Matthew Berry

Strategic Policy Officer

Land Use and Transportation Policy

Northamptonshire County Council

PO Box 163

County Hall

Northampton NN1 1AX

14th April 2004

Dear Mr Berry

NORTHAMPTONSHIRE PLANNING OBLIGATIONS & EDUCATION FACILITIES DRAFT SPG  

Thank you for giving the HBF opportunity to comment on the above mentioned document. 

I would appreciate it if you could continue to direct all correspondence to myself to my home address: Mr P Cronk, House Builders Federation, White Gables, 34 Church Road, Brightlingsea, Colchester CO7 0JF and note my phone number: 07802 857099. I can be contacted by e-mail at Paul.Cronk@hbf.co.uk. 

General Points:

With regard to the pupil yields there are 2 key elements to this matter which do not appear to have been taken into account, namely:

(i) that many house moves are local house moves which may not require a child to change school; and

(ii) the average household size is continuing to decrease quite markedly, falling pupil numbers will result in surplus capacity in existing schools.

With regard to house moves, a Colliers Erdman Lewis study for Kent County Council noted that 50% of house moves in Kent were moves within the same district. There is evidence available from elsewhere that a significant proportion of house moves are within the same, or to an adjoining, ward. One of the main reasons given for such local moves is to ensure that a child’s schooling is not interrupted.

Secondly, given that household size is continuing to decrease, and given the forecast preponderance of single-person households it must be the case that the pupil yields must continually be under review and, more than likely, be revised downwards. 

There is a danger of over-estimating the propensity of new developments to comprise households containing school-age children who require new school places to be provided for them, and so seeking more contributions, than is justified. Full regard also has to be had to surplus school provision being generated as a result of falling birth rates. The pupil yields used in the calculation should be based on detailed local evidence in order to take these factors into account and in order to demonstrate that the tests of reasonableness in Circular 1/97 have been met. 

Specific matters:

In relation to the content of the revised Draft Strategy document itself, the HBF would like to make specific comments in relation to the following matters:

Section 1.1 

The HBF would draw attention to the fact that any planning gains sought should pay full regard to the viability of individual development sites and not threaten the deliverability of the overall housing supply requirement. This is a matter that has been given considerable emphasis recently by government (including through the findings and recommendations of the Barker Report).

Section 1.2

The above comments equally apply to the text set out in the last but one paragraph of this section which refers to tariffs being set for developers to contribute to infrastructure needs at the sub-regional level within the Milton Keynes / South Midlands growth area. Furthermore, there is no planning legislation at the moment that would permit the setting of specific tariffs for planning gain, having no regard to the economics of individual site development.

Section 4.2 – Capacity and Catchment 

It is stated that the County Council will not accept unduly onerous monitoring requirements being included in legal agreements. It is accepted that it would be neither desirable or appropriate to include unreasonable or unworkable monitoring requirements within such agreements. However, the HBF would expect monitoring to play a central part in the implementation of this policy document in order that any monies being sought can be properly justified as educational contributions directly necessary as a result of proposed housing development.

Section 4.5 – Level of Contributions

Similarly, if the Council is to justify benchmarking overall estimated costs on comparable schemes elsewhere in Northamptonshire it must be able to demonstrate similar scales of impacts and needs arising from the proposed new residential development.

Section 4.6 – Pre-school Provision and Post-sixteen Education

Any requirements for these two types of provision should have full regard to the full range, scale and nature of existing provision. Pre-school provision can, and very often is, being delivered by a range of different education providers, and does not by necessity have to be always delivered by local education authorities. In terms of sixth-form provision, this can only usually be delivered effectively within very well populated areas or large catchment areas that would allow a wide range of different courses to be taught.  

I look forward to the acknowledgment of these comments in due course.

A paper copy of this will follow in the post.

Yours faithfully

Paul Cronk

Regional Planner

Enc.
