Annex D: Response Form

Invitation

You are invited to comment on the Government’s proposals for a Code for Sustainable Homes.

Your views are particularly sought on the key proposals in Sections 1 and 2 and their potential impacts set out in the partial Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) in Annex E. It should be noted that, although all these proposals are being consulted on as part of a package of measures, they are not mutually exclusive, i.e. one or more of them could be disregarded or amended in the light of the consultation exercise.

How to respond

Comments are invited on any aspect of this consultation document. However, to assist our analysis of responses we would appreciate it if you could complete the response form below either electronically or in hard copy. Please feel free to submit additional comments, evidence and/or supporting documentation.

Responses can be returned by post or by e-mail. The deadline for receiving responses to this consultation is 6 March 2006. All responses received before the deadline will be considered.

Additional copies of this consultation document and this response form may be downloaded from the ODPM website, www.odpm.gov.uk, or obtained as hard copies from:

The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

PO Box 236

Wetherby

West Yorkshire

LS23 7NB

Tel: 0870 1226 236

Fax: 0870 1226 237

Textphone: 0870 1207 405

E-mail: odpm@twoten.press.net

Please return your response to this consultation as soon as possible and in any event no later than 6 March 2006. Please reply direct to the contractors engaged in collation and initial analysis at:

By post:
Or by e-mail:


Code Review
csb@ciria.org


CIRIA


174-180 Old Street


London


EC1V 9BP

Response form for the consultation on proposals for introducing a Code for Sustainable Homes
	Respondent Details

	Name: D.F.Mitchell
	Please return by

6 March 2006 by post or e-mail to:

Code Review

CIRIA

174-180 Old Street

London

EC1V 9BP

e-mail: to: csb@ciria.org

	Organisation: Home Builders Federation
	

	Address: 7-9 St. James Street,
     

Town/City: London
County/Postcode: SW1A 1DW
	

	Fax: 020 7960 1600
	

	Email: dave.mitchell@hbf.co.uk
	


	Organisation type (tick one box only)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Approved Inspector

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Architects

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Civil/Structural Engineer

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Commercial Developers

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Consultancy

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 House or property developer

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Housing Association
    (Registered Social Landlords)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other non-governmental
    organisation

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Builder/other contractor
     (please specify)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local authority –
    Building Control 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local authority –
    Environmental health

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Local authority – other
    (please specify)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Manufacturer

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Trade body or association

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Private individual (unaffiliated)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Professional body or institution

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Property funder

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Research/academic organization

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Specific interest or lobby group


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Individual in practice, trade or
    profession

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Journalist/media


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Insurer


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (please specify): 


     

	Please use an X in answering the following questions

	Is your response confidential? 
Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 

If so please explain why.     
     
     
(See disclaimer on page x)




Foreword: It is appreciated that not all consultees will wish to express an opinion on every question. Where no response is given it will be presumed that consultees do not wish to contribute to the consultation on that specific matter. Where consultees strongly support particular aspects of the guidance please use the comments sections of this form to note that support.

Please note that provision is made throughout this questionnaire for you to provide additional comments. If, however you wish to provide detailed comments on any aspect of the consultation then please append additional materials and supplementary documents, clearly marked and cross referenced to the relevant questions, as necessary.

1
Do you welcome the concept of the Code for Sustainable Homes?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

The idea of a cost-effective, practical and flexible set of standards that replace the ever-increasing Building Regulations would be most welcome.

However, it is essential that there should be clarity and certainty about the standards, levels and intentions of the Code.  There is already confusion about the extent to which the Code is voluntary.  

Please see our written response.  

2
Do you think that the coverage of six essential elements and other optional elements is correct? 

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

It would be more sensible to make water conservation one of the optional elements to allow builders in the south-east to accommodate regional water shortages while allowing developers in areas of high rainfall (and reservoir overcapacity) to continue to provide customers with power showers.

Several of the elements are designed to "encourage" occupiers to be more environmentally aware rather than providing any mechanism to make them so.  The limits to the aspirations of the Code must be clearly understood and expressed.



3
Is a mix of essential and optional ‘tradable’ elements helpful?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

If the option for "trade offs” is sufficiently flexible, this could reduce the impact of the legislation, particularly on starter homes and allow developers to continue to provide some lower cost housing.  It would make the use of the code a more practical option.
4
Do you think that a scoring system in terms of points out of 100 is workable?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

The range of the scoring system is probably irrelevant but there are already references to Level 3 and a five stars rating - only one of these descriptions should be used.
5
Do you think the concept of a one to five-star rating system is right?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Whilst the concept is right it would be better to extend the rating system to include existing homes so that new homes could be compared with second hand homes. There is also a danger that if Level 3 is a minimum on some sites, Levels 1 and 2 will become unusable. If there were, for instance, 10 levels with 5 stars (ie current level 1) being an entry level new home, this would give both the second hand homes and the new homes sector scope for improvement while allowing comparisons across the whole housing market. 
6
If you are a house-builder, will you use the Code?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

It will be compulsory on EP sites so developers will have no choice.  If it remains voluntary on other sites there would be no commercial advantage to using the code unless the comments contained in our letter are addressed.
7
Do you agree that no certification should be awarded until a post construction check to verify that the home complies with the design assessment rating?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

All post construction testing has the potential for delay.  It is unlikely that, at least in the short term, sufficient numbers of suitably trained inspectors would be available.
8
Do you have comments on the costs and benefits identified in the draft Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

Any costs assumed for the draft RIA can only be speculative with regards to level 1.  Without knowing how the points are scored to achieve the higher levels it is impossible to estimate the costs for levels 2 - 5. It is already estimated that complying with the new Parts L and F will add £700 - £800 per plot.  It is suggested that reaching the level 1 would cost a further £608, this making £1408 and still not reaching Level 3 (the minimum for EP sites etc.).


Energy:

There is not much more that can be added that is not mentioned in our letter.

     



Water efficiency:

There must be some cost for implementing this at Code level 1. The RIA suggests there is not.
     
     



Surface water management:

Developers would probably use SuDS. However at present the sewerage undertakers are unwilling to consider adopting them - management companies for their future maintenance are an additional cost for the occupiers.  Again, given this we find it difficult to understand how an accurate RIA could have been assessed.
     
     
     


Waste during construction:

Developers are already minimising waste during construction, not least because it is economic for them so to do.  They are hampered to a degree by the Environment Agency’s variable interpretation of the definition of waste, which severely limits their recycling options. 
     
     
     


Waste during occupation and use:

See our comments in our submitted letter.
     
     



Use of materials:

See our comments in our submitted letter.
     
     
     


Other:

     
     
     
     
9
Do you have any other comments on the draft RIA?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

The draft Code published for consultation is still only a concept.  There is insufficient detail for any RIA to have any validity in terms of the guesses for economic costs or benefits.  The notion that such a vague aspirational proposal could actually be in force by April 2006 is cause for grave disquiet.

The RIA is for Level 1 and from the above you can see we have some reservations about this. There are no costings for the other levels as there are no points allocated to each of the elements within the code as yet. We feel it would be of benefit to everyone to re-consult once these points have been allocated so that an accurate costing can be weighed against the potential benefits


Energy:

     
     
     
     

Water efficiency:

     
     
     
     

Surface water management:

     
     


10.
Do you have any other comments not covered by your responses above?

Comments:
Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

No  FORMCHECKBOX 

 See our detailed comments and conclusions in our written response.
Thank you for your time

Please note:

All information in responses, including personal information, may be subject to publication or disclosure under freedom of information legislation. If a correspondent requests confidentiality, this cannot be guaranteed and will only be possible if considered appropriate under the legislation. Any such request should explain why confidentiality is necessary. Any automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not be considered as such a request unless you specifically include a request, with an explanation, in the main text of your response. 

Confidential responses will nevertheless be included in any statistical summary of numbers of comments and views expressed, although individuals will not be identified. 

Names and addresses may be held in an electronic database of interested parties for the purpose of distributing future consultation documents on similar issues. However, any such details will not be given to any third party. 

A summary of responses to this consultation will be published at www.odpm.gov.uk 

Paper copies will be available on request.

