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Right School Right Place 

  
 

 

 
 
Hertfordshire County Council 
Spatial Planning and Economy Unit 
CHN216, County Hall 
Hertford, 
Hertfordshire.  SG13 8DN 
 
F.A.O.     

 
Your ref:  PL\0866\17 

9th January 2018 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Re: Proposed new 6FE school buildings and associated development at Land 
to the north of Lower Luton Road, Harpenden, Herts. ref: PL\0866\17. 
 
This letter includes additions to our original interim document, submitted 
in November 2017 and should be read alongside that and any/all other 
associated documents submitted by RSRP. 
 
We are writing in connection with the above planning application to strongly 
object to the proposals.   
 
We are a residents group, representing over 1,000 local residents, with high 
concentrations in East and North Harpenden, Wheathampstead, Kimpton and 
villages to North East of Harpenden.  Further details have been provided 
elsewhere.. 
 
We note that the Planning Application included a substantial number of 
documents, which on review revealed a significant number of errors and 
omissions.  We have previously drawn your Council’s attention to a number of 
these as our reviewers discovered them and asked for such matters to be 
corrected  For those errors and omissions where we believe review and analysis 
was compromised we have identified a need for mitigation on response times to 
allow proper consideration of matters.  Details of identified errors and omissions 
are included in Appendix 2.   
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It is further noted that significant new material was added in December 2017.  The 
revised consultation end date of 9th January does not [allow] anyone sufficient time 
to review additions, especially given that half the extension was over the traditional 
Christmas shut down period from Friday 22nd December to Tuesday 2nd January.  
 
Given the lack of time afforded, as mentioned above, it is our intention to continue 
our analysis of the material and to make a further submission or submissions 
when we have properly reviewed the recently added material, both individually 
and in the context of the application.  Some significant evidence still appears to be 
missing.  This means we are left with no option but to apply a high level of 
assumption to our review, and that will be noted on our comments.   
 
Our additional objections are as follows: 
 

Entertainment and Management of the Application 
 
 Section 65(5) of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990  (TCPA) 

 
The timescale for additional comments relating to December-added materials is 
unreasonable, given the volume of additions, the time of year (with some 50% the 
response time during Christmas and New Year holidays), and the fact that this is 
arguably a major development.  
 
The subsequent errors and omissions highlighted elsewhere and in Appendix 2 
constitute sufficiently significant omissions to warrant practical assessment by 
any member of the interested public impossible.  We submit that the application 
should have ceased until such omissions were corrected and a full period for 
determination re-instituted.   
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to shut down and re-start the 
application once all procedural and otherwise conflicting issues have been 
properly resolved. 

 
Impartiality of Hertfordshire County Council 
 

Herts County Council, in response to various requests have failed to adequately 
demonstrate impartiality and independence between various Council 
departments, groups, contractors or other associates. This includes apparent 
confidential information made available to certain interest group(s) but not to 
RSRP.  
 
The nature of the application management style adopted, including the failure to 
discontinue the consideration of the application by requiring its withdrawal, or by 
extending the consultation period to provide appropriate consultation time, 
creates an impression that the deadline for completion of the application process 
is of far greater importance than the quality of the application, abidance by HCC of 
its own policies and compliance with planning laws.   
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Given the relationship between HCC as both co-applicant and as planning 
authority hearing the planning application, we suggest that there should be an 
even greater responsibility for HCC be seen to be impartial. We do not believe this 
has been achieved.  The impression held by many of our members, given their 
exposure to years of refusal by HCC to discuss this matter is that the outcome of 
the process has been predetermined, and this impression has not been dispelled 
by the management of the application process. 
 
Numerous procedural and administrative errors within this planning application, and 
the fact that County do not seem willing to correct those errors is a clear illustration 
of both lack of impartiality and intent to proceed without due attention to material 
considerations. The most recent example of this being documents added to the portal 
in December 2017 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 
Impartiality of St Albans District Council 
 

St Albans District Council submission appears to have failed to forward objections 
received in the period leading up to the report submitted to HCC. SADC also failed 
to accurately describe RSRP and failed to list a large number of individual 
objections. In also inaccurately describing HPG it appeared to give undue weight 
to that description and submissions from that group.  It also appeared to take into 
account confidential information that HPG arguably does not hold or have access 
to, yet claims as part of its evidence. 
 
SADC report appears to have omitted a number of objections issues included in 
the initial report submitted to the planning referral committee of 27th November. 
 
SADC reporting is misleading in that they appear to claim that they assessed HCC 
information in potentially allocating the location as a possible site in their 
earlier/discarded DLP proposal.  This is misleading in that they have no evidence 
that they received or assessed accurate information from HCC. The potential 
allocation is therefore seriously flawed. 
 
The potential allocation of this site is a pepper-pot allocation – a form of 
development officially rejected by SADC according to the current planning 
portfolio holder, as presented in Harpenden earlier in 2017.  Pepper-pot 
developments involve placing a development somewhere without any evidence 
that they relate to a local area need.  They are not in tune with existing 
infrastructure and therefore cause harm by the additional stress they place on a 
local environment. They are considered dangerous precedents by SADC according 
to the Portfolio Holder and should be rejected. The preferred infrastructure 
development would be additional school places to match areas that are not well 
served at the moment, for example, Wheathampstead and Southdown/Cross 
Farm, where that population growth and housing development was not supported 
with matching infrastructure.  According to SADC preferences, a school 
development in Batford should be refused because it does not resolve a local need 
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but brings a surplus into an area at the same time as creating a severe transport 
infrastructure. 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

Impartiality of Harpenden Town  Council 
 

Harpenden Town Council appears to have failed to forward objections received in 
the period leading up to the report submitted to HCC. HTC also failed to 
demonstrate a decision based on material planning concerns, giving undue weight 
to inaccurate emotional content apparently provided by HPG to the Council.  
Evidence for this is in the records of HTCs council meeting of 27th November.  
 
While at the outset, the members appeared to state that they would only consider 
materiel planning considerations, almost all responses demonstrated that there 
had been no assessment of need, traffic, archeology, environmental, Impact or 
other considerations.  The Council also failed to identify items missing from 
planning documentation.  The Council also apparently failed to consider the very 
large number of objections delivered to the council in various forms and there is, 
according to the HCC web site, no record of those objections or related 
correspondence being passed to Herts County Council. 
 
There was no evidence of realistic and considered discussion of the actual harm 
inherent in this planning application, indeed the potential harm was mocked as 
were the opinions of residents throughout Harpenden and the villages who 
understand that the school proposal is in the wrong place.  
 
At one point, evidence of an apparent largescale housing development that does 
not exist and has not featured in SLP or planning applications work was 
apparently used as a reason why the school should go ahead. Developments that 
do not exist or are not in planning are not material to an existing planning 
application.  In addition, this mention implies that HCC have come to some 
agreement with a developer in a way that is not in the public domain.  This in itself 
is questionable on many levels.   
 
If imagined or un-documented developments are now material to planning, then 
HCC must by preference take the more certain Hemel/ Redbourn Crown Estate 
proposals that include secondary school place provision and would negate the 
need for a new school in the Harpenden planning area at all.  
 
One HTC argument was that there should be school places for anyone who wanted 
to move to Harpenden.  This in itself is a) unsustainable and b) not a planning 
consideration c) demonstrated that the Council had not scrutinised school place 
need information from HCC.  If they had scrutinised that need, they would 
understand that it is not in HCC remit to a) deliver limitless migration to 
Harpenden or b) guarantee limitless school places.  In addition, had HCC 
scrutinised need data, they would understand that a) there is now a growing 
surplus of primary places in Harpenden that will lead on to a surplus of secondary 
places b) further significant housing development to the North of Harpenden that 
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may occur as a result of a revised SLP is over a large number of years and would 
not yield enough secondary pupils to warrant a school (Harpenden and area is not 
scheduled to grow by the 1/3 needed to warrant a new school) c) housing in the 
north of Harpenden will just accentuate the school place problems that exist today 
where pupils in the villages and South Harpenden are always disadvantaged by 
their geographic location. 
 
If Harpenden Town Council had considered material planning information 
properly, they would have recommended refusal. In one other example, a member 
of HTC stated that there was no traffic problem on the Lower Luton Road.  If they 
had read the various traffic reports, or even visited East Harpenden during the 
morning, evening or during the day, they would see that the road really is 
dangerous and seriously over-capacity, as stated in various formal traffic reports.  
 
It is unknown whether HTC has even considered or assessed more recently added 
planning documentation. 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 
National Planning Policy Framework and Very Special Circumstances 

 
No additional comment within this document. 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

Green Belt 
 
 National Planning Policy Framework and SADC Strategic Local Plan 

Policy 1 Metropolitan Green Belt and all other relevant planning 
policies. 

 
No additional comment within this document. 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 
 

 Site selection process 
 
Our additional concerns in this matter include: 
 

 The area of search of the original study by V&G removed viable and 
alternative sites.   

 There are other sites which have not been considered… 
 
The recent addition of Needs information (10 November 2017) is being reviewed 
in this context, however in absence of time to assess, if the Council is minded to 
progress there is insufficient information to enable acceptance of alignment of 
local need and for the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 
 



6 
 

Many Harpenden residents and councillors have previously confirmed that the 
area of need in Harpenden is in the South (Southdown) and a major area of need 
is Wheathampstead.  They have also publicly stated in meetings and in 
correspondence that they would like the school to be in the south, where there is 
a need. A very large proportion of the population would also like to see the 
school in the South where it would take traffic off the road.  Cllr David Williams 
(now HCC Leader) has on more than one public occasion expressed his 
preference that a new school be located in the south, not north of the town.  For 
example, Harpenden Society meeting 26th February 2016: ‘I would love a site in 
the south as that’s where the children are’. He added that such a site would not 
be in his Ward.  
 
The preference for a South Harpenden, Wheathampstead or Redbourn site for 
the proposed new secondary school to cater for the wide area Harpenden 
Secondary Planning Area is highly visible in parent discussions on social network 
sites, including Harpenden Parents Group and their associated discussion group 
Support a New Secondary School. HCC lists area of need amongst their criteria 
for establishing a new school while others quote the need for planning 
permission and yet more identify timescales. Many still question why HCC 
continue to ignore County-owned sites in Wheathampstead and the South of 
Harpenden.  Not to mention the underused secondary school in Redbourn where 
arguably there are no green belt, planning or timescale issues at all.  
 
A 4th monolithic school in this location leaves many village residents with their 
nearest school still not being in the Harpenden Secondary Planning area, which 
means they will remain at risk of not getting a preferred place in the area.  The 
plot below highlights that the better place for pupils, traffic, geography, cost, 
easy of build and other reasons remains South Harpenden of the disused school 
fields in Wheathampstead.  
 

 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 
Landscape and Visual Impact 
 
 SADC Strategic Local Plan Policy 104 Landscape conservation and all 

other relevant planning policies. 
 
Additional information includes: 
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Document Landscape Comments additional info KW, recently added to the planning 
portal, states:  
- Landscape comments have previously been submitted in a report dated 10th 

November 2017.  
- The submitted additional information does not address the landscape issues raised 
within the previous report, they therefore remain outstanding.  
 
A quick review of other documentation cannot locate the 10th November document 
mentioned, confirming that planning portal documentation is not complete. In 
addition, it confirms that the planning application does not address landscape 
concerns. 
 
The LVIA omits a consistent narrative about the visual impact from the wide area 
of Harpenden that the site is visible from: Significant views include from 
Aldwickbury, Manland/Sir John Lawes, Station Road, Crabtree Lane, Milford Hill, 
Sauncey Wood School.  A rough check on maps that include roads and contour 
lines confirm that from all of these locations not only will the potentially floodlit 
playing fields be widely visible across the town, but the school buildings will also 
be widely visible from several common locations and roads.  The hand-coloured 
sample maps attached illustrate this.  Photographs clearly show wide-ranging site 
visibility, and in some instances, the in-progress trenching that was carried out also 
confirms that visibility.  
 
Unfortunately, the planning application does not contain consistent and contiguous 
contour/relief maps that show site contours in the context of the wider landscape. 
RSRP has therefore had to obtain maps from other sources. The images below are 
rough indicators only, but do also confirm a lack of rigour and accurate information 
in original assessments, 
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These confirm both a flawed LVIA/Environmental assessment but also confirm 
impaired amenity and more across a wide area of Harpenden and Batford.  In 
addition, they completely negate one of the apparent selection criteria (that this 
is an enclosed site that cannot be readily seen.) The images below are rough 
indicators only, but also confirm a lack of rigour in original assessments 

 

 

For the above reasons the LVIA falls short in assessing the visual impact of the 
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proposed development and we urge the Council to reject the application. 

Landscape conservation 

In particular, the landscape remodeling proposed in the planning application will 
severely disrupt the landscape characteristics with the construction of relatively 
steeply sided plateaux. Again, this is in contradiction to local landscape policies.  

Planning documentation has yet to provide accurate contour/related data that is 
contiguous on/off the proposed site. 

  
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 
 SADC Strategic Local Plan Policy 102 Loss of agricultural land and all 

other relevant planning policies. 
 
The policy states development of such land will “…normally be refused.  An 
exception to the policy may be made if there is an overriding need for the 
development and there is no alternative land of a lower quality which could be 
reasonably used.” 
 
For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 
 SADC Strategic Local Plan Policy 106 Nature Conservation,  Policy 84 

Flooding and river catchment management and all other relevant 
planning policies 

 
The Policy 106 states the Council “…will refuse proposals which could adversely 
affect: (Part (v)) …the natural regime of either surface or ground water in river 
valleys and their wetlands” 
 
In addition, water voles and other wildlife in the vicinity of the ancient ford 
would be seriously impacted by additional traffic. 
  
Each year, the river and ford form part of the local area flood defense, flooding 
over the banks and yet safely dissipating. This is in addition to the usual flood 
prevention inherent in the arable landscape itself.  Additional flash water 
arrivals from ducted water management up on the hillside will risk damaging the 
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river and its natural function, make this flood worse and effectively remove 
natural mitigation potential. 
  
The whole river floods over into the shallow flood plain, but again, if there is 
ducted water arriving at the ford this will provide a major alteration to the 
natural flow of this river and the ability of the land and banks to naturally 
manage flood risk.  
 

 
 
For the above reasons we urge the council to reject this application.  
 

 SADC Strategic Local Plan Policy 34 Highways considerations in 
development control and all other relevant planning policies. 

 
Additional concerns in this area include:  

The traffic assessments also appear to ignore earlier analysis that concluded the 
road situation would likely not lead to a successful planning application.  Again, 
the lack of accurate traffic data and planning appears to highlight the initial 
flawed site selection process.  

A recent serious accident (head on collision, cars on fire, potential illegal 
overtaking, police redirecting traffic along single track lanes that lead to further 
tailbacks and knock-on accidents)that caused road closures and delays for up to 
half a day highlight the complete inappropriateness of this proposed location. 
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It is understood that local traffic police also object to the development, on the basis 
of road safety and location.  
 
A trial walk was carried out and this article (illustrating the dangers) was written as 
a result. 
 

 
 



12 
 

 
  
For the above reasons we urge the council to refuse the application. 
 

 Archaeology (emerging evidence – to be reviewed) 
 

 

NPPF: Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest that are 
demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, should be 
considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets.  

Emerging evidence as to the nature and conservation issues relating to remains 
of this type and age indicate that full removal/assessment is the only option.  
This emerging evidence also points to a lack of rigour in assessing the site in 
relation to its long arable farmed history, the relative mil placements and likely 
importance of the river and crossing in a historical setting.  Again, this implies 
that part of the initial site suitability assessment was fundamentally flawed in 
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that it failed to take known historical context into account.  

Any recommendation to bury only is flawed in that actual locations of remains 
and artifacts is essentially unknown and the disturbance from building 
constructions or other extreme terraforming indicates a high risk to the 
historical setting and chances of study.  

Formal objections from various sources confirm that the planning application does 
not contain sufficient safeguards and that the applicant has declined to pay attention 
to conservation recommendations.  
 
An eminent archeologist has recently written a summary of the finds value and the 
importance of very careful evaluation and preservation. There appears to be no 
attempt at a careful considered response to the identified and potentially 
unidentified finds. The applicants disdain for potential important findings has been 
evident from the desk-based archeology through disregarding/disparaging 3rd 
party assessments and their statements about negative reports having been written 
before formal assessments were carried out. 
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For the above reasons we urge the Council to reject the application. 

 Overlooking, loss of privacy, visual amenity, noise, disturbance and 
other matters 

Additional comments in this area include: 

Traffic and transport planning with road changes towards and over the historic 
ford would represent a significant loss of amenity.  The local ford appears in 
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historic paintings and is a footway widely used by the local community.  
Although it technically is a ford, it is rarely used as such.  The ford is more 
significantly used as a local amenity spot to bird watching, and as a quiet safe 
beach for local families.  Additional traffic or changes at the ford would therefore 
remove this essential amenity for many families in the area. Again, this lack of 
local awareness implies a lack of rigour in the flawed site selection, process.  It 
also floods to over bridge height each year, fulfilling its safety feature for flood 
mitigation. 

  

 

The ford is the gateway to preserved pastures and amenity space, where images 
in the planning document also fails to accurately record the local area. Any 
attempt to destroy this amenity beach and historic for/tranquil bird watching 
environment, where rare water voles are already noted is clearly against 
heritage, environment and amenity planning guidelines.  
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Environmental analysis seems to be missing from planning application 
documents, and therefore this section also aims to highlight some valid material 
planning issues relating to the environment.  A rare chalk stream feeds into the 
river here as well.  

Car and bicycle parking within the proposed school are completely inadequate 
for the proposed size and scale and do not match government guidelines.  The 
car parking allocation is about half that required for the school/staff and 
potential 6th formers.  Bicycle parking is completely inadequate for the proposed 
number of cycling students.  

For the above reasons we urge the council to refuse the application. 
 
Summary 
 
At this stage it is our conclusion that there are significant omissions in the 
evidence presented by the applicants, and conflicts between documents and 
evidence as presented.  These are of sufficient scale that the Council has no 
option but to refuse the application as it has been submitted.   
 
We will continue our review as stated based on recently submitted evidence and 
assumptions for omitted evidence and submit our follow up representation as 
indicated above. 
 
 
Submitted by                                                                              Right School Right Place, 
on behalf of members of our organization.  
 
 
Note Content of Appendices referred to previously submitted material and not 
repeated here. 


