
Rebuttal Final 240702 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 – Section 78 

The Town and Country Planning (Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 

2000 
 

Land east of the A10, Buntingford, 

Hertfordshire, SG9 9SQ 
 

Countryside Partnership Ltd and Wattsdown Developments Ltd 

 

EDUCATION MATTERS 
 

Rebuttal of  

Heather Katherine Knowler 

BA(Hons), MA, MCMI 
 

Planning Inspectorate Ref: APP/J1915/W/24/3340497 

 Planning Application Ref: 3/23/1447/OUT 
	

Inquiry Date:  Commencing 16 July 2024    

 

EFM     
Suite 2, Unit 10, Bradbury’s Court, Lyon Road, HARROW, Middlesex, HA1 2BY 
       
Tel: 07860 919915   
Email: Heather@efm-ltd.co.uk 
 
 

 

Contains public sector information licensed under Open Government Licence v3.0 

 

 

 

 



Review of Education Contributions 

Rebuttal  

 

This paper focuses on the issue of education contributions requested by 

Hertfordshire County Council.  It represents the Appellant’s response (on behalf of 

the Appellant) to Hertfordshire County Council’s (HCC’s) note dated 19 June 2024 

which provided a comparison calculation for a two-tier system.  It also responds 

to HCC’s “Statement in support of planning obligations sought towards 

Hertfordshire County Council (non-highways) services” (HCC’s CIL Compliance 

Statement). 

 

It falls into two parts: 

1. Review of the pupil and cost calculation provided for a two-tier education 

structure. 

2. Comparison with the DfE Dashboard and other authorities’ approaches. 

 

 Appellant’s Position in Summary 

The Appellant: 

1. Agrees need for additional local school places. 

2. Agrees the level of cost per place for all elements. 

3. Agrees the number of early years, post-16 and SEND pupils for which 

funding is sought. 

4. Does not agree the number of places for which funding is sought for first, 

middle and upper school pupils. 

 

 

 

  



1. Pupil Yield Calculation 

 

1.1 It is fully understood and accepted that HCC has an adopted pupil yield 

methodology, the Hertfordshire Demographic Model (HDM), which is based on its 

Pupil Yield Survey (PYS).  However, the results of the HDM continue to appear 

high, particularly when compared to the Department for Education (DfE) Pupil 

Yield Dashboard result for the same mix of dwellings.  This is discussed within 

EFM’s Proof of evidence and HCC’s “Position Report” (Appendix 1 of the Education 

Proof of Evidence).  HCC has subsequently made the point that the HDM results 

for the three-tier school system cannot be appropriately compared to the two-tier 

system embedded within the DfE Dashboard. 

 

1.2 Following a request from EFM, HCC supplied an assessment based on the 

same dwelling mix, but assuming a two-tier education system to be in place in 

Buntingford (supplied as Annexe 1 to this note).  Focusing on the 12 main school 

years (Years R to 11) the results were as follows, shown together with the 

previous three-tier results for comparison: 

 
Table 1: Two-tier and three-tier HCC pupil yield comparison 

 

1.3 This shows that the calculation of Permanent places in the two-tier system 

(239 pupils) is some 35 pupils less than within the three-tier system (274 pupils).   

 

1.4 Assessing the total pupil figures, nearly 20 more pupils are calculated for a 

three-tier system (297 pupils) than are calculated to arise for a two-tier system 



(278 pupils).  This indicates an average of 1.55 pupils more in each year group in 

the three-tier system than in the two-tier system as shown in the final column.  

The total number of pupils is higher across the board for three-tier than two-tier, 

by 7.2%.  Furthermore, when only the Permanent pupil figures are compared, the 

difference rises to 14.6%. 

 

1.5 It is difficult to see that this is credible or equitable in a situation where 

the number, type and size of dwellings does not vary.  This methodology clearly 

penalises developers who seek to create new homes in areas with a three-tier 

education system. 

 

2. DfE Dashboard Comparability 

 

2.1 EFM responded to HCC on 3 June (Annexe 1) - itself a response to the 

HCC Position Report - HCC responded indicating that EFM on behalf of the 

Appellant, was using a hybrid approach (Annexe 2).  EFM’s position was specifically 

informed by the inflationary impact and the perceived double counting of the three-

tier system upon total figures.  It was also intended as a way of finding a mutually 

agreeable position. 

 

2.2 The EFM response of 3 June was based on the statement in paragraph 5.7 

of HCC’s Position Report which indicated that the DfE and HDM yields “are not 

significantly different between approaches for multiple phases” - ie seeking to 

normalize the levels calculated.  When the double counting was removed (ie the 

middle school pupils), the figures were indeed comparable and would have been 

acceptable to the Appellant.  This is explained in more detail within EFM’s 

Education Proof (paragraphs 9.6 to 9.9). 

 



2.3 The place where the DfE Dashboard and HCC’s figures do potentially 

cohere, is where the DfE Dashboard Peak figures are compared to the HCC 

Permanent figures for the two-tier system (Table 2).  This comparison makes clear 

the closest match between the two approaches is at the DfE maximum and the 

HCC minimum. 

 

Table 2: Comparison of Two-tier system - DfE Peak and HCC Permanent 

 

2.4 As things stand, therefore, the HCC pupil figures remain far higher than 

the DfE identifies in its research, and the Appellant remains concerned about the 

number of pupils calculated for whom funding is sought.  Table 3 shows the 

difference in overall costs sought between the two approaches, using the same 

costs per pupil, which are not in dispute.   

 
Table 3: Cost difference  
 

 



2.5 The difference in the cost calculation for primary and secondary is in 

excess of £1.7m, and represents in part the inflationary impact of the three-tier 

system and in part the higher ratio of pupils calculated per dwelling by HCC 

compared to the DfE. 

 

2.6 HCC in its CIL Compliance Statement (paragraph 4.14) indicates that, at a 

previous appeal in Stevenage (Appeal Ref: APP/K1935/W/20/3255692), the 

Inspector considered the methodology use by HCC to be “exemplary”.  It should be 

noted here that this was an assessment made prior to the publication of the DfE 

Dashboard, which provides lower figures than the HCC approach, and that the 

Appeal site was located in an area running a two-tier education system.  Therefore, 

the knowledge that is available now is different to that available at the time of the 

Stevenage appeal and the difficulties in translating the two-tier calculation into a 

three-tier calculation were not called into question. 

 

2.7 Both approaches (DfE and HDM) are based on demographic research over 

a significant number of years (2008-2021 for the DfE and 2002-2020 for HCC) and 

both are capable of identifying the number of pupils per dwelling, by dwelling type, 

size and tenure.  Both can make allowance for a peak of pupils to be accounted for 

if required.  While the DfE approach does not provide for a three-tier system, it is 

clear by comparison that the HCC three-tier system produces higher figures than 

for a two-tier system.   

 

2.8 This artificially penalises developers who seek to construct new homes 

within a three-tier education area and it is, therefore, considered that the higher 

pupil numbers calculated by HCC produce a cost which is in excess of what is 

“…reasonable in scale and kind to the development” in terms of compliance with 

CIL Reg 122. 

 



2.9 Finally, a comparison has been carried out by EFM with 10 other local 

authorities in the south and east of England and the HCC methodology produces 

the highest pupil product than any of them (Table 4). 

 
Table 4: Pupil yield comparison across other south and eastern England authorities 

 

2.10 While it is acknowledged that each of these authorities have different 

approaches and have carried out different research at different times, the HCC 

calculations continue to appear excessive. 

 

2.11 Consequently, the need for additional school places within Buntingford is 

agreed in principle, and the costs per pupil place are not disputed.  However, the 

number of main school pupils calculated by HCC is considered excessive, and while 

significant efforts have been made to reach agreement, this has not been achieved 

at this stage. 

 

 

 

 

  



Annexe 1: EFM response to HCC Position Report 

 

 

 

 

  



Annexe 2: HCC response with Two-Tier Calculation 

 

	
	
	
	



	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

 

 

	


