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Section One 

Personal statement 

Chris Edwards LLB (Hons) 

Former Charity Director St Martin in the Fields, London 

Former Director Development and Asset Management, Gateway Housing 

Association, London 

Lead member Neighbourhood Planning Group, Stradbroke, drafted Plan Vision and 

objectives, and drafted initial polices for examined and Made Neighbourhood Plan 
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MCHLG Neighbourhood Plan “Champion” 
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Section Two 

Policy SCLP12.29: South Saxmundham Garden Neighbourhood 

3.40 Would the Policy be effective in achieving the provision of required education facilities? 

Is it justified to include early years provision within both criteria a) and b)? 

Outline submission Brief 
 
This submission develops arguments made in Reg 19 submissions. Regarding 
effectiveness of the 12.29 policy on education  - see p 1531 Plan representations in 
Plan order.  
 
Effectiveness is deemed to run for the plan period, over which time growth inevitably 
occurs. The policy anticipates growth because it plans for a 420-place school when 
only 210 places are stated as the foreseeable future need. Effective education 
facilities must therefore mean facilities capable of expanding to accommodate up to 
a maximum of 420 pupil places within Policy guidelines and constraints, within a 
sustainable development context. 
 
NPPF States para 94: 
“It is important that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and 
new communities. Local planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative 
approach to meeting this requirement, and to development that will widen choice in education. 
They should:  
a) give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools through the preparation of plans 
and decisions on applications; 
 and b) work with schools promoters, delivery partners and statutory bodies to identify and resolve 
key planning issues before applications are submitted” 
 

NPPF states: Considering development proposals Para 108.  
!In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for 
development, it should be ensured that:  
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been – taken 
up, given the type of development and its location;  
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and 

congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Section Three Hearing Statement 
 

1. The WSP  Plan transport modelling Document D32 of Jan 2019 on the 
Examination Evidence database models 800 homes and 550 jobs (p40). It 
does not take account of the possibility of any school, and especially not of 
the impact of a 420-place school, on a 32 ha land parcel site with one 
proposed access point to a major A road on one side and constrained 
alternative means of access on the three other sides of the site.  
 

2. The Inspector’s question therefore cannot be answered now with any certainty 
at all as no evidence exists to affirm or deny the policy effectiveness on an 
important NPPF matter as per Paras 94 (b) and 108 (c) above. 
 

3. The matter must be therefore be deferred and remodelling commissioned to 
consider the impact and the mitigation required in order to make an informed 
judgement on effectiveness over the plan period in such an important matter. 
 
Leaving this aside let us assume the evidence does exist and the single 
access site can model to bear the peak trip movements generated by 420 
pupils,  and the  financial burden of mitigating the school impact on the 
highway. What should that model look like? How do we get there? 
 

4. Defining the methodology to derive this model is a key planning input issue 
that needs to be agreed and then  remodelled before the plan is made and not 
left to the formulation of a travel plan at application stage for following 
reasons. 
 

5. The school site  is an allocation of 2.2 ha of land, each ha equally capable of 
holding  a density of up to  25 dwellings per hectare according to Aspinall 
Verdi Viability assumptions for the site on a gross site (site 714) of 32 ha. The 
32 ha site, measured by the landowner’s reg 18 site plan submission, must 
also include 800 homes; a spine road; community facilities; SUDS; acoustic 
bunding( not in the policy but essential); a community hub; a retail area, and 
cycle/pedestrian routes.  
 

6. The margins for error in planning at this density and complexity within these 
design and spatial constraints  are small. Therefore there is a high risk of 
getting it wrong. This is presumably the reason the NPPF wisely requires 
these matters be resolved before any plan (or allocation) is made. 
 

7. The lack of modelling for trip generation mitigation also means the cost of the 
mitigation has not been included into the whole plan viability assessment, nor 
has the spatial impact of the mitigation if needed on site planned for in the 
masterplan.  
 

8. Is it all affordable? We do not know because the matter has not been costed 
in with the other policy requirements. 
 

9.  SCC note in their submission: 
“The County Council does not object to the reference to facilities being shared 



 

between the new primary school and the existing Saxmundham Free School 
(an 11-16 secondary school), especially if it provides opportunities for the 
Free School to expand in the longer term, but the new primary school will 
need sufficient land (2.2ha) to enable it to operate independently. The 
operator of the new primary school will be determined through an open 
competition and so it cannot be guaranteed that the new school will be 
operated by the same provider as Saxmundham Free School.” 
 

10. The key school determinants for effectiveness are: 
First - sufficient land to build the school and able to expand to meet demand 
without constraint; 
Second - secured developer capital funding; 
Third - an operator, who may not be the existing secondary school., content 
with the business model for the school; 
Fourth - a suitable location that can comply with NPPF policy 
requirements/mitigate itself; and 
Fifth  - a development which enables the site to offer affordable housing and 
all other policy requirements. 
 

11. Only if all five are in place before the allocation is made can the policy be 
considered able to be at least, in theory, effective.  
 

12. The land may or may not be available. The site constraints mean there is 
limited choice as to location for the school. If it is not close to the Academy it 
is not foreseeable how the school can be made accessible to pupils from 
other parts of the Cohort (Benhall and Kelsale),given the restricted site  
access. 
 

13. Para 94 states Councils should give weight  “to development that will widen choice 

in education”. It is hard to see how this site can demonstrate it will widen choice 

either for those who live there or those who do not due to the lack of access, 
unless it is sited close to the entrance to site. 
 

14. New Government guidelines on noise mean acoustic bunding is essential in 
that location near a main road. 
 

15. Academies run as businesses and Pupil yield to support the pupil roll is 
critical.  
 

16. The SCC pupil yield methodology driving this policy 800 home 210,place 
school at  0.25 pupils per dwelling  is unsound evidence and out of step with 
national trends, and cannot therefore make a sound policy or ensure it can 
demonstrate effectiveness. Ian Flintoff develops this point in the appended 
document. 
 

17. The principal requirement is not 800 homes but 2.2 ha of land to build a new 
school and a further area for a pre school.  
 

18. The site for the school could go anywhere a majorly of homes are allocated 
and the school land can be found in more than one place in the town. This 



 

land does not need to be provided by a Garden Neighbourhood; and or do the 
pupils need to be yielded by a garden neighbourhood. 
 

19. The SCC statement p 1597 Plan order notes a “cautious” modelling estimate 
of 0.25 pupils per dwelling based on dwellings of more than 2 bedrooms. 
. 

20. Cerda Planning note in their submission Flintoff’s observations that density to 
support the number of dwellings on this site and the policy requirement for 
older people’s accommodation is very likely to mean a significant percentage 
of these 800 dwellings will be flats. 
 

21. Flats especially one bed flats yield no pupils in the Suffolk County Council 
Guide to developer Funding methodology. 
 

22. The current pupil yield in Saxmundham appears to have fallen to 0.2 ppd from 
0.38 ppd.  If this trend holds for this development, it will require over 1000 
homes to sustain the school even for 210 pupils. This is set out in an email 
attached to my Reg 19 submission p 1531 following of Plan representations 
Plan order. 
 

23.  That potentially reduced yield also impacts spatial constraints and transport 
modelling/ peak trip generation as it both pushes up peak trip generation rates 
but also overall trip movements from a further 200 homes. 
 

24. Transport modelling therefore needs to include modelling reduced pupil yield 
assumptions on this particular site to measure these potential impacts. 
 

25. Equally though it also needs to model higher pupil yield assumptions in line 
with other local council methodologies to test an alternative model because 
the current SCC pupil yield assumption methodology is out of line with 
national trend and policy direction. 
 

26. Government is moving towards a standardised developer capital and yield 
calculation as set out in the DFE  “Securing developer Contributions” and 
“Education provision in Garden Communities” papers submitted to SCDC 
Mark Edgeley and the Inspector’s PO Annette Feaney on 31 July 2019, but 
published in April 2019.These documents are not on the Examination 
Evidence database. 
 

27. These documents stress the need for a high pupil yield modelling 
methodology for new development. This is in line with current thinking from 
other Local authorities as noted in the Education report supplied by Ian 
Flintoff. 
 

28. Pupil yield is a product of housing tenure. Affordable housing is a key yield 
driver and a 12.29 policy requirement. 
 

29. Housing tenure especially affordable housing is a product of site viability. The 
policy site is not viable to provide the tenure mix to sustain any level of 
affordable housing and thus a high pupil yield in line with emerging 



 

Government policy and current trends. 
 

30. The issue of Policy 12.29 site viability is analysed by Bailey Venning, in the 
Cerda Report Appendix, for Justin Dowley in Matters 1 and 3.  
 

31. In this he shows that the Councils Aspinall Verdi Whole Plan viability is flawed 
as it ascribes a positive value to the site. However he shows that when one 
key input which inflates the value output is adjusted to reflect the conventional 
and required input the site value cannot sustain affordable housing  
 

32. The policy site is thus even more at risk than  this report and its predecessor 
at Reg 19 records in view of the additional unbudgeted travel mitigation costs 
noted above. 
 

33. HOWEVER the Ian Flintoff education report shows that a higher per dwelling 
pupil yield is highly likely to deliver effective school provision from a lower 
housing quantum given a viable development site. 
 

34. A more viable site can also be one with a more relaxed density capability and 
therefore greater probability of providing access, choice, design options and 
future proofing. 
 

35. High yield is a product of value capture and that is derived from land that can 
sustain high levels of social infrastructure due to low need levels of land 
infrastructure e.g. drainage and road costs such as roundabouts and noise 
mitigation requirements. 
 

36. The policy site is a high risk site and cannot be considered capable of 
effective long term education provision. 
 

37. To be made sound and to give certainty of effective education provision over 
20 years, policy 12.29 education needs must be re evaluated against local 
evidence national practice and national policy and be redrafted to drive up 
yield based on local evidence of need  and not simply to shadow historic 
trends that are self fulfilling in a downwards direction. 
 

38. If this is done a modified policy can drive up pupil yield objectives thus 
reducing quantum, and this quantum can then remodelled to the site, and site, 
to see if it can bear an effective education provision in line with the five 
requirements of paragraph 10 above. 
 

39. This requires a re-consultation to re model  and  revaluate  site ability to 
deliver against the five requirements, including a financial assessment of 
viability, a spatial assessment linked to yield and a transport assessment 
modelling impact. 
 

40. School capital funding requirement can be modelled and shared between 
sites so long as land is made available for the school at the start. The school 
will follow the homes wherever the majority are built. 

 



 

41. The development site or sites to deliver an effective overriding education 
policy objective can be allocated according to its/their ability to deliver the 
priority mindful of the other key requirement of SANG area. 
 

42. NPPF viability guidance applies – “Viability assessment should not 
compromise sustainable development but should be used to ensure that 
policies are realistic, and that the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies 
will not undermine deliverability of the plan.” 
 

43. The current site cannot now be considered realistic in those NPPF terms and 
for that reason and those above the Policy will not be effective to deliver the 
provision. 
 
Proposed Revised methodology for Policy 12.29  

 

Suffolk County Council bases its pupil yield calculation on a generalised factor 

of 0.30 – 0.35 (one form of entry based on 500/600 homes) for all new build 

initial outline applications.  

 

This metric reflects the actual experience of other Local Authorities in largely 

rural counties.  

 

This formula is refined to create a more precise pupil yield ratio when the 

detailed housing mix is confirmed and will reflect such key factors as size of 

home and tenure, especially the proportion of affordable new build which can 

create significantly higher numbers of school aged children.  

 

The council utilises external research of new build to regularly update its pupil 

yield formulas to reflect the actual impact of size of building and tenure on 

pupil yield by school age group.  

 
 
 

  



 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Ian Flintoff Report  


















