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Executive Summary


Introduction

On the 7th of March 2006, the DTI held a Stakeholder Event in London as part of its consultation process for reviewing the UK’s Sustainable Construction Strategy. The Event was supported by the circulation to participants of the DTI’s Sustainable Construction Strategy Summary (DTI, Janary 2006). This contained, on pages 4 and 5, a table entitled Targets and Visions for Sustainable Construction to 2015 and Beyond.  This table was drawn from a report to the Sustainability Forum, Where next for sustainable construction? (2006), based on a series of stakeholder workshops held by the Forum with a wide range of stakeholders in the construction industry and beyond in late 2005. In the DTI’s summary of its proposed revision to the Sustainable Construction Strategy, this table was augmented by an additional column showing current Government targets, set against those suggested by the participants at the Sustainability Forum’s workshops, see Appendix A.

The DTI’s Stakeholder Event was attended by participants widely drawn from across the range of stakeholders that make up the UK’s construction sector. In the breakout session at the Event, these participants – working in groups - were asked to endorse or alter the targets, set for implementing sustainable construction in the UK, by those who attended the Sustainability Forum’s series of workshops. The detailed results of their group and individual responses are contained in Appendices B and C.
Findings

The outcomes of the workshop differed from anticipated expectations that participants would either:

· endorse the targets and milestones produced by the Sustainability Forum’s workshops, or

· amend them,  if deemed appropriate.

In practice, only one group of participants endorsed a target and only on a single occasion. In almost two thirds of cases, they chose to alter them. And in a third they set none at all. Both their individual and group responses were characterised by two traits:

1. expressions of uncertainty, and

2. requests for clarification.

Nevertheless, despite participants’ being unable to endorse the targets offered, their responses do indicate a broad acceptance of the principle that the construction industry’s pursuit of sustainable construction should be target-led and milestone-driven. And there was a tendency for them to regard the short-term targets generated by the Sustainability Forum’s workshops as unrealisable or naïve but the longer term ones as more achievable. 

In detail, the participants’ group and individual responses reveal:

· a general acceptance of the need for targets and milestones to measure progress in the pursuit of sustainable construction

· uncertainty about the detail of the issues and targets under consideration

· such uncertainty typically arose from participants’ lack of:

· detailed knowledge or expertise about the specific issue they were being asked to address, or

· awareness about progress already being made against that issue.

· Participants sought clarity about:

· the detailed definition of the issue being targeted

· the precise specification of the target, including the metric being employed

· the baseline against which a target is set

· the implementation plan for achieving the improvement/reduction sought, and

· arrangements for monitoring and evaluation.

· whether the (same) target should be applied to the public and private sector

· the value of macro (whole industry) targets as against micro (bespoke subset) ones

· the most apposite points of application for targets – either production (building design and construction) or consumption (building use, operation, refurbishment, maintenance and demolition)

· the value of targets with single points of application as against ‘whole building life’ ones

· the lack of reference in the targets to the public sector leading by example as the major UK procurer, and

· whether the list of issues offered in the DTI’s consultation document is comprehensive, representing all that the construction industry can do to support sustainable development.

They also questioned whether the consultation document was a strategy or simply a list of activities.

Next steps

Participants were unable to endorse, as they stand, the Sustainability Forum’s workshop targets. They felt that more work would be required in order for the targets to be challenging and realistic ones with which there would be industry acceptance. At best, the targets should be seen as a first step, which would need to be taken forward, possibly through the Sustainability Forum and by way of DTI’s proposed workshops in the latter part of 2006 and 2007. The workshops could provide an arena for target clarification into something that Industry could endorse.
Results


Table 1: Actions taken on targets offered
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Appendix A: Comparison of targets 


The tables below compare the targets generated by 

a) the Sustainability Forum workshops

b) the UK Government, and

c) the groups at the DTI Stakeholder Event.

Climate Change/Energy

	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Zero CO2 emissions
	CO2 emissions /m2/yr,

predicted and measured
	20% of new build by 2010;

existing by 2015
	100% of new build by 2020:

exisiing by 2030

	Government
	Publicly funded houses to be CSH level 3 as of April 2006.

CO2 emissions 20% below 1990 levels by 2010.

	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1a
	· Set target for 100% of new build to be carbon neutral by 2025 as feasible provided it is built into design

· Set target for all new build to emit 25% lower carbon than 2006 by 2010

· Prefer a carbon reduction target for existing buildings of 25% of 2006 by 2015
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1b
	No target offered, see see Appendices B and C.

Sceptical about the achievability of carbon neutrality in new build by 2010 [because of] Building Regulations
	
	
	


Waste
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Zero waste
	Tonnes to landfill
	2006; annual review
	2020

	Government
	Publicly funded houses to be CSH Level 3 as of April 2006.
 
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1a
	Proposing an overall target for construction waste is helpful but we also need more detailed targets according to the type of construction waste

· Target of zero waste to landfill by 2020 if feasible but how you achieve that target is just as important and is related to design


	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1b
	· Target of 10% reduction in construction waste per year


	
	
	


Materials
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Use of sustainable materials/reduced materials consumption
	‘A’ rated materials used/% reduction/LCA declaration for products
	50% by 2015; annual review


	90% by 2025

	Government
	Publicly funded houses to be CSH Level 3 as of April 2006 
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1a
	No target offered.

Issue unresolved, see Appendices B and C.
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1b
	No target set.

Setting of targets as this stage is naïve, see Appendices B and C.


	
	
	


Secondary & recycled materials

	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	No targets set.
	
	
	

	Government
	Publicly funded houses to be CSH Level 3 as of April 2006 
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1a
	No targets set, see Appendices B and C.


	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 1b
	No targets set, see Appendices B and C.

Question too complex as [what is] feasible [is] subject to economics, British Standard specifications, etc.
	
	
	


Whole Life Costing
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Change to whole life costing of (public) assets
	% deployment (new build selected on basis of WLC); Construction Inflation Index
	2010
	2020

	Government
	Treasury already defines value for money as optimum combination of whole-life cost and quality to meet the user requirement
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2a
	For public buildings

· by 2009, single measure of calculating WLC
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2b
	· 100% of new build assets to be assessed on basis of whole life value by 2015
	
	
	


Water
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Reduced consumption (especially potable)
	Litres/person
	30% by 2010
	50% by 2015

	Government
	Publicly funded houses to be CSH Level 3 as of April 2006 
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2a
	· Agree to retain existing target of 30% and 50% reduction in mains water usage by 2010 and 2015
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2b
	· Phase out high-flow fittings by 2010

· Regional targets for non-potable water consumption (major developments)
	
	
	


Aesthetic quality
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Quality and aesthetics standards c.f. Sweden/ publicly accessible buildings
	CABE- provided exemplar buildings/ DQI
	Summer 2006/ --
	2008/ 2010

	Government
	To be confirmed

Publicly funded houses to be CSH Level 3 as of April 2006
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2a
	Adopt Building for Life (colour coded) mechanism rather than DQI

· All public buildings should reach at least silver standard

· (if DQI method retained, 100% of public buildings should undergo DQI assessment)
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 2b
	· % [unstated] of all buildings to have formal stakeholder engagement (DQI or similar)

· Functionality to be a high priority
	
	
	


Skills
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Zero skill shortage (trades and professions; existing workforce and trainees)
	Capacity building; number of skilled shortfall; % trained annually; quality of life measurement
	25% of existing workforce trained; 100% of trainees
	Annual review

	Government
	Developing Sector Skills Councils that are valued, appropriately focussed, and have viable strategies that are implemented effectively, and which contribute to improved business performance in the industry
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3a
	· Define a future qualifications framework (for 2015) by 2006 for all skills – not just CITB

· Reduce skills gap by 50% by 2015
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3b
	CSCS by 2010

· Major firms (non-SMEs) 90% carded

· SMEs 40% carded
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3c
	· Establish skills baseline by end of 2006

· Establish skills gap and develop programme for developing core skills and upskilling for SD by end of 2007
	
	
	


Health and Safety
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Zero RIDDOR
	Accident Frequency Rate
	2006; annual review
	2020

	Government
	The Revitalising Health and Strategy statement (June 2000) set targets for improving health and safety performance by 2010

	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3a
	· Reduce major incidents and fatalities to zero (25% year on year) by 2010

· Reduce new work-related illness to zero also [(25% year on year) by 2010?]
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3b
	No targets set, see Appendices B and C.
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3c
	No targets set, see Appendices B and C.
	
	
	


Equity/Respect for People
	Source
	Target
	Metric
	Industry’s interim progress date
	Industry’s final achievement date

	Sustainability Forum workshops
	Fair trade & R4P commitment
	Number of commitments; DQI assessment
	--
	2010

	Government
	Respect for People adopted by the industry as a core business value
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3a
	· A commitment to employee satisfaction in non-SME businesses (over 150 employees)

· By 2010 all these companies completing employee satisfaction KPIs
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3b
	No targets set, see Appendices B & C.
	
	
	

	DTI Stakeholder Event:     Group 3c
	· [%] of organisations to have established ‘Respect for People’ objectives and targets and robust evaluation methodology

· Benchmarking against existing ‘Respect for People’ KPIs
	
	
	


Appendix B: Group responses captured during Breakout Session


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	1. Carbon reduction
	1a
	Agree need for long term strategy. See the key issue as design of new build.

· See target for 100% of new build to be carbon neutral by 2025 as feasible provided it is built into design

· Set target for all new build to emit 25% lower carbon than 2006 by 2010

· Prefer a carbon reduction target for existing buildings of 25% of 2006 by 2015 
	· View current energy target in DTI-revised Sustainability Forum table as too broad

· Suggest a need to make a distinction between fabric and services
	

	
	1b
	No target offered

Sceptical about the achievability of carbon neutrality in new build by 2010 [because of] Building Regulations


	· Terms [for carbon reduction/neutrality] need defining during [DTI] consultation

· Want carbon reduction to be considered at four separate stages: design, buildings in-use, end-of-life

· Queried “Who implements” at above stages

· Pointed to new methods of generation over next 20 years (e.g. mini-power station in airing cupboard) [as  backcloth for formulating targets]


	· Group suggested that to achieve any level of carbon neutrality by 2010 that this would already have to have been written into current revision of the Building regulations

· Group argued that carbon neutrality can only be assessed over life of building, not at point of construction

· Group member argued that low carbon buildings, using example of BedZed, can only be achieved if occupants live “skewed lifestyles”

s


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	2. Waste reduction
	1a
	Proposing an overall target for construction waste is helpful but we also need more detailed targets according to the type of construction waste

· Target of zero waste to landfill by 2020 if feasible but how you achieve that target is just as important and is related to design


	· Overall point: it is not clear when sustainability [waste reduction?] starts. From commission? From first use?

Targets need to be split down
	· Group argued that targets need to be teased out into sub-targets, e.g. separating construction from demolition

· Group worried that targets could prejudice demolition of old obsolete buildings and their replacement by new efficient ones

	
	1b
	· Target of 10% reduction in construction waste per year


	[Drew attention to need to raise awareness through:]

· ‘Be aware’ DTI project just starting

· Defra/BRE project on arisings from 1,000 sites

· [the escalating] importance of Landfill tax [as a driver]

· [the need for] more waste material exchanges as called for in the Code for Sustainable Homes

· [the need to] separate demolitions from new build 


	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q3a. Materials
	1a
	No target offered
	Issue unresolved [because of discussion about] move away from A-rated [Green Guide] towards Ecopoints/m2 [raised by CPA]

· No agreement about move away from Green Guide ratings to Ecopoints/m2

· Didn’t believe you could come up with a rating unless you take into account materials/use/performance

· But need to keep [these separable areas] discrete [in order to identify] drivers for innovation in each

· Questioned whether we should have targets for reducing specification of specific materials?

· Asked whether the above will be achieved by move to Ecopoints
	Suggestion that it would be unwise to tie any target to Green Guide as this has limited life - =/< 5years

	
	1b
	Setting of targets as this stage is naïve

[No target set]
	· [Queried whether targets should be based on] current or future Green Guide A-rating

· [Pointed out that] Green Guide ratings exclude services equipment, e.g. air conditioning

· [Criticised that] Green Guide only focuses on environmental axis of sustainability

· [Argued that] other dimensions needed, e.g. social (including health) and economic

· [Requested] a Whole Building approach needed [rather than just a materials/product/component one]
	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q3b Secondary & recycled materials
	1a
	No targets set
	
	

	
	1b
	No targets set

Question too complex as [what is] feasible [is] subject to economics, British Standard specifications, etc.
	
	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q4

Whole life costing
	2a
	For public buildings

· by 2009, single measure of calculating WLC
	· Need to define ‘building lifetime’

· Need to move towards WLC including social, environmental and economic costs
	

	
	2b
	· 100% of new build assets to be assessed on basis of whole life value by 2015
	· [Undecided/] whether to have separate public/private targets for WLC

· Need for consistency of approach to calculating WLC (e.g. Treasury discount rate v banks’ rate)
	

	Q5

Water
	2a
	· Agree to retain existing target of 30% and 50% reduction in mains water usage by 2010 and 2015
	
	

	
	2b
	· Phase out high-flow fittings by 2010

· Regional targets for non-potable water consumption (major developments)
	· Need to measure water conservation v usage

· Need distinction between new build and existing – different measures

· Can we measure water usage in all non-domestic properties?
· ‘High flow’ water fittings to be defined.
	

	Q6

Quality
	2a
	Adopt Building for Life (colour coded) mechanism rather than DQI

· All public buildings should reach at least silver standard

· (if DQI method retained, 100% of public buildings should undergo DQI assessment)
	· Unsure of the success of current DQIs

· Measurement over building lifetime

· Why 60/40%?


	

	
	2b
	· % [unstated] of all buildings to have formal stakeholder engagement (DQI or similar)

· Functionality to be a high priority
	· Should there be a threshold for stakeholder engagement?


	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q7

Skills
	3a
	· Define a future qualifications framework (for 2015) by 2006 for all skills – not just CITB

· Reduce skills gap by 50% by 2015
	· Definitions need of: workforce, qualifications, and ‘enough people’

· Don’t know number of ‘appropriately qualified people’ today as benchmark to work from

· Don’t know number of qualifications needed by 2010-15
	

	
	3b
	CSCS by 2010

· Major firms (non-SMEs) 90% carded

· SMEs 40% carded
	· Where achievement will never reach full potential (0% or 100%)
	

	
	3c
	· Establish skills baseline by end of 2006

· Establish skills gap and develop programme for developing core skills and upskilling for SD by end of 2007
	· Need to define what skills are needed!

· Establish what skills exist: a) core skills in construction, b) skills needed to progress sustainable development

· Should cover all levels
	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q8

Health & safety
	3a
	· Reduce major incidents and fatalities to zero (25% year on year) by 2010

· Reduce new work-related illness to zero also [(25% year on year) by 2010?]
	· Need data on all accidents currently

· There are X number of people already ill with chronic illnesses

· Need to subdivide into three groups: a) fatalities and serious accidents, b) minor accidents, and c) health
	

	
	3b
	No targets set
	· How many companies report on KPIs?

· Must look to reduce accidents but having targets for reportable accidents could encourage non-reporting/hidden problems

· May be better (e.g. Taylor Woodrow) to have ‘managing safely’ raht than ‘measuring accidents’ reporting

· Need to identify what would be suitable occupational health targets in a sustainable construction sector


	

	
	3c
	No targets set
	· Need to clarify whether we set relative improvement targets or absolute numbers!

· Target for 2006? (Already there!)
	


	Question
	Group
	Answer
	Unresolved issues
	Facilitator’s comments

	Q9

Equity
	3a
	· A commitment to employee satisfaction in non-SME businesses (over 150 employees)

· By 2010 all these companies completing employee satisfaction KPIs
	· 80:20 [SME:non-SME businesses?] therefore less than 50% of workforce

· Where does ‘Fair Trade’ fit in here? Ill-defined.


	

	
	3b
	No targets set
	Four key areas

· What we build: e.g. client satisfaction/user surveys/POE

· How we build: procurement routes, e.g. fair prices for the job/partnership means partnership

· Who is is building it: i.e. employees – IIP, development reviews, staff satisfaction, e.g. retention, well-being

· Neighbours: e.g. respect for local community, Considerate Constructors, job seekers and capacity building (training etc) in the local community
	

	
	3c
	· [%] of organisations to have established ‘Respect for People’ objectives and targets and robust evaluation methodology

· Benchmarking against existing ‘Respect for People’ KPIs
	· Need to define terms: a) equity, b) Fair Trade, c) Respect for People

· How will targets be measured?

· ‘Commitment’ too vague
	


	
	Group
	Unresolved issues captured on flip chart

	Overall comment
	2a
	· Does the Strategy Document in its current form represent a ‘strategy’ rather than a list of activity?

· Strategy Document needs delivery plan and measurement

· How comprehensive is the Strategy Document?

· How far does it represent the contribution sustainable construction can and should make to sustainable development?

There is a need for coherent measurement standards/units across all plans/strategies/codes, e.g. kg of carbon or tonnes of CO2 in the Code for Sustainable Homes and the Sustainable Construction Strategy


Appendix C: Individual responses captured in breakout session workbooks


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	1 Carbon reduction
	· [Need to discriminate between] embedded, in use, and demolition

· 20% by 2010 wholly unrealisable

· Voluntary approach won’t deliver

· Housing or non-housing?

· Pace of design/technical changes in relation to the challenge and the historically demonstrated capabilities of the industry

	
	· The definition of new build as being carbon neutral is not clear

· Carbon neutrality to build is currently not available

· The UK has been used to changes by regulation

· Other European countries, such as Holland and Germany, have used the carrot rather than the stick and have agreed to refurbish their houses at government cost

	
	· Building Regulation driven takes time

· Need to define what is meant by carbon neutral

	
	· 2010: <5% as Building Regulations are driver and these could be significantly amended in this time frame

· 2015: 10-15% maximum on basis only 5 years progress achieved

· Setting shorter targets could reduce carbon input but possibly on at sacrifice of lifetime targets

	
	· 2010 is too near term for this fundamental change

· the Building Regulations would have to be changed now in order to effect the outcome in 2010

· Which part of the building lifecycle – build, occupation, deconstruction?

· We should be aiming at a percentage (say 20%) by 2015

· Should this be restricted only to house building?

· Improvement needs to change to carbon neutrality. This is possible on 2020 timescale by then real changes

	
	· Distinguish between the 3 phases of a building’s life: a) design to construction., b) use, c) demolition

· Appear to be targeting homes only – what about other buildings?

· The vision is great but in the absence of CHP products currently, we should target say 20% reductions pa and measure this through Part L routines

	
	· 2010 unrealistic while technology not readily in place/easily accessible, especially when Building Regulations (2006) do not reflect the aspirations

· What is carbon neutral?

· Even Code for Sustainable Homes does not propose 100% efficiency/carbon neutrality – even as highest standard?

· Implications for fuel poverty – high efficiency installations through EEC for example could result in high efficiency servicing charges. Will EEC allow for this?

	
	· Target unrealistic

· Must be ‘whole life’ application, i.e. common measures across design, construction and life costs

	
	· Need long term road map and milestones

· Prefer use of ‘targets’ to ‘vision’

· Is all of the industry signed up to the targets/vision/

· Need to be clear who will monitor delivery of targets

	
	· Carbon neutrality – how defined? Estimated? Actual?

· 100% by 2025? With milestones into Building Regs, CSH etc

· Actual carbon neutrality: i.e. measured post occupancy

· Estimated performance is of no relevance to climate change if actual emissions are unsustainable. 

· Actual emissions = more training, more technicians, more jobs, a part of a sustainable economy

	
	· The less we do on new build, the more we need to do on existing homes to secure an overall 60% reduction in carbon emissions by 2050

· To advance the overall reduction, we need zero emissions from space and water heating within the next decade

	
	· Sustainability linked to design.

· Energy target too broad Should be split into fabric, services as fabric is the long term sustainable element of the building

· Zero carbon easier with lower heat loads

· There should be minimum basic stop values for fabric with any code or sustainable construction guidance (as per Part L approach)


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	2 Waste reduction
	· Define ‘waste’ [in relation to] new build, refurbishment and demolition

· Not competent to say whether targets are realistic but, given Q1, it may well be over-optimistic

· Better site practice – Landfill Tax incentive

· Better estimating, ordering and supplying and storing

· Benefits accrue to individual as well

· How does waste arise? A) poor quality material delivered to site B) Damage during construction

· 10% target by 2010

· How is target going to be monitored?

· Compliance policies – penalties for non-compliance



	
	· Reduce waste on an annual basis, e.g. by 10%

· Increase the cost of landfill every year in support of above

	
	· Refurbishment? Demolition? 

· LFT. Use MMC

· Site waste management plan

	
	· Need definition of new. Refurbishment and demolition

· Regulation is required to drive waste off site which will then increase recycling including higher material efficiency through MMC

· Construction projects are very long term, e.g. Olympics 2012

· When is target applied? To project planning, build or competition/

	
	· 10% overall reduction in C&D waste arisings by 2010 is possible

· Zero waste is probably not advisable but ‘zero net waste’ might be

· Recycled content used in the building?

· 50% reduction by 2020?

	
	· Suggest a target of reducing construction waste by 10% pa over 8 years

· This needs to be done by: a) segregating construction waste from demolition waste, b) setting targets at a project level, e.g. as X tonnes , targeted at the time of granting planning

	
	· Waste only during construction phase?

· How to define waste?

· Need clarification – refurbishment means additional forms of waste

· Landfill – takes danger of waste off site

· Improving processes and costs

· Better calculation/processes for ordering are needed – too general?

· Target sq metre

· BRE Be Aware project

	
	· Costs of waste can be driven up

	
	· In meeting this and other targets, need to be careful not to jeopardize the other targets, i.e. targets need to mutually reinforce each other

· Does the waste generated include that from demolition? More clarity needed.

	
	· Construction Product Association target in this area

· Overall target good but needs to be broken down into: a) new build: materials – use of waste in new products, on site, in use, end-of-life, b) existing: demolition – don’t want to penalise where renewal is necessary (i.e. avoid using green field sites)

	
	· What is the implication for construction methods in relation to energy performance?

	
	· Need to discern between green field and brown field development

· Some demolition/regeneration will perhaps incur waste levels that are outweighed by ‘in use’ benefits of the new building, e.g. reduced CO2 emissions, community benefits

· Fine balance between waste and in use benefits that need weighing up and consideration


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	3 Materials
	· Green Guide product certification – complicated process.
· Embedded energy , etc, factors taken into account
· No transparency or common understanding of the product scheme
· What determines the grading – environmental, social and economic?
· Industry-led or imposed on industry?
· The role of the Government- Public Sector procurement doesn’t seem to feed into the development of options to deliver the targets which emerge from the consultation and the subsequent departmental analysis. This is an important factor given the purchasing power of the Public sector

	
	· Does the Green Guide cover everything – currently no. Building services has the ability to reduce carbon by considerable levels – white certificates?

	
	· AC not in Green Guide

· Part L approach – innovation

· Scheme – commercial advantage for firms to get certified

· Too many mixed concepts to draw clear targets or conclusions

	
	· Unequal assessment schemes currently exist for materials

· Green Guide looks only at environmental aspects of some but social of others

· Recycled implies finite resource 

· What about renewable resources like wood?

· Whole life contribution as sourcing/use/and life must all be combined

	
	· Too much uncertainty surrounding the ‘A’ Ratings regarding overall sustainability rather than simply environmental rating

· Difficult to set a target for ‘A’ rated products

· Recycled content is of course achievable!

· 10% recycled content by value now
· 20% by 2010

	
	· I don’t understand the product specification process

· However I reject the view that an industry driven assessment in favour of a centrally driven/expert driven process – perhaps driven by legislation

	
	· Sustainable or environmental?

· In production or use of the product?

· What is the definition of waste?

· Compulsion to use ‘A’ rated products – must consider impact on industry. For example, as a result of Building Regs Part L1, A-rated condensing boilers now account for 85% of all boilers sold in England and Wales

· However market was down 100,000 in 2005 on 2004

· In addition, how can we be sure that sufficient numbers of A rated/high efficiency products are available

· Market transition issues.

	
	· Not enough flexibility in product mix

· Not enough social or economic issues

· Market issues

	
	· Ecopoints/m2 but needs to be related to whole life use and performance over 100 years plus

	
	· Do not make targets too general/tradable, e.g. energy performance vs materials performance, as the messages and the drivers will become confused

	
	· Ensure products are long term sustainable and relevant

· Replacement products, e.g. kitchen appliances and non-dedicated low energy lighting will probably not provide long term sustainability benefits as they could be replaced with less energy efficient equivalents


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	4 Whole life costs
	· Already built into MOD procurement process although little evidence of how well it is applied
· Whole life costing used to choose between options
· Should apply to all construction projects
· Start with economic factors and add others when they can be measured
· Public sector spends tax payers’ money Need mandate to invest up front. Departments need additional resource or the authority to reduce core delivery/PSA

	
	· Public only v private provision

· Cover whole build infrastructure

· Whole life performance/cost/value? 
· Public: 50% by 2010, 100% by  2020

· Private: 10% by 2010, 50% by 2020

	
	· Need of an agreed methodology – cost or value?

· Scope issues – public and private, buildings or whole built environment?

· Public buildings – 100% on cost by 2010, 100% on value by 2020

· Lower targets for private sector and other parts of the built environment

	
	· Define WLC

· Does the proposed target apply to public and non-public 

· Separate targets – one for government and more relaxed one for private

· 100% target (cost and value) for public sector by 2020

	
	· What is the standard meaning of WLC?

· Does it match/meet life cycle costs (i.e. European)?

· Costs (looks at economics only) v value (looks at all sustainability guiding principles)

	
	· Need to agree definition of whole life cost. The treasury has one and standards under development. Difference between  whole life cost and value?

· What establishes the life of a building?

· What % currently assessed? 10-15% is guess – with single agreed methodology.

· Just buildings? Assets too?

· Feasible under private as well as public sector?

· Separate targets for private and public

· Don’t know where are currently. Unresolved issue.

· 2010 whole life cost 100%: 2020 whole life value 100% for public

	
	· Targets should be Whole Life Value not cost

· Target 100% by 2020?

· What is ‘life’: life of asset or life of need?

· Should targets be same for public and private sectors

	
	· All assets, not just buildings e.g. roads and bridges

· Public sector – 100% by 2010

· Private sector – 30% by 2010, 60% by 2020

	
	· All public buildings by 2010

· Have no idea about private sector – they need to use their own systems but PFI/PPP and government projects based on public sector land should adopt WLC

· Include whole performance and value

· Take account of environment/social/economic factors

· Design life for buildings

· Flexible buildings

	
	· All government assets WLC 100% by 2010

· Social housing and other assets WLC 100% by 2010

· Government Partnership assets WLC 50% by 2010, 100% by 2020

· Private/commercial WLC 50% by 2010, 75% by 2020

· WLC v Whole Life Value

· Social impact!

· 100 year life cycle

	
	· Should include all assets, not just occupied buildings

· Public buildings – include replacement and disposal

· High percentage of energy consuming ‘products’ should be specified based on whole life costing principles

· 2010 (50%) – 2020 (80%)

· Owner occupied/speculative/commercial

· Depending on split of proportion of these buildings versus public (i.e. is the building base so large in proportion that this really delivers a benefit – if so, then for the sake of the environment high targets should be set

· 2020 (50%)

· Benchmark versus rest of EU to validate targets (Sweden and Nordic region) and set accordingly

	
	· Unsure of mechanism


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	5 Water
	· Other drivers such as EUETS are looking to move towards sustainability
· Insufficient data to determine if the suggested targets are appropriate: 30-50% seem OK
· Concentrate on potable water use

	
	· Should be a target for new build and renovation

· Consistency across Government estates

· Metering mandatory

· Water companies to incentivise (10% reduction on bill for water meter, 10% reduction for grey water recycling)

	
	· Water consumption part of bigger picture involving water as natural resource

· What is the starting point for the reduction targets? 1992? 2003? 2006?

· Alternative metrics may be more effective for new build and refurbishment, such as phasing out all high flow fittings by 2010 and setting regional targets for recycling/grey water use in new developments above certain size

	
	· 20% of new properties to use grey water

· Targets set for grades of water?

· 2010 target should be raised for new build

· High flow fittings phased out by 2010

· % of water to be from non potable supplies by 2010 for major developments

	
	· Consumption itself is a symptom not a cause

· We need to be looking at water ‘effectiveness’ re: use of non potable sources for loos/gardens, etc

· Why do we flush our loos with drinking quality water?

· Use of low flow devices – restriction of high flow

	
	· 20% of new properties should provide facilities for use of grey water, e.g. rain water for gardens

· reducing consumption by fixtures and fittings

· 50% reduction by 2010 especially in new build and refurbishment

· illegal to sell high flush fittings

· hard to find in UK, easy and used in Europe – poor availability as mass market

· All high flow fittings phased out by 2010

· Water metering? 

· Metric for water recycling – use of grey water, e.g. 10% non-potable supply by 2015 for development as part of planning conditions – as regionally appropriate

· Need consistent targets with related strategies and government policies

	
	· Target should address outcome/usage of water rather than means of getting there

· Focus on encouraging rainwater/grey water use to reduce demand on potable water

	
	· What is % gauged against?

· When is baseline set?

· By 2010, return to 2003 levels of consumption. What % would this be?

· 30% is perhaps unrealistic by 2010 – 30% by 2015

· 50% by 2015 – good in theory

· Also need a target for grey water recyclability

	
	· 30% - 2010: total reduction but also 10% extra from roof water and grey water

· 60% - 2015: plus 30% from roof water and grey water

	
	· Government targets reduction 30% by 2010, 50% by 2020

· Government assets and social housing 50% by 2010, 100% by 2020

· Private and commercial 50% by 2010, 75% by 2020

· Recycling – rainwater and grey water

· Water use v availability

· 154 l/person/day

	
	· Agree a significant reduction of water consumption 

· Based on review of major processes – can we identify specifics ‘high usage’ processes and then target these as critical?

· Impact of upgrading infrastructure of water supply system – again this has to be demonstrated as non-wasteful along with setting reductions on users


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	6 Quality
	· First step is to ensure a DQI assessment is carried out
· Second step is to review impact and develop improved standards
· £1m is a very low threshold. The amount of effort must be proportional to the size of return and complexity of the project, i.e. not the same model for all projects

	
	· Stakeholder consultation in public buildings 2010

· Swedish methodology(?) for all buildings/DQI by 2020

	
	· Functionality shouldn’t be ignored

· Limit use of DQIs to developments above a certain size

	
	· % of building to have formal stakeholder engagement process along lines of DQI or similar

· Functionality to be given a high priority

	
	· Stakeholder input

· Process not outcome

· Issue: what is aesthetic to one is not to another

· What size [of project] triggers need?

	
	· Very subjective

· DQI or other stakeholder

· Sweden – quality and aesthetics required in regulations

· E.g. entrance for pushchairs and disabled, flexibility in use – measurable?

· Stakeholder engagement – using DQI or similar type of process

· Structured approach – what want from building and how designed

· Community user/end user

· Major on functionality rather than aesthetics

	
	· DQIs or similar tools are used to facilitate, in a structured way, effective stakeholder engagement

· Use of such tools already mandated with government through Common Minimum Standards

	
	· Agree with standards as set out in matrix

· Adopt B for L system

	
	· Public funded/PFI 60% by 2007, 100% by 2010

· Government assets 75% by 2007, 100% by 2010

· Private 50% by 2007, 75% by 2010

· Functionality, quality of building, impact – DQI

· Do they all align to the Green Book code

· What are the delivery mechanisms

· What about transport, biodiversity, sound proofing?

	
	· Accelerate the working group activity with Swedish standards team to establish a) build quality/finish v cost to implement/access, b) agree award scheme for Public Buildings – Gold, silver, bronze, etc.


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	7 Skills and training
	· Questions for firms. A) Have you got enough people?  B) Are they appropriately qualified?
· Fully qualified workforce by 2015
· Need to link CITB initiatives with those of the Academy for Sustainable Communities  

	
	· Define workforce, training and qualifications

· Does it cover trade and professionals?

· Discussion considered all training not just sustainable construction skills

	
	· Why are all the dates 2015?

· Should optimally align with existing KPIs

	
	· Define a future qualifications framework fit for 2015 by 2006 for all skills, not only CITB skills

· Reduce skills gap of workforce by 50% by 2010

	
	· Qualified workforce may lead to requirement of early schooling in required skills to reach an NVQ level

	
	· Should rather ensure that training includes component on sustainability

	
	· Construction Confederation members have a target of FQW by 2010. In reality, this will mean 90% of site based employees at level NVQ2 or higher by that date

· Therefore two targets needed: 1) SMEs (<250) 40%, 2) others 90%

	
	· 2006 50% NVQ level 2 or equivalent

· 2010 90% for companies with >250 employees

· Churn in industry is relatively high and 100% is unrealistic as a consequence

· Need to continue to develop appropriate training mechanisms that do not discourage new entrants to the industry

	
	· Say 90% for major contracting

· We believe that around 50%, possibly more, are qualified to NVQ level 2 or higher!

	
	· Training in what?

· What training skills are required by 2006 or 2010/

· Define level of skills

· NVQ level 2

· Identifiable benchmark?

	
	· Need a clear identification/definition of core skills in craft and management etc required for sustainable construction

· What benchmarks apply?

· Benchmarking of level and knowledge – primary requirement

· NVQ – does this equate to training days?

· Recommendation should be based on appropriate number of days, i.e. relevance

· 1) core skills, 2) upskilling on key agendas, 3) on-going training

· Upskilling and CPD may be more readily equated to number of days

	
	· Training in what?

· On what basis is the 25% existing workforce based?

· Do we know what % of the current workforce are trained in the relevant skills?

· Need to identify the key skills and what is the skills gap.

· Do we have the trainers?

· What level of skill is required?

· What do we mean by the workforce? Craft/management?

· Core skills and upskilling for the SD agenda

· Benchmarks – NVQ equivalent?

· No baseline to set the target against

	
	· Definition of terms? Workforce? Trained? Trainers? Level of training? Scope of training? Relevance to function?

· Fully trained workforce already target?

· Time taken for training?

· Funding and support?

· Whole life cycle of construction?

· 


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	8 Safety
	· Questions for firms. A) Have you got enough people?  B) Are they appropriately qualified?
· Fully qualified workforce by 2015
· Need to link CITB initiatives with those of the Academy for Sustainable Communities  

	
	· Safety should reduced fatalities and serious accidents

· What about noise, nuisance, and neighbours

· Enforcement is a key issue. What happens if we measure but don’t attain targets?

	
	· Need to measure ‘near misses’

	
	· By 2010 fatalities and major incidents at zero (25% per year)

· Zero tolerance for all work related illnesses

	
	· Setting a target may lead to workers/employees not reporting accidents

· Contractors should be encouraged to commit to manage H&S through review of methods statements, tool kit talks, site inductions and the like

	
	· 10%/year reduction in fatalities and major injuries

· Ascertain current status of OH prior to setting further target for reduction

· Many conditions result from extensive time periods

	
	· It may well be OK to have an industry wide objective to reduce accidents with a figure in mind – e.g. <5 per 100,000 hours worked by 2010

· However, companies would do better to achieve improvements in the management of safety by measuring how well they manage safety rather than simply measuring accidents (i.e. failures)

	
	· Yes!

· I don’t believe statistics etc are reported widely enough sot that all the industry can learn from what has happened

	
	· Provenance of targets (H&S)

· Identify percentage achievable, % accidents desirable, e.g. demonstration projects 50% improvement

	
	· Why is target for 06 when already there?

· Relative improvement target (% improvement) needs to be converted into absolute numbers of incidents/fatalities in order to assess achievability of zero

· All agree zero is desirable target but need to assess achievability in relation to data on % improvements available

	
	· Relative accident rate (%improvement

· Zero (absolute) RIDDOR – not sure how to equate these

· What is the baseline?

· How does this 10% relate in absolute terms?

	
	· Support/links to MCG targets and CSCS?

· Welfare?


	Question
	Issues recorded in workbooks

	9 Equity/ Respect for people
	· Equity
· Workforce satisfaction
· Working environment
· H&S
· Training
· Investors in People!  

	
	· Is fair trade sufficiently understood?

· Respect for People – which groups? A) Direct employees B) Supply chain C) Local community

· No mention of general public or communities

· Workforce satisfaction, H&S, Training Plan Toolkit, Ecological integrity, Futurity – impact on future generations, participation

· Is it clear as to the % projects or % value of contribution which are represented by the published KPIs/

	
	· Need to split into more than one question – this is a big subject area

· Construction industry people

· Neighbours to site (indirect clients)

· Supply chain standards

· These should all be covered

	
	· Improve employee satisfaction

· Raise profile of built environment professions

	
	· Respect and fair trade affects people at various levels

· Parties to the construction: client-contractor, contractor-subcontractor, consultants-client

· Employees require commitment from employers and future prospects and training

· Parties to a contract require to carry out the works without breaking the terms of the contract including payment and deliverables currently dealt with by the Construction Industry Act

	
	· Currently measure own staff is IIP: promote and measure %

· Promote Considerate Contractor Scheme

· Local employment %

	
	· Built output – post occupancy evaluation as standard

· Construction process – partnering arrangements, target payment terms e.g. no more than 60 days

· People involved in the construction process - ? Development reviews

· Neighbours to the construction process – consultation activities

	
	· Yes but missing! What about respect for the designers and builders

· Fair pay, fair contract conditions, non-discriminatory working!

	
	· Ecological integrity, futurity, participation, equity = share for all

	
	· Commitment too vague – suggest industry commits to benchmark performance in key areas (refer to KPIs)

· DQIs should align with KPIs and performance should be benchmarked

	
	· Better definition around – what does Respect for People mean

· Not the number of commitments but the quality plus setting objective targets and system of measurement

	
	· Define commitment?

· Incremental increase?

· Relation to functions?





Table 1 shows how they used these options. 


Only one group chose to endorse any of the targets proposed by the Sustainability Forum’s workshops, see ‘water’ opposite 


In approaching two thirds of cases, groups chose to alter the targets offered


In a third of cases, they set no target at all – either because of uncertainty about the issue being addressed or because they felt a need for some form of clarification


‘Materials’ and ‘recycling’ proved the most problematic issues: neither of the groups discussing them set targets


‘Health and safety’ was the next most problematic: two of the three groups discussing them set no targets








The following appendices contain detailed information about the group and individual responses of the participants at the DTI Stakeholder Event:


The tables in Appendix A compare the targets set by the groups at the Event with those set a) at the Sustainability Forum’s workshops and b) by the Government.


The tables in Appendix B contain the collated responses from the groups, including what they reported as unresolved issues. 


Appendix C contains participants’ individual responses, as recorded in their workbooks during the breakout session. 








� 	1990 level was 165mt so 2010 target is 132mt


� 	Total was arisings for 2001 were 93.91mt of which 40mt is currently recycled: the target being greater recycling up to 100% in a viable economic climate


� 	DCMS is in the process of reinvigorating the ministerial Design Champion role which promotes quality of design throughout Government


� 	It targets are: 1) to reduce the incident rate of fatalities and major injuries  by 10%, 2) to reduce the incidence rate of cases of work-related ill health by 20%, 3) to reduce the number of working days lost per worker from work-related injury and ill-health by 30%, 4) to achieve half the improvement under each target by 2004.
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