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Dear Sirs,

Permitted Development Rights for Householder Microgeneration

The Association of North Thames Amenity Societies has twenty-two member societies in Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxford. These amenity societies, mostly located in market towns, have a total individual membership in excess of five thousand.

The Association strongly supports actions to limit the impact of climate change and the need to move from reliance on fossil fuels for energy production. Nevertheless changes to planning controls to facilitate these actions need to take into account the balance between benefit and consequent nuisance, both noise and visual. It is our view that consideration should be given to sacrificing marginal benefit in order to maintain quality of life. This approach is reflected in our attached responses to your questions in Annexe 5 of the consultation paper.

Yours sincerely,

A.A.Sangster

Hon. Secretary

Annex 5

Summary of Questions

	QUESTION
	YES
	NO
	COMMENTS

	Question 1 – Do you agree with the principle of an impact approach for permitted development?
	√
	
	While we support this approach and the resulting restrictions, we believe that experience of the outcome should be kept under review as the impacts of various technologies change and new technologies and changes to existing technologies are introduced 

	Question 2 – Do you agree with a restriction on development facing onto and visible from a highway in conservation areas and in World Heritage Sites?
	√
	
	In the case of World Heritage sites the impact from any vantage point, not just the highway, is a matter for consideration. Any development on such sites should be subject to planning approval.  

	Question 3 – Should the restriction apply in the same way to the other types of designated area?
	√
	
	The criterion of visibility from the highway should apply to all designated sites. We agree that there is adequate existing protection for listed buildings but think that further guidance should be given to LPA’s in handling applications for microgeneration, either on or within the curtilage of listed buildings.

	Question 4 – Do you agree that the impact of noise should be dealt with by specific noise restrictions based on decibel levels at/in neighbouring dwellings in the way proposed in Annex 2?
	
	
	We understand and support government’s aim to maximise microgeneration, but in the case of residential wind turbines we think the nuisance potential currently outweighs the benefits, so they should remain subject to planning approval. We do not have experience of air source heat pumps, so offer no comment on that technology. Setting decibel limits based on internationally recognised limits is preferable to setting separation distances. 

	Question 5 – If not, what alternative approach would best address this issue?
	
	
	

	Question 6 – Do you support a general restriction on permitted development (as proposed at paragraph 50 above) so as to require that visual impact is minimised in exercising the rights?
	√
	
	We support the requirement to minimize visual impact, but question what criteria will apply if LPAs have to respond to local objections. 

	Question 7 – Do you agree that local planning authorities should be able to restrict permitted development rights for microgeneration where the benefit from the technology is outweighed by its impact?
	√
	
	Subject to restrictions identified in other paragraphs.

	Question 8 – Do you agree that the existing protection is adequate?
	√
	
	(Sites of biodiversity and geological value)

	Question 9 – Is guidance sufficient to address the potential impact on archaeologically sensitive areas?
	
	
	No comment

	Question 10 – In addition to providing advice as to the scope of the changes to the GPDO, what could guidance also usefully cover?
	
	
	1.  Examples of installations that have proved successful and guidance on suitability of technologies for different circumstances, e.g. a block of flats is more likely to use CHP than individual solar panels.

2.  For each technology a range for total installation costs. 
3.  Effective ways of reducing energy consumption as a first step.

	Question 11 – Do you agree with the recommendations for solar microgeneration?
	√
	
	In principle but see answers to following questions

	Question 12 – Do you agree that there should be no restriction in terms of the coverage of roofs and walls by solar panels? If not, what would be an acceptable percentage?
	
	√
	We agree with the conclusion of Entec that coverage should be limited to 60%

	Question 13 – Generally, should the same level of permissiveness apply to solar panels on a wall as on a roof?
	√
	
	

	Question 14 – Do you agree with a minimum separation distance of 5m to the boundary of a highway or neighbouring property for a stand-alone solar unit?
	
	√
	We have reservations about the impact of solar stand-alone units but agree with the minimum distance of 5 metres from a neighbouring boundary. In order to provide sufficient space for minimising visual impact by effective screening a minimum distance of 10 metres from a highway boundary should be required.

	Question 15 – Do you agree with the recommendations for heat pumps?
	√
	
	


	Question 16 – Do you agree that the likely impact of noise from ASHPs should be dealt with by specific noise restrictions in the same way as proposed for domestic wind turbines?
	√
	
	

	Question 17 – Do you agree with the recommendations for wind turbines?
	
	√
	See answer to Question 4. We believe that noise will be a greater nuisance to neighbours than visual impact, so proposals should continue to be subject to planning approval so that benefit can be assessed against nuisance. 

	Question 18 – Do you agree that the likely impact of noise from turbines should be dealt with by specific noise restrictions in the way proposed?
	√
	
	But the noise restrictions proposed should form part of a planning approval. 

	Question 19 – Do you agree with the recommendations for biomass?
	√
	
	We would encourage the use of chimneys. Their height and position can have a positive impact on the street scene and the skyline. There are many examples of chimneys exceeding 1 metre in height above the roofline that combine aesthetic and functional values.

	Question 20 – Do you agree with the recommendations for CHP?
	√
	
	See answer to Question 19

	Question 21 – Do you agree there should be no additional permitted development rights for hydro?
	√
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