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Introduction
This is written in response to 'Biomass – the 
burning issue' the arguments and logic of 
which I do not agree which. So please bear in 
mind that this is a tongue in cheek response 
and not actually a serious attack on the AECB 
which I continue to respect. I also realise that 
the paper did not represent the views of the 
AECB, was a discussion paper, etc etc. 
I am aware that I have ignored various very 
basic, real world, reality-check arguments – in 
common with the paper I am responding to. 

Newbuild is not low emission
Promoting the building of low energy, highly 
efficient houses to various standards such as 
'PassivHaus' or the AECB graded standards, is 
increasingly being seen as a low carbon 
solution and yet is leading to vast increases in 
UK emissions. 

This paper demonstrates that building new 
houses is not a good way of reducing emissions 
and that the materials and resources would be 
put to much better use elsewhere. 

A PassivHaus is not low carbon

The argument that a new building reduces GHG 
emissions is mistaken and is harming progress 
(such as there is) towards a low carbon society 
here in the UK and beyond. A PassivHaus 
requires a plethora of different materials with 
very high embodied energy, often transported 
from very far away. Triple glazed windows, PV 
panles, MHRV systems, LED lighting systems, 
and the very fabric of the building all result in 
very high emissions.  

Existing stock should be upgraded

The majority of the housing stock here in the 
UK is already built and will be here for a very 
long time. Building new houses is a distraction 
from upgrading this stock, and working out 
why the vast number of landlords might even 
want to upgrade their buildings. 

PassivHaus/newbuild is cost prohibitive

A PassivHaus will, generally, cost a lot. This 
means that, even if it was a good idea to build 
them, they are an option for only a tiny 
minority of people at the moment. These 
people are presumably living somewhere 
before their PassivHaus has been built and it 
would be much better and cheaper to simply 
upgrade the house which they are currently 
living in.

A newbuild also occupies land which could be 
put to other, better, uses, or not used at all.

If a house does need to be demolished for 
whatever reason then it should be replaced 
with a very small insulated tent-like building 
like a bender made from local materials. The 
running costs of a very small building like this 
do not even come close to the comparably high 
running/living costs of a high volume 
PassivHaus, and the embodied energy is a 
fraction.

I would like to include a very simple, hand 
drawn, diagram which appears to back up my 
argument but I don't really have time to draw 
one. It would have the embodied CO2 of a 
PassivHaus, the embodied CO2 of a simple 
bender structure, the CO2 saved by upgrading 
existing housing stock, and some nice arrows. 

Conclusion: The AECB and other such 
organisations should reject newbuild and 
concentrate on upgrading existing housing 
stock, and lobbying for legislation to give 
landlords an incentive to upgrade. Newbuild 
should be denied, and if totally necessary a 
very simple, low impact insulated bender 
should be erected without special German tape 
to seal the edges. 

Some better goals

If the AECB really want to reduce GHG 
emissions then they should:

• Work on retrofit upgrades to existing 
housing and reject newbuild. 

• Reduce the population, encourage 
family planning and contraception.

• Vastly reduce the farming of animals

• Conceive of an alternative to capitalism 
and then promote it.

• If they fail in the alternative to 
capitalism then they should conceive of 
a way in which a steady state economy 
could work.

Conclusion

So as this paper demonstrates if the final aim 
of the AECB and other organisations which 
promote newbuild is to reduce emissions then 
their considerable efforts, intelligence, and 
resources would be better placed elsewhere. 


