years, your building is free.  Therefore, there are some interesting relationships to consider there, especially when we are talking about improving the quality of the environment: increasing density, reducing energy but increasing the quality of life because we have to move forward.


That has been the agenda that, in the very limited time available, I have tried to tear through.  My final slide was going to be two objects – a stick and a carrot – but I thought it was just too banal.  So I decided to do it in a posh way here.  We need some progressive legislation and we need some fiscal incentives.  There is all this emphasis, absolutely rightly, on saying why tear down an old building, it has embodied energy, let’s use it but, at the moment, everything is against you.  You get VAT on the old, you do not get any VAT on the new – there are many messages that could come out of this.  Thank you very much.  [applause]



Sir John Harman: Thank you, Norman.  Ladies and gentlemen, because we lost a little time at the beginning, the video having taken a quarter of an hour that was not included in my timetable, with apologies to Robert we will break for coffee now and hear the other two speakers afterwards.  Can you please be back in your seats here at 11.40 am.

-  Coffee Break  -



Sir John Harman: Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much.  Are we sitting comfortably?  Then I’ll begin.  Welcome back.  A slight re-engineering of timing has gone on over the coffee break.  We have been pretty tight with timings in the programme and only have a short time allocated for lunch.  What we intend to do now is to take the contributions from Robert Napier and Peter Head as advertised.  I shall not have a Q&A session on those, by that time you will have  heard six talking heads, so I shall ask you to hold on to any questions you may have.  We then have a panel with myself as facilitator, Margaret Ford, Ian Russell, Roy Harrison and Peter Rogers, and I shall invite them at that stage to join me at the front here.  They will each be able to make a short introductory statement and then we will open up to a more participative session, and you may say about time too.


The main opportunity for participation comes in this afternoon’s workshop sessions.  When we have heard the panel, rather than fire questions at them or fire questions at them about what the Secretaries of State have said, I would like to hear in that session the suggestions, the things that you would like us generally – Government, Industry, Regulators and everybody – to consider in delivering some of these aims and objectives that the Secretaries of State were talking about.  In other words, we want to rank up some of the actions we have to consider, some of the methodology so that, by the time we come to the workshop sessions, you will all have had a bit of a scoping half hour or so.  However, it will only be relatively brief because, even with the best will in the world, I cannot break for lunch any later than one o’clock, otherwise the afternoon will run into chaos.  The Secretaries of State are returning this afternoon, so if you have any questions for them, I suggest that you hang onto them for a little longer.  Can I now ask Robert Napier to address us.



Robert Napier (Chief Executive, World Wild Life Fund):  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  I would like to focus on the issue of affordability.  We hear a lot about whether better buildings are affordable for developers.  We hear a lot about the ability of key workers to afford homes in the Southeast.  What we do not hear is can the planet afford them.  Our buildings are hungry beasts, consuming almost half of the world’s natural resources and half of all the energy we use, either in constructing or running them.  


WWF’s Living Planet Report paints an alarming picture of what is happening to the natural resources of our planet.  Put very simply, if everyone was consuming natural resources and emitting carbon dioxide at the rate that we do in the UK today, we would – and this is a really alarming figure – need three planets to support us.  There are the three planets.  Clearly, as we saw from Norman Foster, we only have one planet but today we are living a three-planet lifestyle, savagely eating into the Earth’s capital rather than living off its interest.


Better building should mean one planet living.  Buildings are important, they determine the lives we lead, the lifestyle choices we can make.  Buildings have a major direct impact on the environment.  It is amazing that 70% of timber goes into construction.  We have already heard that 27% of our CO2 emissions come from our homes.  Our buildings and their construction generate a huge amount of waste: 100 million tonnes every year.  However, the impact is even greater than that, because our buildings affect how we choose to travel to work, how we travel to and from shops, how we buy our food, and it is these decisions that determine our wider impact on the environment



Conversely, our homes can inspire us to make decisions with long-term and, indeed, even global consequences.  I revisited BedZED, as Mrs Hewitt referred to, in Sutton last week and I spoke to residents there who are inspired to segregate their household waste because it is made simple to do so; they are inspired to buy locally-produced organic food because it is delivered to their doors; they are inspired to sell their beloved cars because it is cheaper and more convenient to join the Car Club or to take the train.  It is everyday decisions like these that will determine whether our one planet can afford the buildings we are building today.


Who is responsible for ensuring that we build the better homes for one planet living that we so vitally need?  Clearly, it is not solely the job of Government, or industry, or investors, or consumers, or NGOs – each has a critical part to play.  I would like to start by, first, turning to you in the audience today, the industry.  Some of you have seen the business opportunities that sustainability brings: better quality products offering greater benefits for your customers and reduced risk for your shareholders.  As some of you may know, WWF is working with Insight Investment, the asset management arm of HBOS, shareholders no doubt in many of your companies, to benchmark house-builders’ commitments to sustainability, looking at each house-builder and ranking them.  We will be publishing the results of this survey in December: the good and the bad house-builders.  This report will name and shame those with little or no commitment to sustainability.  


House-builders repeatedly tell us that what you need, as is very understandable, is a level playing-field and that you do not mind standards being improved if they apply equally and are introduced in a way that you can implement.  That is why WWF has thrown our weight behind the BRE eco-home standard.  Many of you have already discovered that, if you design homes with this standard in mind, it does not cost the earth.  Perhaps an extra 2% up front but lower lifetime costs that will save your customers hundreds of pounds each year, every year thereafter.  Go out and sell them this benefit, market this as a better quality product.


I do not have to tell you that what people care most about is location, location, location, price and whether they like the look of a new house.  However, I submit to you that we would all be surprised if they said they did not want lower energy bills, lower water bills, a greener, safer, car-free environment, a community that is free of graffiti and vandalism.  People want to live and work together in sustainable communities, not isolated housing estates.


I would like to throw down a challenge to the developers, architects, engineers and planners who are here today.  Help us to build on the very best practice around today to design the one planet communities we need and deserve.  Make them fit regional needs and tastes.  Make use of modern methods of construction.  Make them fit the principles of sustainability and one planet living.  


On a practical level, WWF is already helping to turn this vision of one planet living into a reality.  Working with Bioregional, the catalyst behind the BedZED development, we are now planning Zed Squared, a zero fossil energy and zero waste sustainable community for some 5,000 people to be built in the Thames Gateway.  


Let me now turn to Government, which, of course, set some of the key rules of the game.  No-one can argue with the Government’s aspiration of creating sustainable communities.  We welcome the announcement in July that Government will be setting environmental targets for new homes in the growth areas.  WWF’s report, which some of you may have seen, called One Planet Living in the Thames Gateway has … [end of tape 1, side B – no overlap] … benefit can be achieved for so little upfront cost and the longer term benefits for residents in terms of lower energy and lower water bills.


We heard this morning from three cabinet ministers and I believe from what they said that we have a Government that is serious about higher environmental standards for housing.  This will create the level playing-field that you all want for your industry and I believe it will not cost the earth.  The Deputy Prime Minister committed the Government to changing the building regulations, as previously announced, in relation to cutting energy use and in line, as Mrs Hewitt said, with her commitment to improve energy efficiency.  We heard this morning Mr Prescott’s commitment to improve and set targets for water efficiency, which we welcome.  He have talked about other issues and we look forward to firm proposals and we would suggest, in particular, in respect of timber and waste.


It was also encouraging that he said there will be new planning policy statements and guidance placing sustainability at the heart of the planning system.  That system must be such that it does everything possible to facilitate only sustainable development.  We heard and welcome Mrs Beckett announcing a Sustainable Building Task Group to develop new specific environmental standards.  This is good but conditional, of course, upon producing meaningful, published, quick recommendations that are then implemented.  We also support the commitment of Mrs Beckett and Mrs Hewitt to promote renewables, including micro-technologies as the norm. All in all, we felt that what the three cabinet ministers said was very encouraging and we all now have to work to take those matters forward and WWF will play our part in that process.


Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, this is an historic moment for the future of housing and our communities, sustainable or otherwise.  As a nation, we are about to embark on a vast house-building programme.  We know that these houses will still be standing in 100 or 200 years time.  Our children and our children’s children will inherit these homes, the communities and the lifestyle that we create for them, so we have to get it right.  We must not repeat the mistakes of the past.  We only have one planet and that planet is home to us all.  Better building must support one planet living.  Thank you very much.  [applause]



Peter Head (FaberMaunsell):  Good morning ladies and gentlemen.  I shall be as brief as you probably, by now, will want me to be.  My job is to pull together the threads of what we have heard and to try to give you an idea of how we might go forward.  I have spent much of my career in consulting engineering, working on regeneration projects, and I have learned at first hand the difference between a short-term fix, which creates problems for the future, and a long-term sustainable solution.


To use an organic analogy, and those of you who know me know that I like organic analogies,  compare a weed that grows very quickly, looks very impressive and then it falls over, with a redwood tree that you plant and which lives in an elaborate synergy with all the species around it and sets up a long-term sustainable answer.  Many of us have come here today recognising the importance of developing synergies across governments and across our very fractious industry, so we have the conditions that would enable the private sector and the public sector to work together to achieve success – the redwood forest approach. 


To be frank, we know that we need to change but we are all rather worn down with initiatives all going in different directions.  What we are looking for is a stable and consistent framework within which we can help the UK to thrive with a prudent use of resources, and we warmly welcome the approach that today’s summit offers.  


I shall do this by sharing with you the substantial progress that we have been making in London to take this forward, to create a practical approach to sustainable development and regeneration, turning the “S” word into something that is meaningful and valuable.  I shall describe a top-down approach which addresses the problems that London has now and the population growth that is forecast to come and, in particular, I want to talk briefly about the work of the London Sustainable Development Commission and the framework that has been produced.  I shall then take you through a project that I have initiated as a commissioner in which we plan to write and put into use a voluntary code of practice for sustainable development, and I shall conclude with some feedback on about a year of working on that project which may help us in our discussions later on.


London is a complex metabolism with about seven and a half million people making all those decisions you have heard talked about earlier on.  It is about desirable buildings that are desirable to use and respect the environment, will improve quality of life and increase the region’s competitiveness, and we have to recognise that those buildings are in many different environments ranging from the dense urban fabric out to the rural fringes.


London is burning fossil fuels and pouring heat into the atmosphere as the infrared image on the left shows.  Servicing of buildings, as we have heard, produces about half of total carbon emissions, and we know that existing technology could reduce that in existing buildings by 20% to 50% and in new buildings by as much as 80%.  At midday on the right of this infrared image, the sun’s energy is not being gathered as it is in the surrounding countryside and it is being wastefully reflected back into space, so that the energy gathered could be used to further offset the burning of fossil fuels.  Natural systems like forests are absolutely brilliant at doing that.


Recent scientific research has shown that the natural selection over billions of years has come up with winning strategies that are adopted by all successful, complex systems like forests.  Buried within those strategies are these powerful performance ideas which create virtuous circles of efficiency and regeneration.  These are perfect for better buildings and it is the start of a stable framework.  Indeed, you can see the Government’s ideas reflected here: using waste as a resource, diversify and cooperate, gather and use energy efficiently, optimise not maximise, use materials sparingly, do not pollute, do not draw down resources, remain in balance with the biosphere, run on information, shop locally.  These are a familiar and a powerful set of performance objectives.  All we need to add are the social drivers in our society.


I was particularly taken last week with a statement made by a young Russian ballet dancer at the Sterling Awards – you may have heard it on the television.  He said when asked about dancing at Herzog & de Meuron’s Laban centre: “Dancing there made me feel as if I had grown wings”.  Think of the inspiration that will flow out to audiences as dancers trained there perform to new levels.  The same will be true of people inspired by better schools, offices, sports facilities and so on.


Let us look at what creates desirability and how this can drive commercial success using some recent headlines.  A new survey by Saville’s Research has shown that mixed-use developments in major cities in the UK have significantly better total investment returns over 1% more than single use properties.  A quick look at those Ten Commandments I showed earlier will show how well-designed, mixed-use developments have all the right ingredients of diversity, accessibility, global services, land efficiency.  If you add a waterside location for that sense of balance, you get another 2% of total return, and these are relatively short-term gains as well.  


The news from Cabe is that 5,000 hectares of wasted space is attached to derelict buildings a good deal of which are found on docks and canal sites, so there is a great deal of opportunity.  Derelict land next to a property is found to reduce value by 15%, while living near a well-maintained park or open countryside increases the value by 6% on average.  We see commercial gains from lack of pollution, connection to the natural world and accessibility.  This, of course, reminds us that the quality of public space around buildings is absolutely critical to achieving better buildings, and we must not overlook that in our discussions.  


Let us now look at how to use these ideas to improve the environmental performance in existing commercial developments, and I have something to add to Sir Norman’s statement earlier on.  Over the last 20 years, the ratio between the average earnings and the average rent for City office space in London has risen by a factor of three, so that big bulge that Sir Norman showed has gone up by a factor of three.  In the next 50 years, many of these buildings will have been replaced or refurbished, so the opportunity can be taken to improve environmental performance and productivity at the same time.  If in the refurbishment of these buildings the productivity of people using them goes up by, say, 5% and half of that value is shared with the building owner, that amounts to an effective increase in rent of around 20%.  That can be coupled with an increase in usable floor space to further increase revenue.  Therefore, with creative investment models and better building design, it is feasible to set very ambitious targets for improved environmental performance and for everyone to win.


Now I would like to move on with the approach we have been taking in London to apply these ideas to developments.  The Mayor appointed the Independent Commission for Sustainable Development in 2002 with 22 commissioners drawn from all walks of life – another example of the joined-upness.  London has problems that need addressing.  This is an annual survey of London’s sustainability expressed as a triple bottom line index.  The three blocks from left to right are economic, social and environmental where indices that are higher are better.  Although economic and environmental improvements are taking place in London, the social conditions are getting worse, and we know why because we have talked about them  earlier.  The acute housing shortage has driven up prices making them unaffordable, thus driving key workers out of the city, putting pressure on their pay because of the extra travelling.  Crime is also increasing and child poverty is at unacceptably high levels.  There is a desperate need for investment in affordable housing.


London First carried out a study to look at the investment that was needed in public services up to 2016 to reverse the decline.  I shall not go through the numbers but the total investment needed in housing, schools and healthcare is very large.  The total spend of £110 billion with £7 billion per year is about 40% higher than we are currently managing, so it is clear that we have very little option but to find smarter, more efficient ways of taking the city forward.  The only way to do this is to make the buildings we have work more efficiently and to invest more wisely in the new ones.  We must also remember that we need to plan for skills and the efficient supply chains that are needed, and also build what communities need, as has already been said, at an affordable cost.  All of that is a smart approach.


The commission’s first task was to produce the sustainable development framework, the basis for that smarter approach, and it was launched in June.  This is a summary of the 13 detailed objectives in the framework which include all the natural principles that I discussed earlier combined with social factors like inclusion, security and employment.  You can see a route map here moving from taking responsibility, to developing respect, to using resources responsibly and getting results, an approach that could easily be applied to the output from the summit. The framework is written so that it can be used for large master plans, small developments or individual building extensions, and we should not forget that in every local authority 2,000 applications are very small projects and not necessarily large ones.


The commissioners were asked to initiate projects that would enable the objectives of the Draft London Plan on Strategies to be realised in practice on the ground using this framework.  I initiated the London sustainable construction project a year ago with the aim of creating a voluntary code of practice for sustainable development, which would be built around this framework.  The Mayor’s plan on strategies for energy and waste include targets which aim progressively to reduce London’s footprint and implementing these through applying code requirements will achieve the benefits that I have listed here in waste, emissions reduction, take-up of renewables and water efficiency.


The energy strategy follows the Government’s recommendations, which is about a 20% reduction up to 2010, and this is really tough as has been said as we have so much new development to take forward.  In order to do that, we have found already that we will need to raise performance expectations much higher and not allow fallback to minimum levels specified even in the revised Part L of the Building Regulations.


The anticipated introduction of building labelling legislation for differentiation between buildings will be very helpful to encourage specifiers to aim for better performance both for new build and for refurbishment.  The benefits shown here will not just be felt at the project level, but will lead to an increase in London’s productivity, which will be modelled in our project.  New businesses and jobs will be created and resource flows in and out will fall as London turns more to its own internal resources, including existing buildings, becoming more like a redwood forest.


The project has a dedicated team, some funding and a direction and the aim is to create an information resource as well as a voluntary code.  The plan is that the boroughs will ask for the code to be used for all planning applications and an independent support service will be set up to help guide and assess these.  The code aims to clarify many issues that arise at inquiries, provide a level playing field for the requirements, which is so important, and speed up the planning process by removing delays caused by lack of clarity and poor communication.  We also plan to back all of this with research to underpin the best practice feedback.


The voluntary code will have a separate volume for each sector, and each of those would cover cradle-to-cradle lifecycle investment planning right through to decommissioning.  They will all be addressed using the framework objectives.  As has been said already, much of the background work for these different sectors, particularly housing, has been done by organisations all over the UK and the project is really pulling all that together into a very comprehensive set of documents that people can go out and use. The guidance for each of the clauses would pull in the relevant supplementary planning guidance on sustainable construction that many people are currently producing.


The project is being implemented by Syria, Forum for the Future, the London Sustainability Exchange and the Foundation for the Built Environment with myself as chairman.  I have listed some of the sponsors  here who are funding the current work and there is some funding already from DTI.  We are currently seeking main funding from the LDA and Government for the  main project.  


I would like to conclude with some feedback from our work which I hope will be helpful in the discussions.  First, everyone  involved in the built environment, particularly buildings, says there is an urgent need for performance-based specifications.  They say at the moment that everyone is reinventing the wheel in every planning authority at a time when resources are under very real pressure.  Sustainability is a complex new subject that planners have not been trained to cope with.  There are not enough training resources and planners and environmental teams are wasting time on numerous well-intentioned overlapping initiatives.  As a result, the interpretations of sustainable development are uneven and unpredictable at planning inquiries which is creating delays and great concern among investors.  


The project approach that we propose has been warmly welcomed by almost everybody we have spoken to, and stakeholders have said they want to get involved and support the project with in kind help.  In particular, the project has been welcomed by key industry organisations as well as the public sector in London.  A possible way forward has emerged.


A number of stakeholders have said it would be good if the project could produce a national template into which regional frameworks, regional strategy targets and regional guidance could be fed.  We believe this would be possible with the pilot taking place in London.  Local independent assessment support could then be provided by existing local equivalents to the LSX.  The idea has the support of Cabe.  


I shall leave you with the thought that I really believe it is possible to imagine having, for the first time, a consistent framework for better buildings and infrastructure that will help drive the national, regional and community needs in a joined-up and more efficient way.  Thank you.  [applause]



Sir John Harman:  Thank  you very much, Peter.  Can I ask to join me on the platform Ian Russell, who is Chief Executive of Scottish Power, peter Rogers, Chairman of the Strategic Forum for Construction, Roy Harrison, President of the Construction Products Association and Margaret Ford, Chairman of English Partnerships.  Thank you very much.


This is the final session before lunch and I shall invite each of the panellists to make a short statement about the issues that they see as being important in better buildings, sustainable construction as a whole.  Then I shall throw it open to the floor and then we will come back to the Panel a couple of times, though I really want to hear about the issues that you think are important.  I shall ask them to reflect on what you say and, if some of what you have to say relates to the contributions that you have just heard from Robert and Peter, I am sure they would be willing to reflect also.  


Thinking about what I heard then, I am taken back to the contribution that struck me most at the Urban Summit last year.  I am sure that many of you here were at that event and I used to lead a local authority, so perhaps I had a fellow feeling with the Mayor of Barcelona, Juan Clos, who I thought spoke very inspiringly on that day.  He said he thinks of his city as an organism, which is really something to hold on to.  From the point of view of any of us who are interested in ecology, that is a very good metaphor.  Peter showed us what he called the Ten Commandments and I noticed at the bottom of that slide the source of those Ten Commandments, which is something called Bio-mimicry.  We must think among other things of our communities as organisms in the way they use and, in the end, perhaps waste natural resources.  From my point of view, and this is my two minutes’ worth, what I am really interested to hear something about during this process is energy, water and resource efficiency, by which I mean that once a community or set of buildings is up, energy and water are relatively easy to imagine but how they perform in terms of the use and disposal of resources.  It is something we do not think about too much and I am not talking about construction waste, I am talking about what happens when people live in the place.  Could I ask Margaret to kick us off from the panel?



Margaret Ford (English Partnerships):  John, thank you very much.  I would like to talk about five distinct challenges that face English Partnerships together with people in this room, because we do business with a great many people who are gathered here today.  


The challenges for us in terms of putting into practice the philosophy and the plans behind the Sustainable Communities Plan are five-fold.  First, we have a huge challenge on our own portfolio.  We have 42 strategic sites, some greenfield and some brownfield, the length and breadth of England and on each of them the challenge now for us is to make sure that we influence that master planning in ways that are genuinely sustainable.  A great example would be the work that we have done for the sustainable urban extension at Upton in Northampton, and we now have to reprofile all of our 42 sites to make sure that we, as an intelligent client (to use the words of Patricia Hewitt), are producing the kind of development briefs that you can react to and we can really see putting into practice some of the things we have heard about today.  So master-planning on those strategic sites is very important but also how we influence individual design briefs to ensure that, as we are trying to do more and more now, we meet the right kind of eco-home standards, we are encouraging the use of modern methods of construction and so on.  Therefore, first, on our own portfolio, greenfield and brownfield, we have to do better.


Secondly, as Government strategy advisor on brownfield land, we have to make sure that we are providing the right kind of intelligence to all the players around the 66,000 hectares of previously developed land that we have in England.  We hold the register of that land, we can tell you the condition of it, whether it has planning consents, the degree of difficulty on some of it is very great, which you know as well as I do.  So we have a task on our hands to communicate that better and to communicate the opportunities that exist around previously used land.


We also roll up our sleeves.  The work you saw in the Millennium Village this morning on the video is a really good example of where EP has led a development that really has driven up standards remarkably.  It is invidious to single out individual people but I shall do so.  The work that Countryside Properties have done on that has been truly remarkable and their perseverance and commitment has been a joy to work with.  It has not always been easy but the outcome is fantastic.


Thirdly, as a broker of surplus public sector land, we are also in a position now to help influence development briefs coming from other Government departments.  When MOD, NHS, DEFRA and DTI are disposing of surplus land and buildings, we have an opportunity and a 40-day window now to influence the kind of briefs that are coming out into the market, so that Government right across the piece is joining up.  While it is very important for those departments to get a capital receipt, which I understand, it is not beyond our wit to be able to embrace a whole range of Government policy around that, so we have a new role there.


Fourthly, in terms of increasing housing supply, whether that is in the RPG 9 areas or whether it is in the Pathfinder areas, we make a difference by making sure that we can bring to bear the kind of master-planning, the kind of insistence on and obsession with standards and quality again that we have heard about today.  We can bring very practical things to bear like gap funding, for example, so that when we talk about master-planning mixed tenure communities, we can put that into execution properly and put our money where our mouth is.


Finally, we do a wide range of work and there is an increasing challenge for us with colleagues like Cabe to support the urban renaissance.  Let us not forget that we have a huge range of demonstration projects that we work in such as the millennium communities you heard about this morning, the urban regeneration companies.  We do a huge amount in terms of sponsorship, our best practice with colleagues in ??BURA and in the Civic Trust, and the publication of things like Urban Design Compendium I think genuinely are starting to make a difference.  


To wind up, as I was asked by John to be brief, we have a huge opportunity here.  Our challenge at English Partnerships is really to increase the momentum and accelerate the pace of delivery around the communities plan but critically to balance that with an obsession – and I make no excuse for using that word – around sustainability and quality, and really, really raise our sights.



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much, Margaret, and I turn straight to Roy Harrison.



Roy Harrison (Construction Products Association):  You can obviously complete a project in a third of the time originally planned but you cannot do it without construction materials.  There are two aspects of our industry which we need to challenge.  First, the role of the industry in sustainability in providing its products to the industry and, secondly, its role in manufacturing those products and the impact that that can have on the environment as a whole.  


I shall stick to the first one in the time available.  What can our industry do?  Forty percent of the value of construction is in construction materials.  The envelope of a building is all made up of our materials, that determines the fingerprint of the building when it is completed.  They make a tremendous difference and we invest heavily now in new products.  We are ahead of the rest of UK manufacturing in terms of our investment in new products.  We out-perform the rest of UK manufacturing in that respect and we will certainly be taking up the challenges laid down by the Government such as the Solid Wall Challenge.  We need to invest more in innovative products but the take-up of these products is depressingly low.  Generally, when we have invested up to £100 million in new facilities, the take-up of new products is depressingly low.  Therefore, we need to make sure that our products are understood better by the wider world and that we get more involved in the understanding of the performance of those products in the supply chain.  The supply chain is something we will quickly come back to.


We need to encourage manufacturers and suppliers to work together.  We ought to be producing parts of buildings and not bits of buildings, envelopes, pre-formed bathrooms, we ought to be working much harder to provide solutions for architects and builders, not problems.


My second point is that, if we have to deliver these solutions effectively, we need to work more alongside the other stakeholders.  Strategic Forum has a great role in pushing forward integrated supply chains and we must make sure that manufacturers are included within those integrated supply chains.  We must, therefore, move away from the concept of initial cost.  Again, the greatest bugbear for manufacturers, initial cost ends up as being mostly still the reason for purchase, not the whole life cost of the product and the building.  The contracting industry must see us as one of the first points of call when it is looking at putting up a new building.  Integration supply chain is a key issue in that process.


Skill shortage is not something that we as an industry can turn our back on.  Bricks have to be laid, plaster has to be plastered, and we cannot turn our back on this, so we will be heavily involved in working with the sub-contracting industries and their trade associations to make sure that that gap is filled and that we do our piece in there.  The Government has to play its part and what we have heard today is very encouraging in that respect.  However, we need to have a holistic framework for regulation.  Industry cannot invest on the basis of an ever-changing projection of what and when regulations changes will take place.  If we are given adequate time and good notice, we can bring along the new products to meet the specifications.


The alternative is a knee-jerk approach.  The UK manufacturing of construction products is growing against the general trend and we need to make sure that we are ahead of the specification game in order to carry on investing in the UK, or we will fear being swamped with overseas products.


Enforcement of regulations we see as being a major weakness.  It is no good having regulations unless they are enforced.  At the moment, there are so many loopholes and so little enforcement that many of our products are turned down in favour of cheaper, non-compliant ones, which can still be used in the marketplace without redress.


I come to my last point which is alternative mechanisms for the Government to consider to generate speed in the process, whether it be fiscal or regulatory. There are certainly areas such as VAT and its treatment on maintenance, particularly where it is environmentally friendly, that need to be properly researched and good decisions reached.  It is a great way of accelerating what is the bulk of the housing  park.  One percent per year is the change we generate by building new houses and we need to think of ways of getting change into the existing park.  Home information packs, VAT, Stamp Duty – all of these ideas are being investigated.  


It will only succeed if the industry and Government work very closely together on these.  We will all listen and then we will act.  We are on board with the conference objectives and we wish to be part of its success.



Sir John Harman: Thank you, Roy, there is quite a lot to think about there.  Let me move straight on to Peter Rogers.



Peter Rogers (Strategic Forum):  I head two organisations – the Strategic Forum and Constructing Excellence – and what they have been trying to do is put together a series of methods, tool-kits and drivers to try to get the industry to change and, clearly, sustainability is one of those issues.  


Let us look at three of the areas that we have been addressing.  Probably the first and most fundamental, of which we have already heard part, is this question of demolishing buildings.  We still are unable to produce buildings that last.  I have just been involved in demolishing a 1985 building to put something better in its place.  It means that we have got the brief wrong, we do not understand the business case of what we are trying to put together.  There is a series of guidance documents and Cabe have just produced a very good guide for clients, the Strategic Forum is driving the clients charter, all looking at how you can set the agenda to enable what is a sustainable project, one that will last.


The second one was Norman’s free building which, as a developer, is something that I thought was a wonderful idea.  The figures used there, and Peter also used similar figures, are based on a work that the Royal Academy of Engineers did many years ago now, which was the 1-5-200 Rule: 1 is the capital cost, 5 is the maintenance operating cost and 200 is the business operating cost or the bottom of the iceberg as Norman described it.  Therefore, capital cost is irrelevant and yet we still have not managed to get away from it.  Maintenance and operational issues, particularly energy, are obviously important but the most important thing is making buildings that work and are effective.  Producing a building that suffers from sick building syndrome, for instance, and has a high absenteeism rate is a disaster before you start, not only from a social standpoint but also from the point of view of the longer term environment, as that is the sort of building that will be demolished early.


Again, in terms of tools the DQI (Design Quality Indicators) have just been launched and are a very useful tool for measuring the effectiveness of your building before you start, while you are building it and afterwards, to try to monitor buildings so that we produce sustainable, effective buildings.


The third point, which Roy mentioned briefly a couple of minutes ago, is this question of using integrated teams.  How would you get the best out of the process, how do you get the best out of people?  If you look at the intellect in this room, it is phenomenal but getting you all to work together is much more difficult and that is a fundamental part of achieving anything that has been talked about today.  


You cannot go for the lowest cost, you cannot go for the Dutch auction or whatever you want to call them.  Even individual incentives that have been used on some projects to try to drive people to do better distort the outcome, because they are individual, they are not about teams.  We have seen what happens on normal building projects: 17% to 35% waste.  So we have to find ways of eliminating that waste at source.


There are two of our own projects that I have been involved with, one is using a sophisticated 3D system, a pre-programming tool that allowed us to build the building before we start, and this reduced waste by nearly two thirds.  Secondly, in the Treasury PFI project, another job with which we are involved, we are recycling 82% of the materials that come off site, so it is achievable, we can do it but we have to work together.  Again, the Strategic Forum has put together a tool with the help of ???BEE and one or two other organisations called the Integrated Team Toolkit, again to try to help people to work together in a collaborative mode.


Perhaps one other message for today, particularly considering the amount of Government support that we have had here, is to see that Government come together and work in a coordinated way, because, again, if you look at different Government departments, each has its own rules and regulations for driving a construction process.  Thank you.



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much, Peter.  You and a number of others have mentioned the issue of the market being driven by the cost of a very small proportion of the lifetime cost of the building but how you get past that is a question that will be on many people’s minds.  Finally, from the panel we have Ian Russell.



Ian Russell (Scottish Power):  Thank you, John, and good morning ladies and gentlemen.  I am deeply conscious that, at the end of this established row here, I stand between you and the participative session but perhaps you will forgive me for making a couple of remarks which I hope will contribute to the later debate.


I am Chief Executive of Scottish Power and we supplied gas and electricity to one third of all the new homes built in the UK last year.  I did not know that until I was preparing for this morning’s session but it gained my attention and I hope it goes some way towards explaining why I am here this morning.  


I would like to mention three things.  One is the context here from an energy efficiency perspective; secondly, some practical examples that our company and other businesses in our industry are doing at the moment and, lastly, a couple of conclusions and points that I would like to throw into the general debate.


This summit is a tremendous opportunity to provide new impetus to energy efficiency within the context of better buildings.  The Government’s Energy White Paper earlier this year really highlighted the importance of it and the waste which exists within existing buildings.  The scale of the challenge and of the opportunity can be thought of in a number of ways, not least the fact that roughly twice as much carbon saving efficiency has to come from energy efficiency as building wind farms.  Roughly 50% of all the emission reduction from buildings is to come from energy efficiency, so from any perspective, from any policy point of view, energy efficiency is high on the agenda when looking at designing better buildings.  As one of the companies involved in the construction and building sector from the point of providing energy, we see that as being important.


These are four examples that we have used and that others in our industry are using to show the steps that are being taken here.  One is that we have recently introduced an opportunity for our residential and commercial customers to assess their carbon footprint.  This is easy to do if you are large corporate but quite difficult to do if you are a residential home, so making that easier makes people more aware of the challenge.  


Secondly, providing badges, labels, for high efficiency boilers, white goods green energy products, all of the must-have products if we are to deliver on these targets.  We are also participating in the DTI’s solar power initiative.  We have a number of homes being tested in our region at the moment around the UK over half of which are sheltered housing, because particularly at that end of the spectrum we are all aware of the fuel poor but the importance of providing energy efficiency at all parts of the spectrum and the consumption spectrum is important, and leading the way on energy services which I am sure in 10 years time will be a major industry for this country and for elsewhere.


In conclusion, it seems to me that, from an energy efficiency perspective, this really breaks down into four fairly simple ideas.  One is that we have to make consumers of energy much more aware of the issue.  I am very struck by the national statistics on how smoking declined within the UK as soon as Government advertising appeared on television banging home the message.  I do not remember seeing an energy efficiency advert on my television set, not that I watch too much television but, from what I have seen of it, it is not there.  There is an opportunity to make people (a) more aware and then (b) to back it up with labelling to provide the information people need in order to make the choice.  


Secondly, there need to be more incentives for consumers, whether it is residential or corporate consumers, and those incentives should be both positive and negative.  VAT should be removed from energy services, there should be more tax put on more energy-destructive products, so we need to tilt the playing-field at both ends.  


Thirdly, there needs to be more capability within the industry to deliver.  We were delighted with the Secretary of State’s announcements in this respect this morning both in terms of training and the second energy efficiency programme.  I believe it has been said by all the panellists before me that working together on this – Government, regulators, industry, consumer groups – we all have a role to play, the outcome will be much better if we are joined up in the way in which we tackle it.  John, I hope that is helpful.



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much, Ian.  May I now invite views from the floor on what we have heard or perhaps on what we have not heard, that is up to you.  Please indicate if you would like to take the floor and, when you do so, I would like to know who you are and, if your organisation matters, please tell us what it is. 



Jane Milne (Association of British Insurers):  I have listened with interest to the contributions this morning with an inevitable focus on addressing litigation strategies.  As insurers, we are concerned that the buildings of the future are also able to withstand the climate of the future, which has been given a nod here and there.  How can we make sure that the technologies and strategies that we adopt now not only address litigation concerns but also tick that other very important box so that these buildings really are sustainable.



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much, Jane.  In front is Andrew Warren, I called him a gentleman earlier which, of course, is absolutely correct.



Andrew Warren (Association for the Conservation of Energy):  What I want to do is provide a rather unpleasant reality check.  We have talked about the imminent improvement of the fuel and power parts of the building regulations.  One of the things that is of increasing concern is whether or not the minimum standards – and we have all been talking about the exemplars and not the minimum standards which is what I fear most developers are still following – are moving from what is approved by the planning committee to appearing on the ground.  There is growing evidence that that is not occurring.  The only way in which we will ensure that is not by saying to the building control officer, “You have to go and inspect every home”, it simply will not happen.  It is not even by requiring NHBC, I fear, to take on that role.  They are essentially an insurance outfit and they are not going to be sued if people have not put enough insulation into the loft, it simply will not happen.  The only way we are going to see that happen is to ensure that pressure testing takes place on enough homes to assure the marketplace that what you see on the drawing board is what you get on the ground, because, in practice, it does not look as though that is what is happening.  
I would cite a survey done by De Montford University published a little earlier this year, which suggests that there is a 98% failure rate by the leading house-builders even to deliver the requisite labelling on their homes and which they have been mandated to do by law for some while.  If they cannot even do that, it suggests that we need to be certain that we at least get the minimum standards, never mind the exemplars we have heard about today.



Robert Shaw (Town & Country Planning Association):  We have heard a lot about sustainable buildings today and that is a very good thing, but sustainable building goes way beyond the individual building.  I think that the Government recognise this having three Ministers up in front of us and the Government Sustainable Communities Plan that came out earlier this year to demonstrate a commitment to that.  What I am concerned about is that we are not going to create the sustainable communities unless there is commitment from across Government, which includes the Departments of Health and Education, which will provide the community infrastructure critical to developing long-term sustainable communities.  Just as important is the Department of Transport, which will provide the links, the traffic reduction measures that we will need to create sustainable communities.



Hugh Williams (Eco-Tech):  I chair the Energy and Natural Environment Foresight Panel that Patricia Hewitt mentioned, and along with the Carbon Trust we are looking at the future of low carbon communities as a whole rather than individual buildings.  There are two things to which I would like consideration to be given during the afternoon sessions.  The first is to the scale of operations that we need to do and the solutions that people talk about.  Will they be applicable to just small numbers of buildings, or are they ones that will only come into operation if they have to achieve some kind of  economies of scale?  So there is a question of scale of change that we look for.  Then there is the question of speed: how quickly will we be able to bring some of these new ideas on stream?  There is no doubt about it that the house-building process is going on quite rapidly.  


The second thing to which I would like people to give some consideration concerns the issues of the markets and how we can encourage people to want to live in these new styles of community.  Bedzed is a marvellous place but it is rather unique.  In the future, we have to create communities which will be attractive to a wide range of people, so there is an issue of trying to integrate these new ideas into attractive communities as a whole.



Sir John Harman: There are some important challenges there for the afternoon workshops.  If I might develop one of your points a little, there is also the balance between what we will regard as minimum standards for the level playing-field, which is presumably a regulatory matter, and to what extent we want to see voluntarism deliver some of these aspirations, and that balance will be quite hard to strike.



Richard Sachs (Building Design Partnership):  You asked what we have not heard and we did not hear enough about transport.  We were shown how large it is as a carbon generator and yet there is a change from the beginning of this Government, when there was talk of an integrated transport policy, to where we are now where it does not seem to be very visible, progress is slowing, railways seem to become unaffordable.  Therefore, unless we build the transport as we build the sustainable communities and not wait for demand to be proved before we install something, we will never get there.  We will be road-dependent in the building of these new communities.  I have not seen the joined up thinking there that shows me that the Thames Gateway is going to be riddled with excellent … [end of tape 2 side A – no overlap] …. systems to go with the excellent low cost buildings.



Sir John Harman: There is rather a focus in the way the brief for today is written on the physical structures but two speakers have just reminded us that it has to take place in a wider context.  There is a forest of hands going up now which is very nice but we shall have to be brisk.



Alan Aldage (Energy Systems Trade Association):  I would like to remind ourselves that the figure this morning said 19% of CO2 emissions are related to non-residential buildings.  The balance of discussion has been very much towards homes and we need to keep on considering the non-domestic situation.  


There are two issues I would like us to consider that we find are very relevant to this.  First of all, the way in which contracts are let and the way in which those structures work in the provision of the building.  We still have a situation where many important contractors are three or four layers down from the professional team, the architects and so on.  They are generally not incentivised to provide the more efficient buildings and techniques, and we need to look at the way that they are engaged in providing that whole system.


Secondly, it does not matter how efficiently the building is designed and put together in that once the operators and building managers get their hands on the building, there is the chance that it is either well run and well maintained or, more frequently, not so well maintained.  Our evidence is something of the order of 25% to 30% increase in energy consumption relates to the way in which buildings are managed and maintained.  Others may have other figures but I would like to see some more emphasis on the training, on the engagement of the building managers in the operation of the building to maintain its performance that we hope has been achieved at the first commissioning stage.  



David Strong (Building Research Establishment):  I am surprised that no mention has been made so far of the EU Energy Performance of Buildings Directive, which will have to be transposed into law in the UK by January 2006.  I chair a group – the Directive Implementation Advisory Group – which consists of all the main professional institutions and trade associations.  This group is extremely concerned about how this directive will be transposed into law, because if it is appropriately applied in a practical and pragmatic way, it brings with it an enormous opportunity to ensure that not only are there minimum standards set for the refurbishment of major buildings, but also through the labelling requirements and the display of those labels in certain buildings – an enormous opportunity. The third element of the directive is associated with regular plant inspection of boilers and air-conditioning plant.  So there is a huge opportunity provided we can get it right in terms of implementation.



Bill Tallis (Director of the Major Contractors Group):  While we have three Cabinet Ministers here this morning, it was quite noticeable that there was no-one from the Treasury.  



Sir John Harman: It is rather ambitious to want four Secretaries of State!



Bill Tallis:  In the experience of the supply chain, while we hear many good things about best value, and sustainability could be part of best value, it is the experience that a very high proportion of public sector spending is bought on price, and there is much to be done on that before we can move on and deliver a lot of good things that have been spoken about today.  So until the Treasury stands up behind the other three Cabinet Ministers and says, “Yes, we are prepared to pay that additional upfront cost”, I think that very little practical progress will be made.



David Sowden (Microgen, a micro CHP developer):  We heard this morning John Prescott, to quote him, with three Secretaries of State singing from the same sheet, which is very encouraging.  Consistent political leadership across a number of Government departments is extremely important in delivering this agenda on sustainable energy and sustainable buildings.  However, after this day is over and the Secretaries of State and, indeed, their more junior ranking ministers, go back to their departments, please, please, please when they are scrutinising their speeches from officials, can they make sure that every aspect of sustainable energy policy is at least mentioned in every single speech that they give, because that political leadership is very important.


To give an example, the first speech that Stephen Timms gave us in his new role as Energy Minister omitted to mention energy efficiency even once, despite the White Paper’s acknowledgement that it is the cheapest, cleanest and safest way of meeting all of our energy policy objectives.  It is very important that officials and Ministers alike reinforce all dimensions of sustainable energy policy at every opportunity.



Dave Hampton (ABS Consulting & the Construction Industry Council):  I think Peter Rogers gave us a feel-good factor by mentioning the collective intellect of the audience here today – those of us with egos always warm to that one – and the contrast perhaps with the collective will of the people gathered here today to get up and do something.  We had two very good speakers in Robert and Peter and it is a shame that the Ministers and the DPM were not here to hear the solutions as well as the problems that we all know about.


Sticking with collective theme, does anyone here today feel that we have been collectively inspired by the venue we are in?  Perhaps out in the Cathedral the collective inspiration to do something about this might have been stronger.



Sir John Harman: That is for next time then!



Stef Wright (Gusto Homes):  We have been busy building environmentally sustainable houses now for about five years and are trying to develop the products to go with them through the Gusto Products Company.  I have been asked this afternoon to take part in the building services presentation, so the reason to stand up now is that if I were coming down here and were not involved in any of the sessions this afternoon from a speaker’s point of view, the one I would like to go to is the investment meeting.  Small companies like our own, and particularly our own, are looking at the moment to get some serious investment behind them to roll our businesses out to take advantage of the opportunities that are there.    So if you recognise my face, you are looking to invest, come and see me!



Sir John Harman: I have every admiration for that and that is very much part of the event – meeting up with people.



Quentin Lever (Carillon):  A couple of words have come to mind this morning.  They are “dictate” and “encourage”.  The Government, to a certain extent, can dictate because it is so powerful in the procurement process but the people who are buying homes just have to be encouraged, and there is a difference here between what is push and what is pull.  There is a lot of knowledge out there in the marketplace and those who want to build in an environmentally sustainable way can, so it is not a question of knowing what to do in many areas of the industry.  It is more a question of ownership of the people who are buying the homes that will make the difference.  Part of the task we will have is to market the product and how we do that to millions of homeowners I do not know, but it is the millions of homeowners who are not the new house buyers who have to do something if some of these targets are to be met.  It is not an answer really but perhaps a question and a challenge for this afternoon.  



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much.  Thank you very much to all of you for responding to my challenge to bring up some of the issues that we will be dealing with not just this afternoon but for the foreseeable future as we try to deliver better buildings.  Since the issues have been laid out, I would quite like to hear from our panel what they have picked up from that.  Before we close, I shall ask the same of Robert and Peter and then we will break for lunch.  Margaret, can you reflect on what you have heard?



Margaret Ford:  I would like to try to respond to three particular points that have been made.  First, the lady from ABI talked about buildings that are fit for purpose.  I was dismayed this morning to read The Times and see the headline “Flat Pack Homes”.  That kind of caricature of modern methods of construction is really unhelpful and a long way removed from the reality and the sophistication that is offsite manufacturing these days.  It is up to all of us to be much more bullish and to explain much more clearly what we mean by different methods of manufacture.  You consistently hear about densities in other parts of the world and there are wonderful manufacturing techniques in other parts of the world as well.  This is not new and, as the DPM said this morning, this is not rocket science either but we must not allow this to be caricatured into tabloid style headlines about “flat pack”.


I take a little issue with the second point about minimum standards being present.  I have no wish to argue with De Montford University’s research, but I would say to you that some research that we will be publishing shortly with ODPM looking at the impact of driving up standards in the millennium communities in which English Partnerships has been involved is demonstrating driving up standards right across the piece in mainstream development as a direct result of those developers being involved in millennium communities.  So while I do not necessarily take issue with the research she spoke about, there is another side to the story and I remain resolutely optimistic about that.  Those are the two points to which I particularly wanted to respond.



Roy Harrison:  One and a half, John.  At least 99% of the population know what “flat pack” means, which is probably different to SAP or lots of other measures of performance.  The main thing I would like to talk about is this issue of building regulations and enforcement.  I agree with the statement that it is impossible to enforce building regulations globally, so you have to attack the issue aggressively with incentives.  You have to incentivise people to change their behaviour and that is an area where there is a lot of reluctance, either through Treasury or through not a oneness of thought in Government about how you deal with incentivising a change in behaviour.



Sir John Harman: That is interesting and given that John Prescott’s announcements this morning included the acceleration of building regulations to include water, that mechanism has to be strong enough to support the expectation that will now be upon it.  Therefore, the comments on that will definitely need to be thought through.



Peter Rogers:  I want to pick up on three issues that cross over various questions that were asked.  One of the first speakers talked about mitigation and how to make buildings sustainable in terms of climate change and the issues that are going on.  It is quite an interesting one because I feel we will always need energy.  Let us not kid ourselves.  Yes, we should save energy but we will always need it and perhaps one of the things we have not addressed today, which may not strictly be on the agenda though one we ought to look at, is alternative energy sources.  Clearly, cutting and cutting works to a point but then you come to the law of diminishing returns and you then need to find a way to provide the energy that is needed, particularly in terms of water pumping, land reclamation, protection of areas that subject to flooding will all need energy in some form to support them.


The other issue is how you encourage people to go into sustainable communities and getting a commitment from all Government departments, and I think that the two go hand-in-hand.  A sustainable community is exactly that: it has to have everything – transport, hospitals, community centres, libraries and so on.  Those at the moment all tend to be under different departments of Government and, if you are to have a sustainable community, we need to find a way of getting Government to focus in making a real community, not just housing or offices or transport; they need to be brought together.


The final point is the way in which contracts are let – I totally agree with this point.  Fundamentally, a lot of the way in which we let work mitigates against sustainability; it is the cheapest and quickest answer that people are looking for and it shouldn’t be.  We have to get contracts that are let that encourage things and we certainly have a lot of evidence ourselves.  One of the roles that Constructing Excellence has is to prove the business case that can be made for work in a sustainable way.  We waste most of our profit in the construction industry.  If you just cut the waste by half, you would double people’s profits.  That is a simple piece of evidence.



Ian Russell:  There are a couple of points which were common themes across the comments from around the room.  One is the importance of Government both in bringing forward the awareness of this subject, and I was also struck by the comment about the importance of the Treasury here.  I firmly believe that this will not be as effective as it could be without the Treasury providing both a carrot and a stick, tilting both ends of the spectrum, not just for residential energy customers but also for other organisations, corporate and Government itself.


Secondly, many people feel that industry in the broader sense of the word, i.e. non-government, has, to some extent, the answer in its own hands here.  We have all shown from various different perspectives that this is not just something we should put at Government’s door.  It is something that industry as a whole needs to move on.  However, even if Government and Industry are playing on the same side, a comment that struck the biggest chord with me was the point about the Cathedral, which I thought meant that even if Government and Industry are working together, there needs to be a greater force somehow bringing us all together and probably that is true.



Sir John Harman: Robert, do you wish to make any comment on what you have heard?  Can we get a microphone to Robert please?



Robert Napier:  I think it is slightly disappointing that some of the key house-builders are absent here today, because unless all the major house-builders and the smaller ones, and there are more smaller ones here than bigger ones, feel they are a part of this, it is a serious absence as far as I can see.  That links to the point on consumers.  You cannot go out with an advert and say, “Buy a sustainable house”, but you can go out and say, “Buy a house with lower energy bills and water bills”.  We have found from our own experience in WWF that you can go out and sell the concept of timber in the house coming from a well-managed forest, people respond to those real on-the-ground type issues.  Therefore, there are ways in which we can sell this product and get demand pull from the end consumer.


The final point is a fiscal one and we need to get the Treasury on board on this and have VAT being charged on unsustainable new homes, that is how we would really make some progress.



Peter Head:  There are a few practical answers that I can give you.  On the climate change point, we had a very useful colloquium up in Cambridge only a few weeks ago where we discussed climate change.  Out of that came the strong conclusion that what we need is performance specification.  So it goes back to what I was saying earlier.  The main conclusion from that is that robustness is the key issue.  It is not safety but it is all about robustness to deal with climate change, and the conclusion from that was that there are probably some wins as well as losses there.  There may be some wins that we can get out of the issue if we are creative.


The second point is on assessment and quality.  In the London Initiative we planned to have this independent assessment process put in place which will be quite sophisticated, initially set up using European funding but then to have a life of its own by being paid for out of the project.  It goes back to the fact that design costs may not be very much, independent assessment costs may not be very much and we need to have something that gets us closer to what we want.


As far as health, education and transport, in London this initiative I talked about was borne out of one in the health sector, where we went to the NHS and said you are going to invest all these billions of pounds in hospitals in London.  Why don’t you raise the bar in terms of sustainable development and that gave rise to a project which the Trust chief executives joined into and it created the encouragement to go forward with a wider initiative. Therefore, there is a receptive audience but the health warning on that I would give you is that the Government’s incentives now for delivery are tending to push that back again.  What we are finding today is that all of those things are being pushed backwards because they seem to get in the way of this delivery agenda.  So there is a warning there.


Finally, on the issue of scale, I would like to tell you that the London Borough of Enfield are taking quite an innovative initiative asking for significant improvements in requirements for small applications.  The encouraging news for that is that they have found a positive response from the industry to meet these new objectives, and this is at a very small level.  So the response that is coming from the industry and from the public is very encouraging from the Enfield initiative, and they have put their foot into the water to explore what would happen.



Sir John Harman: Thank you very much, Peter.  That comment you made about the pace of change and  the way Government are driving things forward, if you had asked the Deputy Prime Minister that, I think he would say he wants the pace and the quality at the same time.  Stop a minute while I think about this might be fine, but stop a minute while I wait for it to go away is not, and there is a reason for that pace and the way it is being driven through.  


To pick up on the first point that Jane made, there is no coincidence that it came from a representative of ABI.  One of the key elements of this word “sustainability”, which is such a slippery concept and can be used by almost anybody to mean almost anything, is resilience.  Resilience in structure is one meaning of that word but also resilience in the face of economic changes.  Energy efficient low carbon homes have to be more resilient.  Water efficient homes have to be more resilient.  In the case you probably had at the back of your mind, homes built in areas of flood risk also have to resilient in that sense, because that is where insurance costs come in.  I can assure you, if it is the only contribution I make from the platform in other than my role as chairman, the Environment Agency is pressing and will continue to press very hard to ensure that new buildings in areas of flood risk do have built-in  resilience, and that is something to do not just with the quality and physical design of the building, but also the preparedness of its occupants.


Thank you very much to everyone, I was very pleased by that last session as you brought up many issues in a short time and you helped me to hit one o’clock.  It means that I can now say we will break for lunch, which will extend until 1.45 pm, by when I am assured that you will either all know where you are going for the workshop sessions, or someone will direct you.  So please be in your workshop sessions for 1.45 pm.  Thank you to all our speakers and thank you to all of you.  [applause]

-  Luncheon  -

Sir John Harman: Welcome back and thank you for your contributions to the workshop sessions.  We will get straight into the reports back which can be one of the more tedious aspects of life.  Therefore, I would ask each rapporteur to be no more than five minutes.  However, it is important that we hear the main points of which you have been asked to produce three to five, but I want to make sure that we have left plenty of time for the final session which is the panel session with the Secretaries of State and Sir Stuart Lipton.  I shall take the rapporteur reports back in the order I have them on this piece of paper which is as follows: Building Services, Building Fabric, Investment and Design.  I have no names to go with those but I assume that you know who you are but when you come will you introduce yourself as well as the title of your working group.  Can we please start with the rapporteur for the Building Services working group. 

Building Services



Vic Crisp:  I am semi-retired these days.  I used to work for BRE and the ??? Trust, I am currently doing some work with CIBSE and other people including DEFRA for today.  When we had the first session today, I sat over there and began to wonder whether there was any problem at all, because we had so much good news, so many splendid case studies of what was being done that I wondered if we needed the afternoon session.  It was only when we started to have the open discussion period when people started to raise concerns that one could see that there is something to discuss.


This afternoon we began with a very simple thesis which was, if we are looking for about half the savings for the 60% to come from energy efficiency, very simply we need to transfer best practice into routine practice.  We asked four people to kick us off in their discussions, one each from new, refurb, domestic and non-domestic around which we could discuss what were the key factors that led to success, the key barriers that might be addressed in order to make things more routine than simply best practice.  I am grateful to Stef Wright of Gusto, Dinah ?Roke from Peabody, Peter ? from ? Associates and Terry Wyatt from ? for kicking us off.


We had a series of case study presentations and the clear outcome is that it is not a technology issue.  Speaker after speaker, discusser after discusser made it pretty clear that we can do the job without vast increases in innovation and technology.  We may need to be a little more innovative in its use but we do not need invention, we have all the technology we use.  The key issues that kept emerging were client awareness, customer awareness, in other words trying to get people to want these things, the need for integrated supply chains which is where the delivery tends to go wrong if everyone is not thinking on the same wavelength.  We need, particularly for Building Services, a somewhat higher profile for the service industry and its professions because all too often they do not get involved soon enough.  You may argue that that is their fault and perhaps it is but, again, the outcome needs to be a higher profile.


The other issue that emerged pretty strongly was that a lot of discussion about building regulations may not be very helpful because it did not appear to be an issue meeting building regulations.  What we need to do is to set ourselves almost higher standards for better practice.  No doubt the industry can respond if challenged.


Therefore, what came out of this session was not a detailed set of recommendations but more generic ones.  These can be shared between Government and Industry but we need an enormous programme of disseminating good/best practice and a general awareness in order to raise the profile of this issue to make clients and house-builders more aware of what they can have, what they need.  There is plenty of evidence that, once people become aware, they demand and once they demand, the industry can respond.  However, what seems to be missing is kick-starting this awareness that people need in order to demand.


An issue arose specifically on housing that this virtuous loop we are trying to introduce by creating the demand is much easier to divert in the case of housing simply because, at the moment, it is alleged that it is far too easy to make a profit from land speculation than in producing good building.  So here we may need to separate out the issues of building itself from land values. 


Coming back to the point about higher standards, there is plenty of evidence that the profession can respond, the building industry can deliver if demands are made and what we should be pushing for are even higher standards for sustainable communities than we are presently pushing for.  We also need a way of introducing integrated supply teams.  I do not think we had any really good ideas on how to do this but it is so important that, somehow or other, we need to find ways to do this.


Finally, we recognise that, despite all the good words, probably the best way to get people interested in this is to introduce incentives – fiscal, grant or whatever – and this applies both to the supply and to the demand side.  You probably need to take them hand in glove towards producing better and higher standards.

Building Fabric



Michael Ankers (Chief Executive of Construction Products Association):  We dealt with the building fabric issue.  We spent a little while talking about some general issues and I shall briefly touch on what those were.  One of the things that we found most difficult was that, overall in society, there is not a sufficient awareness or buy-in to this agenda.  Somebody gave the example of the fact that everyone in this country is aware that smoking is bad for you, there have been some enormous fiscal disincentives and yet we still have a problem of more and more people smoking, even though there is an individual buy-in there.  We were putting that into the context of getting a consumer buy-in to these issues and demonstrating that this is a very difficult issue to address.


Secondly, we saw there were some simple solutions though we did not spend much time discussing them, as we could see the political difficulties with this.  Energy price, water price could be a mechanism for addressing these issues but there are big political issues there, so we did not spend long on that.  Nonetheless, we recognised that there are some relatively simple ways of addressing the problem.


Thirdly, we thought, as did our colleagues, that there is no lack of technical solutions but perhaps there are not the incentives and disincentives to adopt them.


Fourthly, although we saw there was a broader agenda, we spent most of our time talking about energy-related issues, although we touched on examples of water where we felt a compelling requirement would be, for example, to introduce water meters, which we saw as a big incentive to address the particular water issue.


In our discussion, therefore, we focused on two areas.  One is the issue of new build and the second is the issue of existing stock.  As far as new build is concerned, we saw a number of barriers that have to be addressed.  First, the cost of energy is not a sufficiently significant issue generally in a building owner’s agenda.  There is a major concern in             the industry where there is still purchase of buildings on lowest initial cost, as has been discussed this morning.  This really needs to be addressed if we are to have the benefit of whole life costing and looking at these broader agenda.  


We probably spent as much time as anything on an issue, which again was touched on this morning, and that is enforcement of building regulations.  There is a major concern that, however we develop the regulations to bring about the changes, unless there is a mechanism for enforcement to ensure that they are being developed and applied in the way they should be, the wins we think we will gain are not there.  That was certainly a big concern over a range of areas in the issues that we discussed.


Another barrier is the skill-set of people out there.  That is not our area of responsibility but there was an announcement this morning about the need for people to be trained to install boilers and this also applies in the area of building fabric.


Another barrier is bad design and non-standard design, which can count against the sustainability agenda and, finally, the lack of a long-term framework discourages manufacturers investing in the kind of products that will deliver the sustainability improvements that we want.


What are the ways of overcoming these barriers in new build?  One of our architect colleagues suggested that in some countries fees are linked to delivering energy savings in the buildings they design, so a buy-in from those designing buildings to achieve energy savings.  We need more exemplar buildings.  There was a concern that we do not have enough exemplar buildings.  There is scope for fiscal incentives and the discussion focused on issues like linking Stamp Duty to energy efficiency rather than simply the price of buildings.  Again, a long-term, inclusive agenda so that people can see where we are going over a longer term to achieve the savings we want.  One example was given that when we publish the new Part L, we should accompany it with a Best Practice Guide so that we do not see what is required now, we see what is best practice taking it beyond what is the regulatory requirement, with a clear indication that that is where we want to be in five years’ time or whatever timeframe we set. Lastly, increased standardisation of design and off-site manufacture were seen as other ways of helping to deliver new build in a more sustainable way.


The existing stock is the big conundrum.  One of our group felt that we really should not try to address it as it is too difficult and that we should concentrate all our efforts on the new build.  That was not the view of the majority of the group who felt that here were the real and the difficult issues.  Sixty-three percent of the housing stock was built before 1965 when Part L came in.  We are replacing that stock at 0.7% per year at the current rate of new build, so unless we try to tackle the existing housing and commercial and industrial stock, we will not deliver the kind of improvements that the Government are committed to in energy efficiency and carbon savings.


What are the barriers?  They are very simple.  We just did not think that there were sufficient incentives for people in existing property to develop and adopt a more sustainable energy-efficient agenda.  How do we overcome these?  Now we were running out of time, like all groups, but we had a whole series of ideas thrown out that it would have been very nice to have discussed further.  In the private sector, energy labelling of products is one thing so that people are much more aware of what they are buying and the opportunities to be part of this agenda. There was strong support for the idea of the Home Improvement Pack, where at the point where people move house, you have to identify the energy efficiency of that property, coupled with and supported by grants and fiscal incentives, so that there is something there by way of carrot and stick to make existing home owners feel they want to bring about a more energy efficient dwelling.


In the private rented sector, somebody mentioned the idea of energy efficient requirements for landlords as part of their local authority licensing arrangements, and hoped that something like this could be included in the current Housing Bill to bring about a greater incentive for landlords.


On the private commercial side, we talked about name and shame and then someone made the very positive suggestion about name and praise, so that we should encourage and highlight those people who have done well.  That links back to the exemplar buildings that we spoke about before. 


A more specific example was that in multi-occupied office blocks, for example, individual tenants should have bills for their energy use.  I know from my own office block we share the energy for the block and there is not the same incentive on us to be efficient in the way we should be.  Those are some specific examples.


On the social housing side, we really saw an opportunity.  The Government are committed to bring all the housing up to a decent standard in 10 years but the view is that within the requirements and at the point where many of these houses are transferred to registered social landlords, the requirement to bring them up to an energy efficiency standard is not sufficiently strong in that, so there should be much stronger incentive there.


Our final and very brief discussion was on what happens next.  We made a few points here which we would love to have talked about at further length but we are hoping that we do not all just go away from today, that Government with Industry seize the nettle and provide and ongoing agenda to address this very important series of items surrounding sustainability.

Investment



John Walker (Finance and Commercial Director, English Partnerships):  Much of the scene was set this morning in particular by Ian Russell from Scottish Power and the fact that we had three Secretaries of State here today was too good an opportunity to miss to aim things at Government.  We have touched on fiscal incentives on a number of occasions and it is a pity that we did not see anyone from the Treasury here today, because that would probably hold the key to some of this.


Our group debated at length the type of fiscal incentives that we could ask Government to try to negotiate through with the rest of Government, but we will wait and see.   One of the areas we were quite keen on is that of tax credits for those developers who are carrying out sustainable development not only in relation to the houses that they are constructing to sustainable development standards, but where they are having to put in infrastructure and community development, as all of that is part of the sustainable community development.  It is not just the houses but the other parts that are needed.  


Another area we felt was particularly important was that Government should set their own standards on procurement.  They are a huge consumer in relation to contracts for development, providing buildings and other services, and they need to practise what they preach.  The other point is that we are getting the messages across here but there is a need to cascade those messages down through the rest of Government to the lower levels.


National standards to provide almost a check-list.  We in English Partnerships, when we are disposing of land we do so with a development brief and within that development brief we set out what the standards should be including eco-homes.  Where a private sector person is selling some land, he just wants the highest price and it is left to the local authority under Section 106.  What we felt would be extremely helpful in meeting the Sustainable Communities Plan and that agenda is if there is a national standards issue which could be in the form of building regulations or even planning guidance.


Spreading the message further – we see this as a huge education programme in a sense and we debated at length how to break the circle.  There are a number of players in this.  Initially, you have the house-builder, the institutional investor, the mortgagor and the house buyer.  How do you break the circle so that house-builders, who are very good at assessing what the demand is and what the market is, will provide what the market asks for.  However, unless the people who are buying them create that market and say what standards they want, they will never change.  We felt that we should have a huge media campaign, because, as has already been said, you see many adverts on television against smoking but I have not seen anything about energy conservation and setting the sustainable community standard.  If there were a media campaign, it could be aimed especially at children, because they are very quick to pick up the message and, after all, it is their future we are talking about.  So if it is aimed at children about the benefits that we have from energy conservation and sustainable communities, that message would get through.


We also need to spell out the benefits in a simple and straightforward way.  When you go to buy a fridge, it has a little green sticker on it saying how much energy it uses, it is plain and it is simple.  If we had that sort of badge on the side of a house, it would make an impact and that is something we thought was worth pursuing.  We know it is complicated and it is easy to get the message across on a new development but the existing housing stock presents a huge problem.  The topic has already been touched on by previous groups.  The Home Energy Survey, which is about to be launched, is critical in that these are messages that we need to get across.


As far as mortgagors are concerned, at the moment sustainable development carries a premium which is not always recognised when a new house goes onto the market and it standing next door to a very similar house but one costs £120,000 and the other costs £100,000 merely because of the additional costs that are incurred in creating the sustainable property, together with all of the energy conservation methodology behind it, water recycling and so on.  When it comes to obtaining the mortgage, the chances are the guy comes in and asks how much did the house go for down the street.  No account is taken of the fact that one house costs £120,000 to build and it is worth that, because the real benefits are in the running costs,  so the lifetime costs are usually much lower.  Again, it is a case of getting that message across to mortgagors and to the City.  City analysts are very cautious people and they need to be convinced that there are additional benefits in the modern methods of construction.  They are not taking a great risk in that these methods have been tried and tested elsewhere in the world but it is just that we are lagging behind.  


House-builders: the previous speaker talked about naming and shaming, which we also discussed.  They also need to be incentivised and, if the demand is there as a result of the education process, they will meet that demand.  Again, if they are meeting additional costs, it is whether the tax credit system can be allowed to kick in.  In talking about naming and shaming, I take the point raised by the last speaker that we should also name and praise.


Finally, I do not think there is a better way of getting the message across than through  demonstration projects.  We all tend to resist change and what we are trying to provide is a new product.  There is no better way of convincing whoever is going to buy it than letting them see it in existence and show the benefit.  We talked about BedZED this morning, the Greenwich Millennium project is another one and there are a number of others around, and we should focus more on those.

Design



Paul Morrain (Senior Design Director, Princes Foundation):  We started off by asking the question what does the consumer want, what are they willing to pay for in terms of more sustainable products.  The question was then thrown back with the retort is the consumer knowledgeable enough to be able to choose, because the industry does not benchmark its buildings.  We have already heard about the energy performance sticker on the side of the house, but the idea that there is clear monitoring and communicating of the performance of not just the house but perhaps the whole development as far as people’s ability to walk to places and so on, so that you start to rate a layout and not just a building.


That raises the question that the industry does not know either what maximises the wealth of the  consumer in the sense of commonwealth: the idea of well-being, efficiency, welfare via the built environment.


That led us on to the issue of density and the whole relationship between density and amenity.  If we just crank up the density but we do not deal with the amenity, we really are making problems for the future, because it is the amenity that makes people confident about density or makes them willing to buy density, because they are giving up something in terms of space for something else which is the amenity.  So you cannot just give them the density and not the amenity, which perhaps you could argue we have done in the past.  Often even if the building is poor in performance or appearance, if the urban amenity around it, be it in a small town or a large city, is good enough, density almost goes out of the window as an issue as the amenity more than compensates.


It was thought that people would respond to the rating schemes that were just described bearing in mind that people will pay 6% more to live nearer good primary schools, so we are told.  Perhaps they will also do the same if they get other forms of evaluation system when they are buying.  Of course, … [end of tape 2, side B – no overlap] … brings in just how you live your life.


On the topic of amenity, we talked about that being the public space, the intensity of use in the public space and, therefore, the need for privacy and security at the same time.  If we are going to have this amenity of an intensity of public space and public life, at the same time we need privacy and security in the same place.  So a clear distinction between what is public and what is private becomes very significant in that amenity. 


The importance of master-planning was also raised while discussing the subject of amenity.  It does not mean that every master-plan is good but the whole idea of master-planning is as an essential prerequisite for getting that amenity into the overall development well in advance.  There is also a need to spend more time on design and Margaret Ford mentioned earlier today the work that has been done on Upton in Northampton, where design criteria to assess the responses of the developers were taken to considerable lengths before any suggestion of a land bid.  Therefore, notice was given that the design was crucial long before the land bid was even entertained.


One gentleman in the group is a developer and he mentioned that they are developing sites that are not popular, denser schemes on the city fringe but they are managing to do it on the strength of apartments with space and flexibility, with clear relationships between public and private space and the fact that people live and work in the development itself.  Again, he believes that it is the amenity that will sell the density in places that are not, on the face of it, particularly popular right now.


As other groups, 90% of the stock in 30 years time we already have and the emphasis is very much on issues of legislation incentives; we must deal with past inadequacies.  We discussed also the barriers to innovation.  There was a long discussion about a two-form entry new primary school which is just a year old, it is a six-storey building with all the amenities including the wonderful play facilities for the children, and we know how difficult it is in various authorities to get those new urban typologies in when we are trying to be more integrated.


One or two cautionary notes were voiced, one from one of the companies carrying out urban regeneration, saying that they have people queuing round the block for three projects but 50% may well remain empty as they are bought as investments, and the developers themselves had to fight off the idea of investors wanting to buy them in blocks of 10.


There was much discussion about a weak regulatory market.  Despite our best endeavours, building failures are increasing.  We even got down and dirty with the suggestion that the fully repairing lease should be made illegal.  A mortgage consultant, perhaps not surprisingly, warned us when we discussed the fact that perhaps some of our undoubtedly innovative millennium projects are probably not wearing that well already.  He made the point that we forgot to mention the innovations of the past, most of which are unmortgageable right now.  So do be careful of denying past innovations and that whole life costs and lifespan are incredibly important, and warned that we must not again test on those who have little choice.


Finally, we discussed the whole issue about sustainability being long term and the market returns being short term, and that we really needed a level playing-field for all developers because of that circumstance.  That could only be done through building regs, making a level playing-field via the controls, the incentives and the legislation. 



The final point was raised that everybody believes that Government are playing a wonderful role in terms of being the R&D in so many ways via examples like English Partnerships and the work they are doing.  It was acknowledged that R&D levels in the industry are low and there is the concern that design research is not allowed to count as R&D with all the necessary benefits that might bring such as fiscal and others.  So there was no line of intelligence through the system.  Therefore, the request was for the Government to keep playing that role as R&D support via their own organisations and agencies.



There is an enormous amount going on in Europe in these issues and we need a greater pooling and collaboration on all of these issues rather than reinventing the wheel.  [applause]



Sir John Harman: I welcome the Secretaries of State back and, just to do the almost impossible, it is like summarising Proust, I want to give you a quick flashback through  those summaries.


A number of points have been raised by several people.  First, this is not really a  technological problem, we more or less know what we have to do, it is not too difficult.  However, several people said that, in order to achieve what you have challenged us to achieve this morning, although there will need to be a regulatory floor, minimum standards and we must be ambitious about those, performance will have to better than that.  Therefore, there was quite a lot of talk of how one incentivises that good performance, and there are calls from a range of incentives from super-regulatory incentives through to fiscal incentives and it is very important to get the Treasury involved.


We have a number of comments about what I would call demand management, which is a very difficult area of policy, particularly with energy and water.  Also you might interpret that in terms of consumer demand: how do you make people want to buy into these models.  There was a range of other points but those were the main ones that hit me in the last few minutes.  I shall now invite John Humphrys to come up with the Secretaries of State to conduct the final session.  Thank you very much.  [applause]



John Humphrys:  Three Secretaries of State – one of them at a time in the morning is bad enough!  I am slightly panicky that they gave you lots of strong coffee out there, as we could have wiped out the whole of Government.  


You will have heard, Secretaries of State, that the one department that is not represented here is the Treasury.  Deputy Prime Minister John Prescott, it is sad that they are not here.  Is the Treasury going to put the money where a lot of mouths have been today?  The reason why I ask this, in particular, is bearing in mind that wonderful new Treasury building, I am told – you can correct me if I am wrong – that one of the things that would happen is that there would be lots of photo-voltaic cells to make it terribly energy efficient.  At the last minute, they said love the building but let us get shot of these photo-voltaic cells because they cost too much.  If that is the way, the Treasury is thinking, what are you all doing here today?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP:  Is that a question or a statement?  



Sir Stuart Lipton:  John, I wonder whether I might deal with that one?



John Humphrys: You may interrupt the Deputy Prime Minister, by all means.



Sir Stuart Lipton:  With my other had on as a developer, I together with Bovis was the PFI bidder and I can assure you that there were never any photo-voltaic cells proposed.



John Humphrys: You can’t tell me I have got it wrong!



Sir Stuart Lipton: What is more, we have natural ventilation in most of the building, so we are very energy efficient and we have been praised for it too.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: Another story that dropped, John!  [laughter]



John Humphrys: Thanks, John.  Back to the general point, forget the specifics.  The Treasury is not here, there is a lot of worry.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP:  He is quite busy at the moment.



John Humphrys: That is certainly true, he is keeping an eye on Tony’s health, I understand that.  



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP:  It is called work/family balance, he is taking his paid paternity leave.



John Humphrys: Yes, I had forgotten that, speaking as the father of a three-year old.  I didn’t take any but there we are!  Three against one – it isn’t fair.  The general concern is that incentives are needed, so is the Treasury going to be in the business of providing the necessary incentives where they are seriously needed?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: I worry a bit when I hear Industry saying why don’t they give us money which is commonsense to do.  Innovation makes change, increases values, is greatly efficient and in itself it could prove that.  However, I take the general point about the Treasury, not that they are not here.  If you look at the policies that are being pursued, a £22 billion package for community programmes is a hell of a lot of money to come from the Treasury, the biggest amount that has ever come out before.  Secondly, there are major changes coming in some of the fiscal frameworks in terms of how do we build the transport infrastructure to get access to the land where we want to build the communities.  The Barker Review is looking at the fiscal framework, there are planning reviews under way, the Treasury is actively involved in this, so as a matter of record, certainly under Gordon, who has changed a number of the Treasury rules affecting finance, I would say they have a very good record of showing that they are trying to find a proper fiscal framework to improve matters.


That is not to say that I am not pressing him.  I do not think that we have been adventurous enough in this country in dealing with tax credits as they do in America.  If it is that kind of incentive we are talking about, which I suspect it might be, then we have some way to go on that and we have a joint committee looking at these matters at the present time.  I also think, without any commitment to Government policy – it is not there at the moment – that we bring a lot of money for infrastructure, the land value goes up on these developments and we do not get much of it back, and it is about time that we did.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP:  I want to say two things very briefly.  I have just been hunting through my pack for the day and not found it.  One of the most important messages we can get across is that people who save carbon are also saving money.  Therefore, it is not just a matter of what money are we going to put in.  There is an incentive and penalty structure but there is also a consultation going on at this moment in time.  I have been hunting through my papers and cannot find it but I believe that it ends towards the end of this week.  I see that someone is nodding, so that is good.  We said this morning that, if people have ideas as to what incentives or penalties will work, do not keep them to yourselves, share them with the Treasury.



John Humphrys: There were a few things that came up while you were out of the room, so no doubt they will do that – in fact, I am absolutely sure that they will.  Margaret, from your position, electricity is hugely important in the context of this debate.  The price of electricity is now lower than it has been since goodness knows when – very low indeed as we keep being told.  The correlation in people’s mind between electricity use and global warming or the environmental effect is not necessarily as clear as it ought to be, which is a great under-statement.  Are you in Government doing enough to make that relationship clear enough, and are you prepared to say to people it is in our interests collectively as a nation – globally, indeed – that power will cost more in the long run in order that this money can be used for the right reasons and to deter us from using too much energy?



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: First, in answer to your question are we doing enough, the answer is, no, we are not, we have much more to do to communicate to people the importance of these issues and the relevance to them.  It goes back to what I said earlier on that many people in the business community have this message, they can see the incentive of saving costs whether on energy, water or whatever, whereas in the domestic community we have not put the message across as much as we should.  We are continuing to work on that and will be doing more.  I do not know whether Patricia wants to come in on this?



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP:  John and Margaret, let me just add to that because, yes, until recently the price of electricity was falling as a direct result of unwinding the overcapacity that was as a result of artificially high prices under the old electricity pool system.  Because the capacity margins are now much tighter, we are seeing the wholesale price go back up as we would expect.  The price of some of the newer forms of renewables is certainly higher and with the ROCs we have put in place – the renewable obligation – by 2010 we are building up to a subsidy from the consumer to the renewables industry worth £1 billion a year, in recognition of the fact that we need to kick-start that whole renewables sector until it becomes commercially viable in itself.  


We will then, in a few years’ time, put in place the carbon emission trading system, which again will put a price on carbon emissions and that, in turn, will impact upon electricity.  However, the central message here is that, although the price per unit is likely to go up, because historically it has been very low in recent years, the price per home or per office can go down and that is what matters.  What I care about when I get my electricity bill is not how much I am paying per firm or whatever it is, but it is what my total bill is to give me the warmth, light and power that I want.  That is what we all need to concentrate on together to make sure that we have the incentives, the regulations, the market framework and the consumer understanding all packaged up together.



John Humphrys: Stuart, today is not just about hearing what politicians have to say that they can do but it is also about what the industry itself can do.  You, as Chairman of CABE, have a partly political position in a sense and a partly industry position.  From today, what do you take away, what do you think that the industry ought to be doing?



Sir Stuart Lipton: On energy or generally?



John Humphrys: Energy – specifically.



Sir Stuart Lipton: First, in the commercial world there is a system call BREAM – Building Research Establishment Method – which has been working on a voluntary basis for 15 years.  It is astoundingly successful.  No insurance company or pension fund investor wants a building without a BREAM rating, everyone knows the goals and it is very efficient.  I think that it can be instantly translated to both Government and housing.  It is acknowledged, straightforward and very easily achievable.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: There is one other aspect of it, John, that most people complain about the inefficient planning systems and we are doing a great deal to try to change that situation.  In the planning permission, particularly for renewable energy, that is something on which they are making major changes.  There is a new document that we are sorting out between ourselves and by the end of this month we hope to produce that planning guidance, to make some movement in these areas where there has been a great deal of evidence that planning has prevented us making the proper movements.  Therefore, we are certainly reviewing that and it will be out with a consultation document by the end of the month.



John Humphrys: Any other points generally, Stuart?



Sir Stuart Lipton: We have to look to different types of buildings.  In many ways, the simplest form of energy conservation is a row of trees sitting in front of a building.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: Not leylandii!  [laughter]



Sir Stuart Lipton: I am personally worried about what I call “fashion engineering”.  Technology is changing rapidly, glass will do a great deal of work for us in 10 years’ time.  We know already what technically it can do, we cannot afford it but technology change is rapid.  Therefore, I would be wary of introducing false situations into our world and some of these regulations, for instance Part L which was mentioned earlier, reduce the amount of glass and take away the humanity of a building.  Energy should be about humanity at the other end.  We want to be lively, energetic people and surely that is our biggest sustainable item – people.



John Humphrys: Then forgetting energy specifically, what about better buildings?



Sir Stuart Lipton: Better buildings are on the way.  Government have been a wonderful champion.  To hear the Deputy Prime Minister this morning, if I may say, the new Ebenezer Howard, those of you who know.



John Humphrys: You mean Howard and not Scrooge, John.



Sir Stuart Lipton: Seriously, to hear three Secretaries of State talking about  the quality of our environment and our architecture is a new world.  In the last  few years of this Government, we have been hearing that message.  PFI is delivering, it may not be up to scratch everywhere but talking about the vast market that it is, it will not happen overnight.  I am certainly encouraged and my own experience of the Treasury is that they have changed rules for us.  They have changed the rules about best value, so that it is now best value rather than lowest cost, and they have changed more rules.  The Chancellor and Paul Boateng are very interested in this subject.  However where the Treasury will really benefit, and the point was made this morning, is in the impact on crime, health and education, because we are all creatures of our environment.  Every hour of every day we  have an impact and, if we can make our environment that much safer, we will clearly reduce our health bill.  Older people will be able to walk in the street, children behaving better with less truancy and vandalism, and David Milliband on schools, for instance, is a wonderful champion of new schools.  The Prime Minister came to open the Bexley School a month ago and it was quite a revelation: a Norman Foster design, it could have been a building anywhere.  It is an award winner and there has been a rapid change in the kids last year.  So we are seeing much from Government, and I take this opportunity to praise them as I really feel that much is happening.   


However, one point I would look to is to see more coordination.  We have a whole range of departments here as well as my own organisation, English Heritage and others, talking about different initiatives.  What I would welcome from this summit today is the Deputy Prime Minister bringing us all together and saying one set of rules, let us not reinvent the wheel, let us get on with it.  We know how to do it, we have the expertise, we have the architects, so why don’t we focus on delivery.



John Humphrys: Isn’t that what the task group will do?



Sir Stuart Lipton: I think so but it needs to coordinate John, the Environment Agency, all the other agencies here.  There are different goals some of which conflict and this work today is excellent but we cannot achieve change upon change.



John Humphrys: John, bring them all together?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: Yes, certainly, we are all agreed about that.  There is a lot of change coming.  If you look at planning, I am trying to deal with a culture that will take some kind of shaking up, and we need to change attitudes.  It is the way we have done it for years is not acceptable, whether it is in building houses or whether it is about making changes.  There are some very good examples of change.  I mentioned this one this morning when I visited Glastonbury House.  There are many exciting things going on and somehow we have to lift up the standards and bring to people’s attention that it is changing. 


The other point to make is that it is the way we have done things for a long time and Government have to carry some part of the blame when you talk about the tremendous amount of grants that we give to an area.  There is a multiplicity of agencies and grants being offered and now we have a situation in some New Deal areas where we have 25 different grants.  These have really come about because Ministers have been given by their civil servants a little grant to do something with and suddenly it is not big enough to make a real difference.  Therefore, we get something like 25 grants and a chief executive appointed to go round to see if they can get as much as they can from these little amounts of money.  That proliferation of bureaucracy and grants is something we have to change, and it is something that this Prime Minister is hard about getting on to and changing.  We all need to look at the  way in which we have done things in the past and ask ourselves can we learn from that and can we change it.  I believe that there is a mood for change which is very welcome.



John Humphrys: Thank you.  Let us get comments from the floor.  What we are looking for are not necessarily questions to the panel, although you are welcome to ask them, but specifically suggestions of things that you in the industry can do and what the task group ought to be doing as well.  We are looking for some constructive ideas.



Dave Sowden:  I am from a company called MicroGen, a micro CHP developer.  We have heard much today about the new build sector, and we have also heard some acknowledgement about the importance of existing housing.  To quote a statistic given earlier on: new build is only 0.7% of the population so the existing housing stock represents a major challenge and also a major opportunity.  I have a message for Mrs Beckett given that the current consultation on economic instruments to improve household energy efficiency is a joint consultation between your department and the Chancellor, which is that there is one simple measure which would remove a penalty that exists currently in the tax system whereby we tax energy consumption metered kilowatt/hours at 5% VAT and we tax energy saving materials at 17.5% VAT.  So there is a clear inconsistency in the fiscal system that penalises ordinary customers wishing to take up domestic energy efficiency measures today.  If we achieve nothing else from this consultation, could we please see that penalty removed?



John Humphrys: Right, Margaret, are you going to tell Gordon it has to be removed?



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: It is already a feature of the consultation, which is why I said earlier on that I hope people will respond to that consultation.  A range of proposals has been put forward which I shall run through very quickly: reduce VAT for supply and installation of energy efficient products in non-grant schemes, energy saving materials, DIY ones and for energy efficient appliances, and there are other suggestions as well.  So those are all part of the things but it is important for people to get across the fact that this is something that could be of value.



John Humphrys: So you recognise the anomaly and it ought to be corrected is what you are saying?



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: This is a matter for the Chancellor of the Exchequer.  



John Humphrys: Why did I think that you might possibly go down that route!  How can I put this?  You see that there are fruitful areas for discussion?



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: It is part of the consultation and we believe it is very important that it is.



John Humphrys: I suspect that is a yes.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP:  This is one that constantly comes up.  Lord Foster ended up by saying why is it that we have no VAT on greenfield sites and the rebuilding effect.  That is a nonsense quite frankly and you can be sure that we will be telling Gordon that we think it is a nonsense.  He has a lot of balances in this fiscal framework, we need to make a change and we are trying to do that.



John Humphrys: And is this other thing a nonsense as well?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: Which one is that?



John Humphrys: The 5% versus 17.5%?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: This business about the way VAT applies is something that we need to look at.  Government are responsible for the fiscal framework and there are many things we can use in that.  You only need to go to America to see that they are using the fiscal framework much more imaginatively than we are, because we get caught up with “how many taxes have you put up this year?” or something.  You will be asking us, John: you’ve done 20 taxes, they have done 30 taxes, that is a bit unfortunate and it is part of our political culture.  If we want to be sensible about it, I believe that the fiscal framework and tax credits can make a major change to what we are doing, and we are seriously looking at a whole range of options.



William Gilles (National Energy Action):  Although we have not heard much about them today, local authorities have a key role to play in delivering both the sustainability and fuel poverty agendas.  That role is likely to increase with the passage of the Sustainable Energy Bill.  Local authorities are very driven by best value indicators and currently we do not have any best value indicators which are about sustainable development or fuel poverty.  I guess the question is can we have some please?



Rt Hon John Prescott MP:  This is a typical example of how having a particular proposition such as yours spreads across all departments.  I have a local authority responsibility and, for example, we are seriously looking at how the planning machinery now can take into account sustainability.  It raises a number of interesting legal questions as to whether the existing powers that we have can be adjusted to that for me to put it into the planning guidance.  Therefore, we are doing something about that and it is in the document to which I referred earlier.  How do we transfer the kind of objectives in the energy paper into sustainability and for the local authorities to carry it out.  


You know they had the Agenda 21 which is really about sustainability and how they work to that, so we are looking at that aspect of it.  Best value, of course, is an important part of it but, at the same time, I must tell you the practical realities are that we have put a great deal of burden on the local authorities to do things who very often do not have sufficient cash to meet all those objectives.  So they have the difficult decision to make as to whether it might be in education, social services or whatever and often, if it is a voluntary choice for them to do even if it is in their best interests, it weighs very low against some of the other pressing political problems.  What we need to do is perhaps use the planning framework to say there is a level that we should meet, because these overall objectives on energy saving, sustainability and environment are quite critical.  We have set out our targets for the long term, and we will need to meet them and the local authorities are an important means of delivering on them.



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP: May I add a quick comment on that as well which is that in the Energy White Paper, we have set out a process whereby the Regional Development Agencies and local councils in their regions will look at energy use and scope for energy efficiency, renewables and so on within their particular region.  Many local authorities are already thinking about how they build energy efficiency and micro-generation into new housing developments, based on whatever their role in those is, as well as looking at  what they can do through the refurbishment of their own council housing stock.  Therefore, many of them are already on this agenda and we just need to encourage that.



Speaker:  May I take this opportunity to thank John Prescott for visiting Glastonbury House this morning and all the plugs he has given which are much appreciated.  May I also suggest a title for next year’s summit?  Could it be Better Buildings Working Better for People, because what has come through today is how important people are?  We must get people involved, make them aware and give them an understanding of these topics.



John Humphrys: Your point is about delivering the message?



Speaker: We need to work with the adult population but can I put in a special plea to everyone here today that, while that is extremely important, what is even more important is that we are working with tomorrow’s adults.  We have to get into schools.  With the DTI we have developed an education programme that relates to the work that young people are doing in the classroom, in their curriculum, it relates to the construction industry and takes them onto construction sites.  It is a new approach to learning, a new approach to teaching and very exciting as we are having a fantastic response.  The sense is that in the future these young people will be more confident, they will have higher levels of aspiration, they will be better clients, better customers and better citizens.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: At the Party Conference, I was sitting next to Charles Clark waiting for the Prime Minister to speak and Charles said to me: “I don’t think we are doing nearly enough about education in sustainable development and I want to come and talk to you about it”.  



Tim  Boyd (Cyria):  We have heard quite an amount today about labelling and assessment schemes such as BREAM for energy assessment.  I have a comment to make that over the last couple of years, a number of companies with some financial support from the Government have developed a complementary scheme for civil and infrastructure projects.  As Lord Foster reminded us this morning, buildings sit within an infrastructure to form the built environment.  This is called Civil Engineering Environmental Assessment Award System.  This is very new, it was launched about three or four weeks ago but it provides a method to look at both buildings and the infrastructure in which they sit in the same complementary manner.



John Humphrys: One of the other things that was mentioned – I do not know if you had arrived by them – is a badge on the side of houses as you would get on a fridge, that says this is the amount of energy used.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: That is a very good idea and, although it is not nearly as striking, aren’t we picking up on that in the log book that we are proposing to do for houses as part of the reform –



John Humphrys: That is the other point that was made.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: It would tell you whether this was a reasonably energy efficient house or not.



John Humphrys: And what had been done to it.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: And what had been done, so had the loft been done, had the boiler been done and so on.



John Humphrys: Again, a point was made in one of the working groups that there ought to be fiscal incentives.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: I am not sure that there need to be fiscal incentives for that.  The reform of the house sales process and the seller’s pack, the log book as I was thinking of, will help with that but I am not sure about sticking plaques on walls.  We would have to talk to Stuart and the Built Environment people about that.



Sir Stuart Lipton: I am not for plaques, John.  The reality is that lower operating costs for everyone are commercially desirable and generate more value.  I certainly agree that we should be asking for every type of building to have an energy rating, as I said earlier, but there is a commercial advantage.  As I said earlier, I am worried about Government doing too much as well as too little, and this is something that the industry should get on with but we might need a little prodding here, because when the Deputy Prime Minister referred to Roman settlements this morning, some of us, including me, would think that we have not made much improvement on housing since those days.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP: They did under-floor heating!



Sir Stuart Lipton: And they did last of course.



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP: There is one trick that we are missing here which is releasing private capital from the energy companies to invest in the cavity wall insulation, the loft insulation or whatever it is.  In other words, creating an energy services marketplace and not just a marketplace to sell you electricity and gas.  The industry came to us when we were working on the Energy White Paper and said there is a real problem there.  The regulator demands that you can switch your supplier at 28 days’ notice, so they will not give you free loft insulation if you are about to walk away and move to a cheaper supplier.  We are sitting down with the industry to sort out that particular regulatory barrier and, once we have got it sorted, I hope that we will finally see the emergence of that energy services marketplace, because it focuses on what matters which is warmth and power at the least possible cost, and making the necessary investment to get it.



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP:  If I may give a simple example of that kind of thing, if I recall correctly installing a condensing boiler instead of a conventional one can probably cut your bills by a third.  



Sir Stuart Lipton: John, there is one other point here which is that CABE has been talking to the department about incentives for good design and energy efficiency, and perhaps, without them being fiscal, these could just be in delivery terms.  If your planning application is compliant, it is dealt with in eight weeks rather than in 13 weeks.  Those are the kind of incentives which developers would very much appreciate and which would cost them nothing.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: Don’t tell them that, I am trying to stop them doing things!



John Humphrys: Quite so – joined up Government.  



Speaker:  We are often told that good things come in threes and it is obviously true this afternoon.



John Humphrys: No time for flannel, we have about five minutes left!



Speaker: We also can hear about location, location, location.  However, the serious point is about ambition and many people are talking about how we set our standards today.  One of the slides you all missed from Robert Napier of WWF was the one showing the three planets and reminding us that that is the lifestyle we are living now.  Can you reassure us that we are on track now to head for one planet lifestyles as the norm and not as some quirky alternative lifestyle, because that is what we need to do?  I am told that I live on another planet!



Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP:  We have a long way to go and a huge amount to do.  I can give you a simple example.  The Kyoto Protocol is, in the scale of the problem, quite a small first step and yet getting people to think about and begin to talk about what we do after Kyoto, we are having that dialogue here and we have people in our own Government, not least the Prime Minister, who are very enthusiastic about it but many others do not want to hear.  The most important single thing that we have to get across in some of this is that probably the next 100 years of climate change we have done already – we have done that damage.  It is can we call a halt so that we stand a chance of living on the resources of one planet.



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: One of the difficulties is the public opinion and the debate about that.  If I take an example of transport, I took a few hits in transport but anyone who looks at transport knows that for years we have avoided putting proper investment into it on a long-term basis, so it is run-down and breaking apart.  While you can do things, you do not see the real improvement for 10 or 15 years.  The media will not give you that, they want it all tomorrow.  Now you see the number of cars on our roads increasing massively because of the growth in the economy and the congestion that is coming, and you cannot build your way out of that problem.  You try to get people to accept that and realise that they need to change their style, because what we are talking about here is changing living style.  


It is alright talking about what planet we are on but many people do not want to hear the message.  They think they can just blame someone else that things are not done, and politicians have all too often avoided the long-term decision because there is a lot of whack, there is no immediate benefit.  Now we are having to face some of that and what the environment and climate are saying to us is that, if you do not do that, it is quite predictable what will happen and we can see some of those signs.  However, it does not stop us from buying millions more cars, demanding more and more roads and complaining about congestion.  The job for the politicians is to take the hits and get on with it and think they have got it right.



John Humphrys: It looks as though you will be in power for the next 40 years, so there are no excuses coming up.  I did not say that by the way!



Rt Hon John Prescott MP: I don’t think that I will be able to meet that requirement even if I do go to the gym!



Becky Willis (Green Alliance):  I was really pleased to hear this morning that you see embedded energy generation, micro CHP, micro wind, solar and so on as part of the better building solution and this has been a theme that has crept up throughout today.  It also  has the advantage of having that wow factor and making people enthusiastic and pulling them in to think about energy and climate change which, with the best will in the world, cavity wall insulation does not do.


My question is when you look at how to promote this in Government, the problem is that it falls between the cracks between departments.  It needs planning, it needs building regulations and energy policy.  My simple question is what do you see as the way forward to promote micro-generation?



Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP: One of the things that we are doing as a result of the Energy White Paper is we have brought together the officials across Whitehall who, in their various departments, have an impact on this whole issue and Margaret and I now co-chair a regular meeting of Ministers from all the different departments including John’s but also Treasury and so on, all of whom have to work together if we are to achieve the ambitions of the Energy White Paper.  A crucial part of that is making sure that we can achieve our ambitions on renewables.  For instance, negotiating with MoD and agreeing with them what we need to do to free up areas of offshore wind where we can put some of the new wind farms, the work that we are doing with OffGen to which I referred this morning and the work we are doing with John on planning guidance to which he has referred.  The White Paper process was particularly useful because it made us realise the interdependencies between all these different aspects of Government departments and we are now, Ministers and officials, working together to make that happen.  If you do not see it happening, then please say so to us.



Jeremy Leggatt:  I have a specific follow-up on the same point.  It is wonderful to hear all the things that we heard this morning and on micro-generation specifically solar PV will be an important member of the family.  As things stand at the moment, we have just begun to build a market, we have companies springing up, we have installations going up all over the country but, as things stand right now, it could all be still-born as of the middle of next year if we do not have continuous funding or some other measure put in place.



Speaker: As a quick closing remark, one of the key things that have come through today is that the technologies are all there but it is all about changing people’s attitudes and that is the strongest point that has come through.  We have developed Millennium Green, we have built environmentally friendly houses, I have seen people buy those who have no interest in the environment whatsoever.  They have bought houses with solar panels on the roof, houses that harvest the rainwater and their attitudes have changed from living in those houses.  What I would like to see as a brilliant initiative that perhaps the Labour Party could put in place with all their MPs is to get all the MPs to live in houses that have solar panels, harvest rainwater and then they would start to understand the technology, speak the language and start to promote the whole sustainable development initiative.



John Humphrys: That is not a bad thought to end on.  I have a suggestion as well because you need an ambassador to deliver all these messages, even to do a bit of spinning if I dare say so, and there is a chap called Alistair Campbell who is looking for a job!  If you give him the job and it all goes belly up, at least you will get 45 minutes warning won’t you.  [applause]  Thank you all very much indeed.  Three Cabinet Ministers together, I never thought I would live to see the day.  Thank you very much.



Sir John Harman: Thank you, John, and on behalf of all us attending the summit today may I thank you as well for having chaired that last session in typical lively fashion.  There is nothing much more for me to say except to thank the Secretaries of State for their double attendance today.  


One of the rapporteurs said what happens next and Stuart said we need to coordinate and bring things together.  We do need to bring things together and what I have heard today suggests that the things that need bringing together for the industry are standards, incentives, public awareness with sellers packs etc, remembering the existing as well as new build.  Several people raised the issue of the way that price captures or fails to capture real costs.  It is one thing to have good public procurement and to follow through and check that you are getting what you think you are buying but in the private market it is price and that must capture real costs.


What I would say to you as well is that, in thinking about what happens next, do not simply wait for somebody else, particularly for Government, to act.  We can all contribute to the solutions.  Someone said this morning that this is being driven very fast and I believe I responded from the chair that, yes, it is but that does not mean to say that we have to sacrifice quality.  You are driving things rapidly and rightly so but things will happen, there is a pace to all of this.  What I would say to you is do not  wait for there to be a perfect solution.  We have to ensure that this opportunity, this boom in construction that is happening and will continue to happen adds to the sustainability of our stock rather than adds to the mountain of problems that we have to deal with.  Therefore, it is a matter of what is good enough and there it is not just Government but all of us, all of you, who have a part to play.


Thank you very much for your attendance, thank you to the Secretaries of State once more for their participation, thanks to their officials who organised the conference and may I wish you a safe, sustainable and low carbon journey home.  [applause]

-  Ends  -

