
 
 

The Micropower Council 
 

 “ Proposals for  introducing a Code for  Sustainable Homes”  
 

March 2006 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE MICROPOWER COUNCIL 
 
1. The Micropower Council is a cross-industry body whose membership comprises 

electricity and gas companies, manufacturers, trade associations, professional institutions, 
not-for-profit companies, non-government organisations, charities and private individuals, 
all of whom have a strong interest and expertise in the development of the micropower 
sector.  The terms micropower and microgeneration are used interchangeably and both 
encompass micro renewable heat, micro-chp, and micro-electricity technologies.  A list of 
our members is available at http://www.micropower.co.uk/council/members.html 

 
2. We provide the micropower industry’s main focal point for Government, regulators, 

Parliament, opinion formers and the general public on regulation and public policy issues 
affecting the production by consumers of their own sustainable heat and power. 

  
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
Domestic premises are responsible for ~30% of the UK’s energy consumption.  Given this, 
and in the face of increasing dependence on volatile world fuel markets and the impact of 
burning fossil fuels on climate change, it is essential that Government focuses attention and 
resources on tackling energy use in the home.   
 
Real long term and sustainable reductions in domestic demand for heat and power from 
conventional fuel sources can only be achieved by use of micropower technologies which 
provide clean, efficient and sustainable energy at the point of use.   
 
3. The benefits of domestic renewable heat and micro-power systems are legion: 
 

·  micropower technologies use environmentally clean renewable fuels and/or high 
efficiency conversion processes; 

·  micropower displaces the need for increased imports of gas and other fossil fuels used 
in conventional heat and power systems; 

·  micropower (electricity) avoids the need for power to be wasted through transmission 
and distribution networks (often saving 10% or more in electrical losses);  

·  micropower can reduce the need for development/reinforcement of the infrastructure 
(including replacement large scale power stations) in the face of otherwise increasing 
demand growth; 

·  many micropower technologies are particularly suited to installation in otherwise hard 
to heat homes and off gas/electricity grid locations; 

·  micropower technologies generally use less fuel and consequently have lower running 
costs than conventional technologies and can thus make a major contribution to 
alleviating fuel poverty; and 
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·  recent studies show that installation of microgeneration can also help to engage 
individuals’  interest in sustainability1 and leads directly to further improvements in 
the efficient use of energy. 

 
4. Micropower has enormous potential and is the only credible measure that can meet 

consumers’  need for heat and power in the home and reduce growth in demand from 
conventional fuel sources.  The potential of the industry to meet these needs has been 
clearly demonstrated by a recent study carried out by the EST, on behalf of the DTI. 

 
5. Therefore it is very disappointing that the Code relies so heavily on conventional energy 

efficiency measures, which are only part of the solution, and places so little emphasis on 
the value of domestic use of micropower technologies.   

 
6. The micropower industry is at an early stage in its development and although it is 

investing heavily, participants (manufacturers, installers and suppliers) need to have 
confidence in the industry’s future to invest to service a mass market (and gain economies 
of scale) and ensure that micropower is able to meet its full potential.  Failure to deliver 
confidence at this stage would be detrimental to the future of the micropower industry and 
could seriously undermine the ability of Government to meet its environmental, energy, 
and social policy objectives. 

 
7. In light of this, the Code needs to provide a real incentive for builders and developers to 

incorporate micropower in new buildings.  To achieve this, the Code needs to make 
explicit reference to the ability of micropower technologies to deliver energy 
sustainability and four key measures need to be adopted: 

 
·  all new buildings with microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular 

size of building) should automatically qualify as Level 3 provided they meet the 
requirements of Level 1 across all other categories; 

·  it should be impossible to achieve Level 5 status without the inclusion of 
microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular size of building);  

·  the hurdle for achieving Level 3 and Level 4 status, without micropower, should be 
raised as the micropower industry matures.  We suggest that within 1 year it should be 
impossible to achieve Level 4 without a minimum level of micropower and within 3 
years it should be impossible to achieve Level 3 without micropower; and 

·  we also believe the government should set a target for a minimum number of homes 
to be built at the exemplar (level 5) standard. 

  
8. In addition, we note that during the Second Reading debate of Alan Whitehead’s 

Management of Energy in Buildings Bill on the clause on buildings regulations, 
Government stated that “we believe that there are additional ways we can promote 
microgeneration, such as through the code for sustainable buildings, on which we will 
consult shortly” .   We believe that the changes we are promoting will go some way to 
meeting this commitment. 

 

                                                
1 Sustainable Consumption Roundtable seeing the light: the impact of microgeneration on the way we use 
energy. October 2005. Available at: 
http://www.sdcommission.org.uk/news/resource_download.php?attach_id=281HF20-NHIXD0M-HGMDMHZ-
KSA3R0ZRoundtable ref 
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9. Ultimately, we believe that Building Regulations should be changed to establish a 
minimum requirement for micropower in the home, and welcome the introduction of an 
amendment into the Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Bill to allow this.  However, 
recognising the relatively early stage of development of the industry, we believe that 
voluntary measures within the Code for Sustainable Homes should be used to kick start 
the industry to a level where it is able increase production to meet the demand likely to be 
stimulated by such a measure. 

 
10. Our response to the questions posed in the consultation document follow in Appendix 

One.  We also support the points being made by a number of other organisations and 
which are summarised in Appendix Two.  We would be delighted to meet with OPDM 
officials to discuss any of the points we have made in further detail. 

 
 
Micropower Council, March 2006 
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Appendix One – Response to Consultation Comments in Annex D of consultation 
 
Please note that the term “ micropower ” , which is used throughout this appendix, 
encompasses micro renewable heat, micro-electr icity and micro CHP technologies that 
are suitable for  installation within domestic premises (and small businesses).   
 
1 Do you welcome the concept of the Code for  Sustainable Homes? 
 
Yes – but it needs to go fur ther. 
 
Comments: 
 
We believe that the Code is an excellent initiative that could be used to build on the BRE’s 
“eco-homes”  standards and deliver increased awareness of the environmental impact of 
buildings and energy use.   
 
However Government social, environmental, and energy policy objectives will only be met if 
the Code’s focus is extended to recognise the contribution that the inclusion of micropower 
technologies can make to increasing the sustainable use of energy in domestic dwellings.  
Conventional energy efficiency measures are clearly important – but they are only part of the 
solution.  We believe that the current draft does not go far in enough in this respect and, if 
unchanged, represents a missed opportunity – see response to question 10 for further details.    
 
2 Do you think that the coverage of six essential elements and other optional 
elements is correct? 
 
Yes – but there should be far greater emphasis on energy sustainability. 
 
Comments: 
 
We consider that the correct elements have been identified.  However, insufficient weight is 
given to the importance of sustainable energy.  There also needs to be greater emphasis on 
domestic use of sustainable energy sources.  Much higher priority need to be given to 
reducing domestic reliance on conventional fuel sources through a combination of energy 
efficiency measures (including improved efficiency of energy conversion as in micro-CHP), 
and installation of sustainable sources of heat and power in the home.  
 
Given this there should be explicit reference to the use of micropower technologies within the 
Code and: 
 

·  all new buildings with microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular 
size of building) should automatically qualify as Level 3 provided they meet the 
requirements of Level 1 in all other categories; 

·  it should be impossible to achieve Level 5 status without the inclusion of 
microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular size of building);  

·  the hurdle for achieving Level 3 and Level 4 status, without microgeneration, should 
be raised as the industry matures.  We suggest that within 1 year it should be 
impossible to achieve Level 4 without a minimum level of microgeneration and 
within 3 years it should be impossible to achieve Level 3 without microgeneration; 
and 
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·  we also believe the government should set a target for a minimum number of homes 
to be built at the exemplar (level 5) standard. 

 
3 Is a mix of essential and optional ‘ tradable’  elements helpful? 
 
Yes  - but the Code also needs to set certain minimum standards at the higher levels. 
 
Comments: 
 
In principle we agree with this approach.  However, because of the vital importance of 
reducing domestic consumption from conventional fuel sources, we consider that higher 
hurdles should be set for the other five elements of sustainability if micropower technologies 
are not included in a building.  We propose that: 

·  it should be impossible to achieve Level 5 status without the inclusion of 
microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular size of building); 

·  the hurdle for achieving Level 3 and Level 4 status, without microgeneration, should 
be raised as the industry matures.  We suggest that within 1 year it should be 
impossible to achieve Level 4 without a minimum level of microgeneration and 
within 3 years it should be impossible to achieve Level 3 without microgeneration; 
and 

·  we also believe the government should set a target for a minimum number of homes 
to be built at the exemplar (level 5) standard. 

 
4. Do you think that a scor ing system in terms of points out of 100 is workable? 
 
No 
 
Comments: 
 
We think a system of points out of 100 may be workable but is not appropriate unless there 
are also minimum standards for micropower at a number of levels - see comments on 
questions 2 & 3. 
 
In addition, under Annex C, there needs to be explicit reference to the inclusion of 
micropower technologies as a means to achieving Additional Code Points.  The points 
available for micropower should not be subject to the cap on the points available to “energy 
efficiency” measures.  For example, it would be inappropriate to limit the potential number of 
points available to micropower if it can deliver the same savings as all the other “additional 
points”  energy efficiency measures in combination (otherwise there is a danger of creating an 
“either or”  incentive when both may be desirable).  
 
5.  Do you think the concept of a one to five-star  rating system is r ight? 
 
Yes 
 
Comments: 
 
 We support a five-star rating system. 
 
6 I f you are a house-builder , will you use the Code? 
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 No – we are not house-builders 
 
Comments: 
 
n/a 
 
7 Do you agree that no cer tification should be awarded until a post construction check 
to ver ify that the home complies with the design assessment rating? 
 
Yes No 
 
Comments: 
 
n/a 
 
8 Do you have comments on the costs and benefits identified in the draft Regulatory 
Impact Assessment (RIA)? 
 
 
Comments: 
 
 9 Do you have any other comments on the draft RIA? 
 
 
Comments: 
 
No comments – other than to propose that references to energy efficiency are expanded to 
make explicit reference to the inclusion of micropower. 
 
10. Do you have any other comments not covered by your responses above? 
 
Yes 
 
Comments: 
 
Micropower has a major contribution to make in meeting Government policy in three key 
areas. 
 
Energy &  Environmental policy – micropower technologies are renewable and/or highly 
efficient.  Power and/or heat is produced at the point it is needed reducing electrical and 
transport losses.  There is also evidence to indicate that the installation of micropower in 
domestic premises increases energy awareness and further promotes efficient energy use.  
Micropower therefore provides a diverse, secure and environmentally clean source of energy. 
 
Social policy – micropower technologies are in general less costly to run than conventional 
sources of heat and power and in many case the fuel is free.  Inclusion of micropower within 
social housing will, therefore, lower the cost of delivering heat and power lifting many more 
households out of fuel poverty.  Consequently, micropower should be an integral part of new 
(and refurbished) social housing schemes. 
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Micropower is the only long term solution to reducing growth in domestic use of 
conventional fuel sources.  It is particularly appropriate in new housing stock where 
installation costs are lower than for retrofits.  However, the micropower industry is at a 
relatively early stage in its development.  It is therefore essential that initiatives like the Code: 
 
·  fully reflect the role micropower can make in creating sustainable homes; 
·  raise public and building industry awareness of the contribution micropower can make to 

sustainability; and 
·  contribute to building the micropower industry’s confidence in future demand for these 

technologies so the industry can invest to lower costs. 
 
To this end we believe that it is essential that the Code makes explicit reference to 
micropower technologies by expanding the definition of energy efficiency to refer to 
sustainable energy use and the installation and use of micropower technologies (the current 
references only refer to conservation of heat and power).   
 
In addition, as noted under questions 2 and 3, we believe that a far greater weighting must be 
given to energy reduction measures and micropower within the Code and that: 
 

·  all new buildings with microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular 
size of building) should automatically qualify as Level 3 provided they meet the 
requirements of Level 1 across other categories; 

·  it should be impossible to achieve Level 5 status without the inclusion of 
microgeneration (above a minimum capability for a particular size of building);  

·  the hurdle for achieving Level 3 and Level 4 status, without microgeneration, should 
be raised as the industry matures.  We suggest that within 1 year it should be 
impossible to achieve Level 4 without a minimum level of microgeneration and 
within 3 years it should be impossible to achieve Level 3 without microgeneration; 
and 

·  we also believe the government should set a target for a minimum number of homes 
to be built at the exemplar (level 5) standard. 
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Appendix Two – Additional Points 
 
 
We welcome the ODPM consu ltat ion on i ts proposals for  a Code for  Sustainable 
Homes. We strongly support  the development of such a Code but  th ink  that it  
needs substant ial reform in order  to be t ru ly usefu l.  
 
In par t icu lar, we wou ld l ike to endorse the following six poin ts: 
 

 Explanation: 
 
1 .  The st andar ds set  out  i n  t he 
consu l t at i on  docum ent  i n  r elat i on  
t o ener gy ef f i ci ency ar e t oo low and 
do not  go beyond t hose al r eady 
dem anded by m andat or y Bui ldi ng 
Regulat i ons. The st andards set  out  
i n  t he f i nal  Code should go wel l  
beyond t hose al r eady dem anded by 
m andat or y Bui ldi ng Regulat i ons. 
 

 
The min imum standard (Code Level 1 – of five 
proposed Levels) requ ires levels of energy 
efficiency that are no higher than those already 
requ ired by Part  L1A of the 2006 Bu ilding 
Regulat ions.  So a bu ilder cou ld proudly label 
h is house as being compliant  with the Code, 
wh ile in real ity doing no more than complying 
with the law of the land!   
 

 
2 . Bui ldi ngs shou ld not  be able t o 
“ t rade of f ”  a poor  st andar d i n  one 
‘essen t i al ’  ar ea (e.g. energy 
ef f i ci ency) by  ach ievi ng a h i gher  
st andar d i n  anot her  ‘essent i al ’  area 
(e.g. wat er  use).  A bui ldi ng should 
com ply  i n  t he vast  m ajor i t y  of  areas 
befor e being t erm ed a sust ai nable 
bui ldi ng. 
 

 
The Government proposes that the code shou ld 
contain six “essent ial” elements, including, 
energy efficiency, site/ household waste 
management and water efficiency. At all Levels 
h igher than Level 1, there wil l be fu ll 
‘t radeabil ity’ between the six elements – in other 
words, we cou ld end up with a situat ion where 
a house complied with, say, Levels 3 or 4 of the 
Code, wh ile having energy efficiency standards 
no higher  than those requ ired by Bu i lding 
Regulat ions.  
 

 
3 . Ther e should be a clear  
Gover nm ent  com m i t m en t  t hat , 
when t he Code i s i n t roduced, t he 
volunt ary  st andards cont ai ned i n  i t  
wi l l  becom e m andat ory  when  t he 
Bu i ldi ng Regulat i ons are next  
r evi sed. Th i s would al low developer s 
t o prepare for  t he fut ure. 
The Governm ent  shou ld also 
i n t roduce f i scal  m easur es t o 
i ncen t i v i se bui lder s and developers 
t o bu i ld t o h i gher  st andar ds. 

 
We understand that  this Code was or iginally 
in tended to be a voluntary addit ion to the 
mandatory Bu ilding Regu lat ions. However, we 
are concerned that  the emphasis in the 
document on the voluntary nature of the Code, 
and the explicit  cr it icism of regu lat ion as a way 
of dr iving up standards, signals a defin i te 
Government shift .  Th is cou ld resu lt  in fu ture 
improvements to bu ilding standards being 
promoted through a voluntary code, rather than 
being requ ired through Building Regu lat ions as 
has always been the case in the past.  
 

 
4 . The Code wi l l  on ly  be wor t hwhi le 
i f  i t  im proves t he ener gy ef f i ci ency 
of  housing bu i l t  wi t h  Governm ent  
funding (e.g. by Engl i sh  

 
Current ly, these bodies requ ire every home they 
fund to comply with the EcoHomes “Very Good” 
standard.  Under the draft  Code, th is wil l be 
conver ted into a requ irement merely to comply 
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Par t nersh ips or  t he Housing 
Corpor at i on) beyond cur rent  
pract i ce. As draft ed, we cannot  be 
sure t hat  t h i s i s t he case. 
 
 

with the new Code Level 3. The weight ing for  
energy efficiency in EcoHomes means that to 
achieve “Very Good” a developer  has to do 
considerably more than meet Par t  L.   Since the 
new Level 3 only requ ires compliance with 
Bu ilding Regu lat ions for energy efficiency (Par t  
L), the draft  Code cou ld be a retrograde step.   
 

 
5 .  Ther e should be absolut e clar i t y  
about  t he requi r em ent s i n  order  t o 
qual i fy  for  a speci f i c ‘Level ’ .  
 

 
In the draft  Code, Levels 2 to 5 are descr ibed as 
being “as Level 1 plus at  least XXX extra Code 
Points” (15 extra poin ts for  Level 2; 30 for  Level 
3; 40 for  Level 4; 50 for  Level 5). Bu t nowhere 
in the document is there any indicat ion of 
precisely which measures wil l qualify for  how 
many extra poin ts.  
 

6 . Ther e should be speci f i c 
r equ i rem ent s i ncluded for  
m i crogener at i on  t echnologies, wi t h  
t he level  at  wh i ch  t hey ar e i ncluded 
r educing over  t im e as t he 
t echnologies m at ur e. 

In her comments at  the second reading of the 
Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Bil l, 
Housing Minister Yvette Cooper made clear  the 
intent ion to use the Code to promote 
microgenerat ion. We propose a “ratchet” where, 
for example, the current inclusion of 
microgenerat ion at  level 5 is t igh tened to make 
it  a requ irement at  level 4 after 1 year , followed 
by level 3 after 3 years. 

 
 


