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Introduction to the views of ACE

The Association for the Conservation of Energy (ACE) is a lobbying, campaigning and
policy research organisation, and has worked in the field of energy efficiency since
1981. Our lobbying and campaigning work represents the interests of our membership:
major manufacturers and distributors of energy saving equipment in the United
Kingdom. Our policy research is funded independently, and is focused on three key
themes: policies and programmes to encourage increased energy efficiency; the
environmental, social and economic benefits of increased energy efficiency; and
organisational roles in the process of implementing energy efficiency policy. We
welcome this opportunity to respond to the consultation.

For further information please contact:
Lotte Blair

Parliamentary Campaigner

Association for the Conservation of Energy
Westgate House, 2a Prebend Street
London N1 8PT

(020) 7359 8000

lotte@ukace.org

www.ukace.org
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General points

ACE welcomes the government’s decision to grant permitted development rights to
microgeneration technologies and electric vehicle charging points. We believe that

electricity and heat from microgeneration and the decarbonisation of transport will
have a significant part to play in meeting carbon reduction targets in the UK.

The government says that the purpose of the proposed changes to the planning
system is to increase the number of installations of microgeneration technologies. If
this is the ultimate goal then further measures could also be taken. In some cases the
proposed changes still leave only limited possibilities for permitted technologies and
the thresholds could be relaxed further without leading to additional noise or visual
disturbances.

For instance one of the biggest problems to be tackled in the UK housing stock is the
efficient heating of solid-wall and off-gas properties. Ground-source and air-source
heat pumps are considered to be an effective solution, however under the current
proposals a large block of flats might be limited to a single 1-cubic-metre pump, the
effect of which will be negligible. In addition, in some cases the size of the property will
be relevant in choosing how many wind turbines would be appropriate, but no
reference has been made in the proposals as to how the size of the property affects
the thresholds.

This consultation is a step in the right direction, however if the government is serious
about increasing the uptake of microgeneration by removing any potential cost or
administrative barriers, then we would like to see more research done into what the
major barriers are, and what can be done to lessen their impact.
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Specific questions and answers

PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS W=V ElRAPI0kNe]

In this section we have restricted ourselves to responding only to those questions that are of
relevance to the Association.

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS

Y

Comment

Domestic proposals

Q.1 |Do you agree with the Y The issues here surrounding noise, vibration and visual
proposals for wind turbines impacts have been dealt with fairly. However the limit to one
on domestic premises, as set turbine per domestic premises (table 2) is arbitrary without a
outinTables 1,2 & 3? specification as to the size of the premises — the cumulative

disturbance caused by two turbines on one large domestic
building would be no more than from two neighbouring
smaller premises with a turbine each. The same is true of the
limit on dwellinghouses in table 1.

Q.2 |Do you agree with the Y The limits are fair and well justified. One concern is that the
proposals for air source heat limit against air source heat pumps not being sited on an
pumps on domestic premises, elevation which fronts a highway might be a disincentive for
as set out in Table 4°? some people to install the pumps. Instead there could be a

stricter limit on the size/volume of the unit if it was sited
facing a highway to limit visual intrusion.

Non-domestic proposals

Q.3 |Do you agree with the Y The decision to have the noise threshold measured at the 1m
proposals for wind turbines from residential properties rather than at the site of the
on non-domestic premises, as turbine itself is logical.
set out in Tables 5 and 6?

Q.4 |Do you agree with the Y It seems arbitrary to limit the number of air source heat
proposals for air source heat pumps to one per property, especially when a pump that is
pumps on non-domestic within the 2 cubic metre size limit might not be sufficient to
premises, as set out in Table heat larger premises. And, as above with wind turbines in
77? qguestion 1, the size of the premises affects the cumulative

impact of noise, so perhaps more could be allowed on larger
premises. In addition cumulative noise is less of a concern in
non-domestic premises anyway.

Q.5 |Do you agree with the Y No comment

proposal for ground source
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heat pumps on non-domestic
premises, as set out in Table
8?

Q.6 |Do you agree with the Y No comment
proposal for water source
heat pumps on non-domestic
premises, as set out in Table
9?

Q.7 |Do you agree with the Y We are pleased that there is no limit to the number of panels
Government’s proposals for that can be installed on any roof or wall. However we are
solar panels on non-domestic concerned that some of the limits to positions of the panels
premises, as set out in Tables might have the effect of limiting the number that can be
10,11 and 12? installed. For instance on small properties or small roofs, if

panels must be 1m from the edge of the roof this may leave
only a small area in which the panels are allowed. Similarly
the 10m threshold for free-standing panels inside the
boundary of non-domestic premises might exclude some
smaller properties from benefiting entirely.

Q.8 |Do you agree with the Y No comment
proposal for flues for biomass
systems and combined heat
and power (CHP) systems on
non-domestic premises, as
set out in Table 13?

Agricultural and forestry proposals

Q.9 |Do you agree with the Y No comment
proposal for structures to
house biomass boilers,
anaerobic digestion systems
and associated waste and
fuel stores on agricultural and
forestry premises as set out
in Table 147

Q.10 |Do you agree with the Y No comment

proposal for structures to
house hydro-turbines on
agricultural and forestry
premises, as set out in Table
157
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Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure proposals

Q.11 |Do you agree with the Y| |The proposals here are small, and if a more substantial

permitted development and
advertisement deemed
consent proposals for electric

infrastructure as set out in
Tables 16,17,18 & 197

vehicle charging changes.

change to the planning system was needed to encourage
more electric vehicle charging points, and in turn more
electric vehicles on the road, then we would welcome these

Glossary of terms ¢ Annex A

Q.12 |Do you agree with the Y No comment

definitions used for the
purposes of this document?

Q.13 |Do other concepts or N |[No comment

technologies need specific

definitions?

Consultation Stage Impact Assessments ¢ Annex B

Q.14 |Do you think that the impact assessments

costs and benefits of the preferred policy
options?

provide an accurate assessment of the likely

No comment

Q.15 [In particular do you agree with our estimates

of the possible costs to local authorities in
relation to investigating noise complaints?

No comment

Q.16 |In the impact assessments, we assume that

acts as a disincentive to the take up of

that these assumptions are reasonable?

the process of obtaining planning permission

renewable technology and that by removing
this disincentive take up would increase by
between 2% and 5% annually. Do you think

If the government is serious about increasing
the uptake of microgeneration by removing
any potential cost or administrative barriers,
then we would like to see more research
done into what the major barriers are, and
what can be done to lessen their impact.
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