
From: Gordon, Pam - Environment & Economy [mailto:Pam.Gordon@Oxfordshire.gov.uk] On Behalf Of Tugwell, Martin - Environment & Economy
Sent: 23 March 2011 14:52
To: John Hoad
Cc: Councillor Barry Wood; Councillor Michael Gibbard; Jenny Barker; Dance, Rob - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cox, Howard - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cllr Ian Hudspeth; Cllr Michael Waine; Andrew Lewis; Tugwell, Martin - Environment & Economy; Jones, Huw - Director - Environment & Economy Internal
Subject: RE: Upper Heyford Education Issues.
Importance: High
Dear John
 

Further to your request for more detailed advice please see the attached.
 

I hope this is helpful.
 

 

Martin
 

 

 

Martin Tugwell
Deputy Director (Growth and Infrastructure)
 

Oxfordshire County Council
Speedwell House, Speedwell Street, Oxford OX1 1NE
martin.tugwell@oxfordshire.gov.uk
01865 815113
 

 

Save money and paper - do you really need to print this email?
 



From: John Hoad [mailto:John.Hoad@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 16 March 2011 12:08
To: Tugwell, Martin - Environment & Economy; Jones, Huw - Director - Environment & Economy Internal
Cc: Wood, Barry - Leader, Cherwell District Council; Councillor Michael Gibbard; Jenny Barker; Dance, Rob - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cox, Howard - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cllr Ian Hudspeth; Cllr Michael Waine; Andrew Lewis
Subject: RE: Upper Heyford Education Issues.
Martin
 

This is helpful. Thankyou.
 

I think this is indeed clear that you are advising that we should absolutely resist the either or approach to the planning obligation from the applicant.  That confirms my revision to the report to our Planning Committee (included in the earlier email) is correct.  We have now finalised report with that wording.
 

We do need to work closely now on the implications of this because, effectively, officer advice to the Committee is that this issue is of sufficient importance that the application should be refused on the single reason - that the proposed planning obligations do not secure suitable education provision for this development and could also prejudice the wider strategic planning of education facilities and provision in Bicester and surrounding areas. 
 

I would like a bit of further help if we are to get the Committee to accept this advice (We do expect to have to work quite hard on that as there is likely to be a natural reluctance to fight another big battle on this site and there is obvious political support for the free school concept generally).
 

If you could write to us and the applicant formally with the reasoning set out below, but in a form you would wish to treat as public, we will table that as a final view for the Committee (on 24/3).  This will highlight the importance of the issue and update the Committee and the applicant clearly. I know you are referring back to the Feb consultation response, but I do not think that was as clear as you have set out below.  My analysis is also that in that final consultee view we need a clearer and more detailed explanation of the education view about the possibility of having both primary and secondary provision at Heyford and implications for education planning in the wider area.  As I understand it you are indicating that delivery of primary provision at Heyford as a free school is not a problem if it is properly secured and with appropriate premises / facilities, and size limited.  You are also saying that there should be nothing in the planning obligations that supports or encourages secondary provision on the site as well, as that will damage plans for Bicester and encourage unsustainable home to school journey patterns.  It is that last bit that is not explained fully.
 

The applicant may respond saying that they agree with the removal of the either or proposal (probably then intending to come back with a variation request later - as the free school concept and Heyford proposal develops).  That deferred approach to the issue would still allow us to decide to resist a variation from a position of strength and consistent principles, rather than having already conceded an option in the planning decision. 
 

On the other hand Dorchester may dig in and we could face an appeal at which you the County Council will need to provide the most important elements of the evidence.  From what I know it looks as if we could provide a good case; but lots of work involved!
 

It would be good to have a formal letter by Tuesday if possible.
 

Happy to discuss further needed.  In any case respective teams will probably need to discuss again once we have the applicants reaction. 
 

John
 

Andrew
 

You need to speak to Dorchester and say this is a crucial point for the Committee and we would like them to withdraw that element of the planning agreement heads of terms before the committee.
  


From: Tugwell, Martin - Environment & Economy [mailto:Martin.Tugwell@Oxfordshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 16 March 2011 11:10
To: John Hoad; Jones, Huw - Director - Environment & Economy Internal
Cc: Councillor Barry Wood; Councillor Michael Gibbard; Jenny Barker; Dance, Rob - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cox, Howard - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cllr Ian Hudspeth; Cllr Michael Waine
Subject: RE: Upper Heyford Education Issues.
Importance: High
Hi John
 

We have had discussions internally as to the request by the applicant to consider whether we would accept as part of a new S106 what has become known as the 'either/or' clause.  If we accepted this it would mean that the applicant would provide either an assured contribution towards the education provision or the provision of a 'free school'.  
 

In terms of shaping our response we had the benefit of an informal discussion with County Council Cabinet members.  That informed the response that was signed off by the Cabinet Member for Growth and Infrastructure and which was sent through to you on 25 February..
 

The County Council's position is that we should refuse (as premature) the request to include an 'either/or' clause in a planning obligation associated with the current planning permission.  Our starting point therefore remains that we arrived at in respect of the previous (extant) permission - namely a serviced site (for a primary school) and contributions towards the provision of a primary school along with contributions towards secondary school facilities in Bicester.
 

Our concerns in respect of a free school proposal are:
 

a.      The relatively isolated location of Heyford Park coupled with the scale of a Free School means that the facility could well draw pupils from surrounding villages which may affect the viability of those schools within their own communities. We are already aware of intentions by the applicant to elicit support for their all-through proposal from villages surrounding Heyford Park.

b.      It could also increase revenue costs to be met by the County Council in transporting children from remote villages to Heyford Park as the County Council is currently liable to meet the transport costs of eligible children.

c.      If the school failed, the County Council as provider of last resort, could be faced with providing suitable additional/improved accommodation for a substantial population of children without the appropriate funds to do so.

We are particularly concerned that as a developer-led proposal it is difficult to assess at this stage whether the promotion of a free school would secure the necessary community support.  
 
Our position does not preclude the County Council at a later stage, and with the agreement of the other parties to the planning obligation, agreeing to vary the planning obligation so as to enable the delivery of a free school proposal were it to be deemed to be appropriate by the DfE.
 
I trust that this provides the clarity you are looking for.  If you require further clarity/advice please do not hesitate to get in touch with me.
 
Kind regards
 
Martin
 
 
 

Martin Tugwell
Deputy Director (Growth and Infrastructure)
 

Oxfordshire County Council
Speedwell House, Speedwell Street, Oxford OX1 1NE
martin.tugwell@oxfordshire.gov.uk
01865 815113
 



From: John Hoad [mailto:John.Hoad@Cherwell-DC.gov.uk] 
Sent: 15 March 2011 17:40
To: Jones, Huw - Director - Environment & Economy Internal; Tugwell, Martin - Environment & Economy
Cc: Wood, Barry - Leader, Cherwell District Council; Councillor Michael Gibbard; Jenny Barker; Dance, Rob - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cox, Howard - Environment & Economy - Planning Implementation; Cllr Ian Hudspeth; Cllr Michael Waine
Subject: Upper Heyford Education Issues.
Importance: High
URGENT

Huw and Martin 

You will recall discussion in various meetings about the Upper Heyford development and education provision / free schools.
We are trying to finalise the Committee report on the application (Committee on 24/3).  Below file is an extract with my suggestions to my DC team about a changed approach to the one they were taking - which was effectively to allow for the option in the planning agreement of alternative provision in the form of a free all age range school in a converted building.  Also below is summary of Rob's response to telephone calls today to follow up. 
Spoke to someone in education and then Rob D rang back. 

Sounds as if the County are becoming more robust on free schools and certainly the education officer said this site in particular which is developer, rather than community, led worries them. If its too big it will draw pupils away from village schools, too small and pupils overspill with no £ to cover costs.
I am clear this is an important issue that we need to deal with well - however with the consultation input my team is receiving, I am uncertain of your current position and whether you would wish us to be as tough as we can on this point?  Can I urgently know your latest view on this, as, if the LPA decides to press this as a crunch issue we will need your very strong back up.
Feedback would be welcome.  It would be useful to have an Education analysis of the issues to table for the Committee and pass to the applicant.
John 
Barry and Michael 

As previously discussed.  Your feedback needed also before Committee considers.  Barry - this will feature in your meeting with Dorchester G later this week.
John 

______________________________________________ 
From:   John Hoad  
Sent:   15 March 2011 14:30 
To:     Andrew Lewis; Jenny Barker 
Subject:        RE: 10.10642.out.heyford-new settlement report draft 11.doc 
Importance:     High 

Andy 

A quick rewrite <<Education.doc>> 
John 
_____________________________________________ 
From:   Andrew Lewis  
Sent:   14 March 2011 22:39 
To:     Jenny Barker; John Hoad 
Cc:     Andrew Lewis 
Subject:        10.10642.out.heyford-new settlement report draft 11.doc 

 << File: 10.10642.out.heyford-new settlementreport draft 11.doc >> 
In anticipation of changes I have not numbered it. There is still no word from Howard altho we have written around the County based on info we already had.
Half the conditions have disappeared but they can be done first thing tomorrow 

A 
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