
                                         

                            

Name of project:
BedZED:

Beddington Zero Energy Development

COUNTRY

England

City of project: Hackbridge, London, England
Size/ region affected 100 dwellings and approximately 2,500 m2 of workspace

Type of project

[theoretical / practical]:
Practical

Targeted technique

PV/Solar thermal/Solar

Passive/Solar Air

conditioning

Solar passive and solar photovoltaic

Period/ starting date 2002
Contact institution with

Internet links

(if available)

Peabody Trust, social housing association (www.peabody.org.uk)

ZEDfactory (www.zedfactory.com)

BioRegional Development Group (www.bioregional.com)

Photo / drawings /

overview

BedZED (source: ZEDfactory)

General Project

Description

Beddington Zero Energy Development is the UK’s largest mixed use sustainable

community. The community comprises 50% housing for sale, 25% key worker

shared ownership and 25% social housing for rent.

Solar energy is used in different ways. On one hand there are different

orientations for the varying uses of homes and workspaces. Spaces for working

are orientated to the north; homes are largely facing to the south.

Dwellings are arranged in south facing terraces with triple storey conservatories

harnessing passive solar heat gain. Each terrace block sits in a jacket of 300mm

of insulation. The southern elevation consists of two skins of double-glazing.

Glazing on all other elevations is kept to a minimum and is triple-glazed.

Furthermore, 107 kWp of photovoltaics have been integrated into the south facing



                                         

                            
façades. In the original energy strategy they were sized to power 40 electric cars.

However, as the energy strategy has evolved they are currently used to power the

buildings.

Due to diverse design principles and measures the BedZED Community has

achieved the following reductions in comparison to the average UK:

Space-heating requirements were 88% less; hot-water consumption was 57%

less; the electrical power used (at 3 kilowatt hours per person per day) was 25%

less than the UK average; 11% of this was produced by solar panels; the

residents' car mileage is 65% less.
Initiator/project idea Initiated by BioRegional and ZEDfactory and developed by Peabody

Trust (housing association).
Financing Investor EU/UK grants of 50% of capital cost
Service Provider BP Solar

Other parties involved (eg.

departments)
Partner responsible for

Best Practice description
Climate Alliance   

SWOT Analysis

Strengths

 Fully integrated solar photovoltaics in the windows have dual purpose: to

generate electricity and provide shading.

 Embodied carbon dioxide in manufacture of the PV panels is only 259

tonnes (3-4 year payback).

Weakness

 Glass-glass laminates not the most efficient type of solar PV technology.



 Electric car use at the site has not been significant enough to use all of

the electricity generated by the PV cells. Until last year the electricity sup-

ply from the solar photovoltaics was not connected to the energy con-

sumption for the buildings, so the energy was only being used for street

lighting. This has now been remedied.

 Costly to install the wiring for the photovoltaic cells in the window frames.

 The passive solar design does lead to some overheating in the summer.

However, this can be combated by correct use of blinds and curtains in

the sun porches. This requires education of the residents.

Opportunities

 Feed-in Tariff mechanism (Government sponsored payment for renew-

able electricity generation) now creates a constant revenue stream from

the project.

 Educational value not only for the many visitors to BedZED, but also for

the residents to remind them about how electricity is generated and



                                         

                            
therefore to be more cautious with its use.

Threats

 Capital funding for solar technologies is now unavailable, but has been

replaced by the Feed-In Tariff.

 Potential that the style of the development would not be approved by the

planning committee and therefore be unable to go ahead.

Improvements


