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1.0 INTRODUCTION        

 

1.1 This Statement has been prepared by Turley, on behalf of Bovis Homes, pursuant to 

Matter 8 (The Supply and Delivery of Housing Land) of the St Albans City and District 

Council (SACDC) Local Plan Examination 2020. Bovis Homes is an established national 

housebuilding company with a legal promotional interest in land in St Albans District. 

Bovis Homes is a national employer and has nationwide experience of bringing land 

forward for mixed-use residential development. 

  

1.2 Bovis Homes is actively promoting land at Gaddesden Lane, Redbourn, for residential 

development (formerly promoted by Mr Richard Blair). Representations in response  to 

the St Albans City and District Council Regulation 19 Consultation and the SACDC Call 

for Sites Consultation, January 2018, have been submitted in relation to the above site 

(SHLAA Ref: GB-R-444a).  

    
1.3 Bovis Homes maintains objections to a number of policies within the emerging SACDC 

Local Plan, as set out in the submitted Regulation 19 representations. Namely; that the 

SACDC Local Plan is not positively prepared, is not justified and is not effective or 

consistent with national policy. As such, the submitted Local Plan cannot be considered 

to be sound in its current form and requires major modification.  

 

1.4 The primary areas of concern in relation to Matter 8 relate to the following issues:  

 

 An unrealistic assessment of supply in the housing trajectory, with no contingency 

made for delay or failure in the delivery of one or more of the strategic allocations.  

 Unrealistically high expectations from unidentified windfalls over the Plan period.  

 Unrealistic large scale expectations from unspecified sites (urban optimisation).  

 The unjustified use of a stepped housing trajectory and the lack of any flexibility in 

the overall Development Strategy to respond to urgent existing affordability needs 

in the early years of the new Plan period.  

 Some allocated elements of the claimed supply have unresolved capacity issues and 

where unidentified sites are relied upon in the trajectory they have no evidential 

basis to support their inclusion, with potential double counting evident. 

 Specific delivery and timing issues in relation to the East Hemel Hempstead and 

Park Street Garden Village broad locations, with the overall capacity of the East 

Hemel Hempstead allocations not guaranteed and the apportionment of new 

homes between SACDC and Dacorum as yet unresolved.  

 

1.5 The following Statement identifies the evidential basis for the above concerns and sets 

out our proposed resolutions. Bovis Homes and its professional advisors request to 

participate in the relevant Matter 3 Hearings to articulate the above concerns.   
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2.0  THE SUPPLY AND DELIVERY OF HOUSING LAND 

 

Whether the approach towards the supply and delivery of housing land is justified, 

effective and consistent with national policy? 

  

Q1: What is the estimated total supply of new housing in the plan period and how 

does this compare with the planned level of provision?  

 

2.1 The Council estimates that 14,871 new homes will be delivered over the plan period, of 

which over 10,000 homes will be delivered at the Broad locations. A large percentage 

of the remaining homes, totalling over 3,100 dwellings, are however expected to come  

forward as windfalls and by way of delivering ‘Urban Optimisation’ which is effectively 

the double counting of the same windfalls, as it involves relying on an ambiguous range 

of unidentified urban sources throughout the St Albans district.  

 

2.2 The quantum of new homes which SACDC has assumed from these unidentified sources 

is a highly significant component of the overall housing trajectory. However there is no 

technical or other tangible evidence to suggest whether these targets are viable or 

achievable. Accordingly given the minor claimed surplus between the requirement and 

the assessed overall supply, which equates to around only 260 additional homes, even 

a marginal shortfall from these unidentified urban sources will result in the Council not 

being able to meet its housing requirement. This is in addition to a significant number 

of other potential sources of failure which have also been identified in the trajectory.  

 

2.3 With regard to the windfall allowance, paragraph 70 of the NPPF requires compelli ng 

evidence to support the assumption by SACDC that windfalls of 1,670 homes will be 

achieved during the Plan period and can be included in the housing trajectory. In this 

regard, we are unaware of any substantive, up to date justification in the submitted  

evidence base to corroborate the level of windfalls included in the housing trajectory. 

Whilst some reference to windfall rates can be found in the historic 2009 SHLAA, as this 

document is out of date and predates the NPPF, it is not a material considerat ion.  

 

2.4 With regard to Council owned sites we can similarly find no information in the evidence 

base to indicate where these sites are located or their availability and deliverability. 

Accordingly, in the absence of any credible assessment of availabili ty and viability, the 

inclusion of this ambiguous source of supply is, at best, merely aspirational and has no 

place in the SACDC housing trajectory and should therefore be removed.  

 

2.5 With regard to ‘Delivering Urban Optimisation’ a similar position exi sts whereby there 

is a presumption by SACDC that additional homes can be delivered from assessed 

SHLAA and other sites. This however flies in the face of the evidence presented in the 

SHLAA to justify the capacities indicated for each site assessed and sho ws a naivety on 

the part of SACDC that a large, arbitrary increase in the dwelling yield can simply be 

presumed to suit the requirements of policy. Accordingly, in the absence of any other 

technical work by SACDC the 880 homes included from this Urban Opti misation source 

have no evidential basis and should be removed from the housing trajectory.  
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2.6 We are also concerned that there is an apparent disconnect between the latest SACDC 

Authority Monitoring Report for the period April 2017 to March 2018 and the Housing 

Trajectory data at Appendix 2 of the submitted Local Plan. This is reflected in a number 

of numerical discrepancies between the two documents.  

 

Q4: Is the housing trajectory realistic?  

 

2.7 The SACDC housing trajectory, presented at Appendix 2 of the Local Plan, is completely 

unrealistic and if implemented in its present form, will lead to SACDC being unable to 

meet its housing requirement for a number of key reasons. It is also patently clear that 

the housing trajectory and the Plan period are completely misaligned, reflected by the 

fact that that total supply is calculated from 2017/18 to create a notional supply figure 

of 14,871, whereas the requirement (16 years @ 913 dpa) is only calculated from 2020.  

 

2.8 Accordingly, if the housing trajectory supply sources were similarly to commence from 

2020, then the resultant cumulative supply figure would fall to only around 13,585 new 

homes, which creates a calculated shortfall of 1,286 new homes. Conversely, if the Plan 

requirement were to correctly commence from a date of 2018, when the Local Plan was 

submitted for examination, then a large housing shortfall would accrue by reason of 

the first two years of initial under-delivery, as a consequence of the higher housing 

requirement under the Standard Method. However, irrespective of which approach is 

taken, if the SACDC housing trajectory and the new Local Plan period are synchronised, 

this reveals a shortfall of circa 1,000 dwellings, in any event, before any other delivery 

issues in the trajectory or Broad Locations are taken into account. 

 

2.9 Further principal errors with the proposed housing trajectory relate to delivery and 

timing issues in relation to the East Hemel Hempstead and Park Street Garden Village 

Broad Locations, where over 40% of the total housing allocations are required from two 

Broad Locations. These issues are set out in our Matter 7 Statement, but in summary; 

the overall capacity of the East Hemel Hempstead allocations cannot be guaranteed by 

reason of the miscalculation of the achievable dwelling density, competition for other 

land uses in East Hemel (south) and uncertainties regarding the future apportionment 

of new homes between SACDC and Dacorum, which remains unresolved.  

 

2.10 The delivery and timing issues at Park Street Garden Village are reflected in the fact 

that no substantive technical work exists to corroborate the assumptions made and no 

specific technical work has been undertaken in relation to a residential use of the site.  

 

2.11 The combination of a high percentage of unallocated windfalls and a lack of alignment 

between the housing trajectory and the Plan period, together with delivery issues at 

the above Broad Locations, demonstrates a fundamental lack of flexibility in the over all 

Development Strategy to respond to rapid change or delay. The trajectory is therefore 

an unrealistic and disingenuous assessment of supply, with no contingency for delay or 

failure in delivery. Many allocated elements of the claimed supply also have un resolved 

capacity issues and where unidentified sites are relied upon they have no evidential 

basis to support their inclusion.  
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2.12 The conclusion to be drawn is that actual delivery across the plan period will be over 

3,200 homes lower than that set out in the SCDC trajectory at Appendix 2, before any 

other delivery issues relating to the Broad Locations are taken into account, as set out 

in Table A below: 

 

  Table A – Dwellings Numbers to remove from the Housing Trajectory  

 

Claimed Source SACDC Assessment 
 

Tarmac Assessment Difference 

Annual Windfalls 1,891 dwellings 800 @ 50 dpa x 16  
 

-  1,091 dwellings 

Urban Optimisation    880 dwellings Delete: No evidence 
 

-    880 dwellings 

SHLAA Increases    273 dwellings Delete: No evidence 
 

-    273 dwellings 

Supply 2018 - 2020 
 

   854 dwellings 1,826 @ 913 pa x 2 -    972 dwellings 

Total  
 

  -  3,216 dwellings 

 

2.13 Therefore in order to address this element of the shortfall identified above, SACDC will 

clearly need to identify additional sources of housing land supply that can provide the 

certainty of delivery required by national policy, as part of this Plan.  

 

2.14 It is emphasised that the 3,216 dwelling shortfall indicated in Table A above does not 

take into account any further likely reductions in dwelling supply related to capacity 

issues at the Broad Locations (see our Matter 7 Statement). This shortfall also d oes not 

take into account the unresolved issue of whether some of the dwellings shown in the 

trajectory from the East Hemel Broad Location, should be apportioned to Dacorum.  

 

Q5: The majority of the proposed housing will be provided on a small number of l arge 

sites. Does the Council have a contingency Plan should one or all of these sites not 

deliver as expected? 

 

2.15 The answer to this question is clearly no, as the Development Strategy is predicated on 

a minimum scale of Green belt release, with no other safeguarded or smaller, more 

deliverable, sites proposed. It is however essential that SACDC builds in the necessary 

contingency within its overall housing land supply to ensure that there is sufficient 

flexibility in the Development Strategy to respond to any unexpected delays in the 

delivery of the Broad Locations or further unforeseen capacity issues.  

 

2.16 As set out in our Matter 3 statement, the Plan relies on strategic allocations to deliver 

nearly 70% of the total housing supply from only 10 allocations with only a negligible 

buffer for contingency. Accordingly, even a modest delay to the delivery of one or 

more of the Broad Locations will result in SACDC not meeting its housing requirement. 

In principle, the greater the reliance upon strategic sit es to deliver new housing, the 

greater the contingency required to underwrite any unforeseen delays in delivery.  
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2.17 As further stated in our Matter 3 Statement, the Plan lacks the plurality and flexibility 

necessary to address the strategic priorities of the District, notably affordability, 

particularly in the early years of the Plan. There is also no ‘Plan B’ with a development 

strategy predicated solely upon a static model for delivery, with no allowance made for 

delay or failure to deliver from one of the strategic allocations.  

 

2.18 Accordingly, SACDC must make good on the inaccuracies of the housing trajectory 

identified above and provide a supply of additional sites, including smaller sites, to 

deliver new homes earlier in the plan period. This approach is critical to address the 

inherent shortfalls in the housing trajectory and provide a contingency against the 

larger allocations not delivering as expected.  

 

Q6: Has there been persistent under delivery of housing? In terms of a buffer for a 

five-year supply of housing sites, should this be 5% or 20% in relation to para 73 of 

the NPPF? 

 

2.19 The 2018 Housing Delivery Test (HDT) result for SACDC was 58% which requires the 

Council to include a 20% buffer in their five-year housing land supply assessment. 

Based on the latest housing supply data published by MHCLG the likely recalculated 

HDT test result for 2019 will not be materially different, at around 60%. Accordingly, 

SACDC will be required to include a 20% buffer within its five -year housing land supply 

calculation until at least November 2020 and most likely beyond. 

 

 Q7: What are the implications of a stepped delivery of housing on the supply and 

delivery of housing? 

 

2.20 Paragraph 3-034-20180913 of the PGG states that it may be appropriate to use a 

stepped trajectory where there is to be a significant change in the level of housing 

requirement and/or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery or are likely to be 

delivered later in the Plan period. However, Paragraph 3 -034 also states: 

   

‘Strategic policy-makers will need to set out evidence to support using 

stepped requirement figures and not seek to unnecessarily delay meeting 

identified development needs’.  

  

2.21 Whilst it is noted that there is a significant change in the future housing requirement 

and that the Development Strategy must respond to this requirement, this change has 

largely resulted from the considerable delays in SACDC bringing forward a sound Loca l 

Plan for examination.  

 

2.22 It is notable in this respect that the existing SACDC Local Plan is one of the oldest Local 

Plans in the country, having been adopted as long ago as 1994. Accordingly the failure 

to bring a new Plan forward for over two decades has resulted in a compound failure to 

meet housing needs, across all tenures, necessitating the urgent step change in the 

housing requirement for the emerging Plan.  
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2.23 Therefore, given the urgency of the need to deliver new homes in the district to make 

up for many years of inertia and address the lack of affordability, it is critical that the 

need for strategic allocations is not used as a justification to delay delivery further.  

     

2.24 The use of a stepped trajectory will mean that new homes which are urgently required 

to meet existing needs will not be delivered until much later in the new Plan period. 

The proposed stepped approach to calculating the requirement sets a notional housing 

target for the first five years of 2,825 new homes (565 dpa) .  

 

2.25 However this contrasts with the local Housing Needs Assessment for the same period, 

which equates to 4,565 new homes. This represents an unjustifiable shortfall of 1,740 

homes, thereby ensuring that no improvement in affordability can take place u ntil 

much later in the Plan period. 

 

 Q8: What impact will this have on the 5-year supply of deliverable housing land and 

the delivery of affordable housing?  

 

2.26 As set out above, the proposed stepped housing target will impact most heavily on the 

delivery of affordable housing, by essentially concentrating future affordable homes in 

large strategic locations which by reason of their scale and infrastructure requir ements 

will take much longer to deliver than smaller or intermediate scale sites.   

 

2.27 SACDC has chosen to take forward an historic and inflexible Development Strategy that 

is unable deliver the required increase in housing delivery of 913 dpa before 20 25/26. 

The flawed approach of SACDC to Green Belt site selection and the failure to undertake 

a comprehensive assessment of small-scale sub areas in the Green Belt has meant that 

SACDC rejected the opportunity to identify small and intermediate sus tainable sites.  

 

2.28 Such sites would materially improve housing delivery over the short and medium term 

and negate the requirement for a stepped housing trajectory. On this basis the use of a 

stepped trajectory is not justified and the five year requirement ca nnot be manipulated 

to artificially provide SACDC with a five-year housing land supply on adoption. 

 

Q10: In overall terms, would the Plan realistically deliver the number of homes 

required over the Plan period? 

 

2.29 Taking only into consideration the 3,216 dwelling shortfall indicated above, at table A, 

the Plan will not realistically deliver the number of new homes required over the new 

Plan period. However this does not take into account the further likely reductions in 

dwelling supply related to capacity issues at the Broad Locations, set out in our Matter 

7 Statement. This shortfall also does not take into account the unresolved issue of how 

many dwellings at the East Hemel Broad Location, should be apportioned to Dacorum.  

 

2.30 Taking an objective view of the allocation at Park Street Garden Village, none of the 

dwellings proposed can currently be relied upon until such time as all the necessary 

technical evidence has been provided.  
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2.31 As set out in other statements, we do not question the principle  of a new settlement in 

this location, but in the absence of any technical work specifically relating to the 

residential use of the site it is not possible to quantify with any degree of certainty, 

when housing delivery can commence or the number of dwellings that can actually be 

delivered during the Plan period.  

 

2.32 Accordingly, all of these dwellings should be re-allocated to alternative locations, on 

sites which can deliver, or at least commence delivery, within the first five years of the 

Plan. Where subsequent technical work indicates a more accurate dwelling yield for the 

new village at Park Street then these additional dwellings will not create any surplus, 

as they will go some way to meeting the extensive shortfalls identified above, including 

meeting current unmet needs. 

 

Q14: Is there sufficient variety in terms of the location and type of sites allocated?  

 

2.33 This is transparently the most fundamental weakness of the SACDC spatial strategy by 

reason of the failure to undertake a comprehensive assessment of small-scale sub 

areas in the Green Belt and a flawed site-selection methodology. As such, there is little 

variety in the scale of the strategic sites allocated, with 40% of the allocations being 

directed to only two Broad Locations.  

 

2.34 It is critical therefore that in making up the shortfall identified in table A and the other 

issues which impact on housing supply, as referenced above, that SACDC populates a 

more robust, revised spatial strategy and housing trajectory with a greater variet y of 

sustainable sites in terms of scale, location and achievable timescales for delivery.    



 

 

 


