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East Herts District Plan EiP 
Response to Matter 2 (Housing) statements submitted by DLP 
(on behalf of Bovis Homes & Wattsdown Developments Ltd) and 
Lichfields (on behalf of St William Homes) 

Introduction 

1. DLP (on behalf of Bovis Homes & Wattsdown Developments Limited) and Lichfields (of behalf of St William 

Homes) have submitted detailed Matter 2 statements, which extensively critique the Objectively Assessed 

Need for Housing that has been identified for East Hertfordshire and West Essex HMA.  

2. This document seeks to summarise the main concerns raised by DLP and Lichfields and either highlight 

where these concerns have already been discussed in the Council’s evidence or, if they are new points, 

provide further comment as to why they are not valid. 

3. We would note that this is a summary document and not a full rebuttal as would typically be provided at a 

planning inquiry.  We would also note that this document seeks to be parsimonious and only consider 

major issues.  Therefore, if a point is not considered this does not imply that the Council accept it, but 

instead this document is seeking not to introduce extensive new evidence.  

5-year versus 10-year Migration Trends 

4. Both DLP and Lichfields, along with other objectors to the East Hertfordshire Local Plan, favour using 5-year 

migration trends, as opposed to the 10 year migration trends used in the SHMA. 

5. The justification for using 10-year migration trends is already covered in the SHMA (paras 3.21-3.39) and 

also in other parts of the Council’s evidence to this examination (in particular ED112 paras 2.9-2.17). 

6. It is clear that the most recent 5-year population trends for the West Essex and East Hertfordshire HMA 

include a number of years where the estimates of migration are exceptional in the context of data for the 

last 25 years (see ED112 figure 1).  It is unrealistic to assume that such trends are likely to be repeated 

every five years, which would be the consequence of adopting a 5-year trend. 

Differences in 10 Year Migration Trends 

7. Both DLP and Lichfields note that the 10-year migration trend model produces different figures to those 

produce by the GLA in their national model. 

8. This has been explained in other parts of the Council’s evidence to this examination as being due to the 

different ways the models apply rates of in and out migration and also the way the models address issues 
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around unattributable population change (in particular ED112 para 2.29 and Council’s response to ED114 

para 10). 

9. We would note that DLP produce their own 10-year migration trend model, which is different again.  This is 

due to it using a fixed number of migrants each year.  In contrast, the ONS sub-national population 

projections, the GLA population projections and the SHMA population projections are all based on 

migration rates, which are applied to the population in each year of age and gender.  The number of in and 

out migrants each year is determined by the underlying population structure, and these numbers change 

over the projection period.  The DLP projection is based on a far more naïve modelling approach which 

does not take account of the way in which future migration will be affected by changes to the underlying 

population. 

Adjustments to Headship Rates 

10. The SHMA and other parts of the Council’s evidence base for this examination cover the issue of how 

adjustment to headship rates and market are interlinked.  In particular, ED112 figure 2 identifies the impact 

of different headship rates on average household size, and paras 3.6-3.11 consider a number of scenarios. 

Jobs Target 

11. The SHMA utilises up to date jobs growth figures based on detailed work undertaken by Hardisty Jones 

Associates (HJA) which critically appraises outputs from the East of England Forecasting Model (EEFM). 

12. The jobs growth figure used is queried by Lichfields, but no alternative is proposed.  However, DLP produce 

an alternative figure by averaging the results from three forecasting houses, which would produce a higher 

jobs growth target.  Nevertheless, this approach simply adopts the three forecasts uncritically, in contrast 

to the informed analysis that has been undertaken by HJA. 

13. As the jobs target for the District Plan has been based on the HJA analysis, it would be inconsistent to adopt 

a different figure for the alignment of jobs and workers. 

Economic Activity Rates and Commuting Rates 

14. DLP identify a much higher OAN figure for East Hertfordshire for their jobs led model, than they do for their 

demographic needs driven model.  There are three key reasons for this: 

» They use a higher jobs target than the EEFM; 

» They use a lower rate of growth in economic activity rates, so for any jobs growth figure more 

workers are required; and 

» They use a fixed commuting ratio, which means that for any extra homes built to accommodate 

workers who have jobs in East Hertfordshire extra homes also have to be built to accommodate 

workers who work elsewhere. 
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15. Therefore, the more jobs that are created in East Hertfordshire the more homes will be needed to 

accommodate not only local workers, but also workers who work elsewhere.  This is counter-intuitive, for 

higher increases in jobs in East Hertfordshire would be likely to lead to lower levels of out-commuting 

rather than higher levels of out-commuting.  Furthermore, the DLP analysis has no regard to aligning jobs 

and workers across the housing market area (despite PPG identifying this as the appropriate functional area 

for this alignment).  Whilst DLP notes that the EEFM identifies a need for 787 dpa in East Hertfordshire, the 

published figures identify a need for 36,213 dwellings across the housing market area over the 22-year 

period 2011-2033, which is considerably lower than the OAN identified by the SHMA. 

Market Signals 

16. A major issue raised by both DLP and Lichfields is the response to market signals.  While both the SHMA 

and other parts of the Council’s evidence base already address this issue in some detail (in particular, 

sections 3 and 4 of ED112 are dedicated to establishing the extent of an appropriate adjustment), some of 

the points raised by both parties require some further specific response. 

17. Lichfields propose a market signals response of between 20% and 30% based on a range of methodology.  

These include:  

» Evidence from the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR);  

» Evidence from the NHPAU; and 

» A benchmarking exercise based on rates of stock growth 

18. We would note that the benchmarking exercise for rates of stock growth yields the lowest response, but 

this is downplayed by Lichfields.  Instead they rely upon OBR and NHPAU models. 

19. For the OBR model, they cite a study based upon the affordability model developed by University of 

Reading, which links an increase in housing supply with improved affordability.  However, the elasticities 

they quote were developed on the assumption that incomes would rise by 4% per annum in real terms 

(i.e. after inflation).  The University of Reading model identified that if incomes were to rise at this rate, a 

substantial increase in dwelling delivery would be needed to help mitigate house price growth.  However, 

personal incomes have actually experienced negative real growth, and therefore the conclusions on 

housing supply cannot be relied upon.  Furthermore, the University of Reading model is a regional model 

and the elasticities quoted are simply not applicable at a local authority level. 

20. For the NHPAU study, Lichfields appear confused between an uplift to current rates of housing delivery and 

current household projections.  Delivery has failed to match household projections at a national level every 

year since 1983.  The Lichfields example considers how to achieve a national dwelling delivery of 250,000 

per annum; but fails to recognise the way in which different assumptions to the underlying demographic 

projections would impact on this.  For some authorities, such as East Hertfordshire, demographic 

projections based on 5-year migration trends are extremely high due to spikes in migration data; however, 
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there are as many local authorities whose figures based upon 5-year migration trends are exceptionally 

low.  As demonstrated in the East Hertfordshire and West Essex SHMA 2015 (para 5.15-5.18), addressing 

these issues alone across the country leads to an identified OAN of around 250,000 without any market 

signals response aside from addressing the needs of concealed households – so the approach proposed by 

Lichfields would yield far more than 250,000 dwellings nationally. 

21. DLP suggest using a 25% market signal response in line with the recommendation of the Local Plan Experts 

Group (LPEG).  The LPEG methodology has no formal status and has repeatedly found not to be a material 

consideration by planning inspectors. 

Affordable Housing Need 

22. Both DLP and Lichfields criticise the calculation of affordable housing needs in the SHMA and this is not an 

area which is covered extensively in other parts of the Council’s evidence to this examination.  Therefore, 

we will seek to cover the key point in some detail here.  

23. DLP note that there are currently 2,000 people on the housing register in East Hertfordshire and that this is 

lower than the identified backlog of need.  However, some of these households will already be housed in 

affordable housing and therefore, would be transferring between homes and not adding to the net need.  

Others will not have a reasonable preference for an affordable home implying that they would not be 

considered to be a high priority need.  The SHMA only counts households who are not in affordable housing 

and who have a reasonable preference when establishing the backlog of affordable housing need.  

24. Lichfields offer a more detailed critique of the modelling of affordable housing which the Council consider 

to contain numerous misinterpretations of the SHMA, the NPPF, Planning Practice Guidance and also case 

law. 

25. The Lichfields study states at para 2.69 that: 

The model to determine future affordable housing need is based on analysis of housing benefit 

claimants (see paragraphs 3.22 to 3.23 and Figure 14 of the SHMA) 

26. This is not correct.  The SHMA uses both trends in the uptake of affordable housing and also an analysis of 

housing benefit claimants to assess future affordable housing need.  The model therefore uses information 

on households who have moved to affordable housing together with the central government test of 

affordability to assess those households who can and cannot afford to meet their own housing costs.  This 

is completely in accordance with PPG paragraph 22, which states that Council should estimate: 

.. the number of households and projected households who lack their own housing or live in 

unsuitable housing and who cannot afford to meet their housing needs in the market. 

27. Lichfields go on to argue at paragraph 2.70 that  

1) Limiting the definition of affordable housing need to persons in receipt of housing benefit is contrary 

to the definition of affordable housing in the NPPF (Annex 2 Glossary) 
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2) It is also contrary to the requirement to assess needs in the PPG which expressly includes dealing 

with those who cannot afford to rent or buy market housing, but does not purport to confine it to 

housing benefit eligible claimants; 

3) The approach patently excludes large swathes of people who are in need of affordable housing, but 

who are unable to buy a house and will clearly not be eligible for housing benefit. Those not eligible 

for housing benefit include people living with a close family member, so that knocks out many of the 

otherwise recognised persons who would be in affordable housing need as part of existing families 

with young people seeking to move out but are unable to afford to do so. Furthermore, people are 

also not eligible for housing benefit if you have savings of more than £16,000. That immediately 

creates the Catch 22 situation that if you are a key worker trying to save, perhaps even for a deposit 

on a new house, once you have saved as little as £16,000 you would lose your entitlement to 

housing benefit and therefore fall outside the Council’s definition of someone in affordable housing 

need, yet still be unable to buy a property; and 

4) It is contrary to established practice by only covering those with the most acute needs ORS assert 

that one cannot actually calculate who is in need unless it is by reference to those known to be 

claiming for Housing Benefit. This is however contradicted by the well established practice and the 

approach in a number of SHMA’s behind adopted post NPPF Local Plans. 

28. The first two points are clearly linked to Lichfields misunderstanding of how the ORS Housing Model 

operates, in that it fully considers all data on households who need affordable housing.   

29. The third point doesn’t rule out households as being in need if they are currently not eligible for housing 

benefit.  For example a 37 year old living at home with their parents would be entitled to housing benefit if 

they sought a property.  If they were considered to be part of the OAN, the ORS Model would assess the 

probability that they need affordable housing and count them as either market of affordable housing need.  

If they were not part of the OAN (and therefore they were not counted in the overall housing need) then 

they would not be counted as needing an affordable home. 

30. It is a common mistake in affordable housing need studies to count concealed households who are not part 

of the OAN as being in affordable housing need.  This leads to a situation where the household needs an 

affordable dwelling, but their needs are not counted in the OAN, so they don’t need a dwelling.  The correct 

interpretation of the NPPF requirement to assess the need for market and affordable housing as part of the 

OAN as set out in the Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Elm Park Holdings Ltd judicial review can be 

summarised as: 

» Identify the OAN for the area 

» Identify what proportion of the OAN requires to be affordable housing 

» Assess whatever a planning response is required to deliver more homes to assist in the delivery 

of the affordable housing need.  

31. The ORS Housing Study is very careful to consider only households who are part of the OAN as being 

households who could potentially need affordable housing.  If a household does not need a dwelling then 
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they cannot need an affordable dwelling, but the approach suggested by Lichfields could see households 

need affordable dwelling, but not be part of the OAN. 

32. For point 4, the ORS Housing Model has been examined at manty post NPPF Local Plans such as Camden, 

Luton, Bath and North East Somerset and Cheshire East and found to be sound at all of them.  Therefore, it 

is well established.  

33. There are also two other further misunderstanding in the Lichfields study.  From paragraph 2.72 onwards 

they stated that:  

Paragraph 1.10 of the SHMA states: 

“All of the established households counted as part of the current unmet needs for 

affordable housing, and in moving to affordable housing they will vacate their 

existing dwelling – so no additional dwellings are needed and those needs will not 

add to the overall OAHN”. 

2.73 The above simply cannot be correct as a matter of fact. It is self-evident that the 

delivery of affordable housing is planned to come in consequence of the operation of a policy 

requiring a percentage delivery from market housing. In the case of East Hertfordshire, it is 

proposed to be 35% to 40% on all sites in emerging Policy HOU3 Affordable Housing. 

Therefore it is obvious that an OAHN for market housing cannot be transferred across as 

encapsulating a concealed affordable housing requirement, without a significant uplift to 

reflect the fact that affordable housing is only delivered (at best) as 40% of market housing. 

Thus a requirement for even 2 affordable housing units would in fact require delivery of 3 

market houses (a combined scheme of 5 units with 40% affordable housing). Therefore, 

unless there is compelling evidence that all affordable housing in East Hertfordshire can be 

delivered without the need for market housing as 100% affordable schemes, when a 

household currently in need of affordable housing moves into affordable housing vacating an 

existing property, the affordable house will have been delivered as a result of more market 

housing delivery, therefore additional dwellings are needed to meet this need and those 

needs should be implicit in the overall OAHN. 

34. This is a straightforward and very fundamental misunderstanding of the SHMA.  To express paragraph 1.10 

of the SHMA in another way, if someone is overcrowded in affordable housing now and they move to a 

larger property they will also vacate their current property.  This means that they occupy one dwelling and 

vacate one dwelling, so they have a net impact on the OAN of zero.  This is all paragraph 1.10 of the SHMA 

is saying and it has nothing to do with requiring market housing to deliver more affordable units. 

35. A similar misunderstanding occurs at paragraphs 2.74 and 2.75 of the Lichfields submission, which state 

that: 

2.74 The PPG (ID: 2a-025) states that the number of newly arising households likely to be in 

affordable housing need should be calculated using the below equation. 
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“total newly arising affordable housing need (gross per year) = (the number of newly 

forming households x the proportion unable to afford market housing) + existing 

households falling into need” 

2.75 In terms of assessing the amount of existing households falling into need, the SHMA 

identifies that 721 households each year will see an improvement in circumstances and 

effectively ‘climb out of need (para 3.44)’; this is more than the number of existing 

households assumed to fall into need (685 per year), hence has a net reduction on overall 

need of 35 households per annum. This introduces an element of double counting into the 

calculation; those pulling themselves out of affordable housing need should be counted as 

re-lets, as per the methodology set out in the PPG (ID: 2a-027).  

36. Again this is a misunderstanding of the model. 

37. To take an example, a single person who is an owner occupier with a mortgage loses their job and cannot 

afford their mortgage repayments leading to their property being repossessed.  They are a household 

falling in to need and they join the backlog of housing need and may be housed in the private rented sector 

with housing benefit support.  However, they then get a new job and are able to cover their rent payments 

so they no longer require housing benefit support.  They therefore represent a household climbing out of 

need.  To count one side of this event and not the other would be a mistake because the household has 

fallen in to need and then climbed out of need without moving to an affordable home.  If we were to only 

count the household falling in to need then they would join the backlog of need and would never leave 

even though they are no longer in need. 


