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Dear Chair

Thank you for your letter of 29 March. I am responding on behalf of Bovis Homes plc as 
the Chief Executive of our Partnerships Division.

We are pleased to be able to contribute in the committee’s inquiry and take the energy 
efficiency of our homes extremely seriously. I would like to reiterate our apologies that 
circumstances prevented us from providing evidence in person.

Bovis Homes is committed to building homes to the highest possible standard, including 
in relation to energy efficiency. It is vital that our industry works with policymakers inside 
and outside Government to help meet demand for new housing, while also ensuring 
that the housebuilding sector plays its part in helping meet goals in relation to mitigating 
climate change.

Our detailed written answers to your questions are annexed to this letter. We have 
endeavoured to provide as much useful insight and detail as possible in our written 
evidence, and if the committee requires any further information, please do not hesitate 
to contact us.

Yours sincerely,

Keith Carnegie
Chief Executive
Bovis Homes Partnerships Division
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1. How many of the homes that you developed in 2018 were built to standards that pre-date 2013

Part L Building Regulations? Do you have any current development projects that are being built to

standards that pre-date 2013 Part L Building Regulations? If so, how many?

In 2018, our total completions were 3,759, up from 3,645 in 2017. The completions included 1,192 

affordable homes, representing 32% of our completions (2017: 29%).  

We regularly review our specifications and look to modernise and refine them. Over the years this 

process has naturally brought the pre-2013 (2006 and 2010 regulations) homes up to the standard of 

post 2013 homes.  

So, while they meet the required pre-2013 regulations, they do actually go above and beyond and 

are probably built close to or beyond post-2013 standards anyway – although they are not required 

to meet those standards and are not inspected against them. 

Our homes are delivered across more than 100 developments by seven regional operations, and 

while we do not keep a central record of which homes were built to pre-2013 Regulations, we have 

asked our regional technical teams to collate these figures on a development-by-development basis 

in order to respond to your request for data. 

Collating these separate regional figures, we are able to conclude that in 2018, 1,055 properties 

were built by Bovis Homes under the pre-2013 Regulations, which equates to c28% of the properties 

we built. However, as we have said above, specification changes across the whole range mean that 

they have broad equivalence with current regulations. 

In terms of developments that are building properties required to meet pre-2013 regulations, many 

of these are multi-phase developments which only have a handful of properties to be completed. 

Selby in North Yorkshire, for example, would count as one development, but there are only two 

properties remaining that link to the pre-2013 regulations. 

Given this context, and collating the figures contributed by our regional teams, we believe there are 

28 developments that are building properties required to meet pre-2013 standards this year, 

although this would dwindle to a handful by this time next year as the sites are built out. 

2. How much extra would it cost on average to build those homes to current standards?

There are a number of factors, including the mix of property types (two-bed to five-bed) and the 

geographical range (variances in local housing market and labour costs) which make this extremely 

difficult to estimate. 

But chiefly, as stated above, as a natural consequence of our specification reviews, we have gone 

above and beyond the pre-2013 regulations naturally over the years as a matter of course. For 

instance, our range previously was constructed with a 150mm wide filled cavity and recently we 

have re-evaluated our specification to realign with the current building regulation requirements 

(although not required to do so). 

While we can do a table-top exercise looking at what the cost would be, the reality of being required 

to do this would also involve significant logistical challenges such as potentially reviewing and 

redrawing the plans for each home across the developments, which would cause delays to delivering 

the homes – and further costs. 

However, in order to provide some data which may assist the select committee’s understanding and 

onward investigations, we have stripped out some of the context above, estimated what an 



‘average’ pre-2103 home would look like (without our upgraded specifications) and what the 

consequent average extra cost would be to build to post-2013 standards. 

On this basis, we would calculate that a specification uplift from L1a 2006 to L1a 2013 could be on 

average around £700 per plot just on build costs – although there would be significant additional 

costs from the delays and associated admin and overheads required to deliver the changes. 

3. If the Government proposed a sunset clause to the new building regulations after which the 

most recent standards must be used, would you support this? 

We are keen to work with the HBF to develop an industry-wide approach that will deliver for new-

build customers and the Government. 

Key to this is the planning and regulatory framework and how this works with, and impacts on, the 

supply chain. If these are properly planned and sufficiently clear, then having a sunset clause would 

be the right thing to do. 

We would point to our own specification reviews that deliver homes that are built to standards 

above and beyond those required by the regulations as evidence of our commitment to ‘do the right 

thing’ for our customers in this regard. 

4. Do you employ in-house or independent SAP assessors? If you employ in-house assessors, how 

many of your SAP assessments are independently audited? 

We employ independent SAP assessors. We do have trained in-house assessors within our regional 

teams, but our group strategy is to employ specialist companies such as AES Southern and Stroma 

across our c100 developments around the country. These companies are themselves independently 

audited on a regular basis through the software houses providing SAP services approved by the BRE.  

5. How many of your properties do you test for their as-built energy efficiency performance? If you 

are monitoring this, what do you do with the data? In the absence of any testing, how many of 

your properties do you estimate conform to the SAP model in practice? 

We do not test for as-built energy efficiency performance, although air-tightedness testing is carried 

out and we do have robust and rigorous quality control and assurance procedures in place 

throughout the build. 

There is a wider point in whether the SAP model used to demonstrate compliance is fit for purpose 

and whether there is a level playing field when it comes to its usage. 

This is an issue we are working closely on with the HBF, to ensure that the SAP model does deliver 

for both customers and the industry. We are involved in the SAP Industry Forum through the HBF 

and continue to actively engage in these discussions. 

6. Barratt and Persimmon told us that they would be happy to test their as-built performance if 

this was mandated by building regulations. Do you share this view? 

We do share this view in principle. As with the ‘sunset clause’ proposal, there are wider issues that 

need to be resolved around the planning, the regulatory framework and the supply chain before 

putting it into practice. 

We are aware of the BEIS work around Smart Meter Enabled Thermal Efficiency Ratings (SMETER) as 

a feedback loop to the development of SAP and overall as-built compliance and we are committed to 

input in to this initiative when possible. 



7. Considering the evidence provided by the Committee on Climate Change in their UK Housing: Fit 

for the Future? Report relating to the costs of building to ultra-high energy efficiency standards, 

will you absorb the cost increases of a Future Homes Standard or aim to pass it on to buyers? 

Any increase in building costs as a result of changes in external regulations would be assessed 

commercially as part of the responsible management of a FTSE 250 company, operating in a 

fluctuating market and responsible for the employment of more than 1,000 people. 

As a general approach, focusing money and resource solely into new homes as part of a national 

energy efficiency drive does result in the law of diminishing returns. If the industry meets the 

Government target of 200,000 new homes a year, it is still contributing less than 1% of the UK’s 

overall property stock in that year. 

Even without any new possible regulations coming down the line, the new homes being built today 

are still demonstrably more energy efficient than older homes and continue to evolve and improve 

as a natural result of new materials, techniques and ideas. 

This prompts the conclusion that more focus, research and budget should actually be assigned by 

Government to that huge majority of the property stock that might not reasonably be called ‘new’ – 

upward of 20,000,000 homes, and how this might be converted or improved to tackle the excessive 

energy ‘waste’ that stems from the running of these properties. 

 

 

 


