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Charles Judson

From: Mark <info@realisticreepham.co.uk>

Sent: 21 May 2020 11:12

To: Charles Judson

Cc: clerk@reephamtowncouncil.org.uk

Subject: RE: 20200847 2020_05_05 Additional Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

Hi Charles 

 

Sunnier this week, always the case!! 

 

Thanks for your reply 

 

My points added within the text below 

 

Thanks  

 

Mark   

 

From: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk>  

Sent: 20 May 2020 09:15 

To: Mark <info@realisticreepham.co.uk> 

Cc: 'Peck, Greg' <greg.peck.cllr@norfolk.gov.uk>; stuart.beadle@btconnect.com; 

clerk@reephamtowncouncil.org.uk; 'MAYHEW, Jerome' <jerome.mayhew.mp@parliament.uk> 

Subject: Re: 20200847 2020_05_05 Additional Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

 

Dear Mark 

 

Thank you for your email below and sorry for the delay in responding but I was on annual leave last 

week.  I have set out my responses to your queries below: 

 

1.      I am looking for you to verify when a non-draft doc will be available please 
As stated, it cannot be accepted as a draft doc to be submitted to make up a set that could be 

passed in law as viable. It would simply allow interpretation and change resulting in potentially a 

less correct construction 
I will pick this up with the applicant but the fact that a document has a draft watermark or is stated 

as draft does not change its status - it is a document which has been submitted for the planning 

application and should be taken as what the applicant wishes their application to be assessed 

against.  My worry for this is the docs have ambiguity on very important issues in them when raises 

many concerns if a. they are get planning permission including these draft docs, b, allows greater 

change scope when they go for appeal, if granted. It is important that all aspects are fully 

understood at this stage isn’t it? 

  
2.      Considering  Flood Risk Assessment /Drainage Strategy is one of the hardest elements for Lovell to 

comply to and the report from NCC in the comments and from historical studies that were done for the 

site in 2010  here , can you confirm this doc will be updated by a later study please? 
a.      Again this cannot be accepted as draft 
The applicant is aware of the LLFA response and I expect them to submit either amended/additional 

information in due course. 
  

3.      I see we now have new notice signs adjacent to the site, these run from the 7th, why is that please? 
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On the basis that the site notices were firstly removed from their original location and then completely 

removed I felt it best to start a fresh in case people had missed the original notice and needed 21 days 

to comment.  They are therefore dated 7th May, this being the date that they were replaced. 

  
4.      I’m finding it very hard to manage what I can’t see. The changing/delaying of comment closure dates is 

welcome but not even having a polite email to suggest this is happening to a site is adding to our stress 
I am sure you can appreciate that work levels are exceptionally high and I was on leave last week.  I will 

endeavour to maintain a good level of communication with you and apologise if you do not feel as 

though this has been the case. Thank you, very difficult times for all 
  

5.      Can you chase the windfall numbers again, this is now 3 weeks old? 
See attached this doc only goes up to 2016, please can I ask for those from 2016 to today be added please  

  
6.      I asked a week ago if you would be able to complete or offer your tracker for the applications and 

outstanding documents/information, are you able to do this please? 
Unfortunately I am unable to share my document management system with you and I do not manage my 

work in the manner of the tracker that you have provided.  I will complete what you have provided to 

the best of my ability and awaiting the case officer for the bungalow scheme to confirm the status of 

that application. Thank you 

  
7.      If you are able to not comply or disagree with something, it would be helpful for you to respond as 

such please? Unfortunately I am unsure of what is being asked here.   

 
8.      You requested how the applicant can increase the numbers to 141, move the sports hall and based on 

financial reasons ONLY reduce affordable housing to 20%, this is believe you asked of the Policy Team, 

what is the progress please? 
I am awaiting a response from the policy team on this application. 

  
9.      For 20200847, we had a discussion ref ….what are the progress of these please? 
  

a.      Traffic flow and the ability to study this only once the school is back at full operational levels, this is 

key to the deficit of housing here The application is supported bu a Transport Assessment and 

comments from the highway authority are awaited. 

b.      The application and content for the Sports Hall, this is seen as the ONLY benefit but the form it 

takes and what benefits it may bring much be “secured”, your word) in application *847 
                                                    i.     For locals to know how and what benefit this MAY bring to the community needs to 

be asked of the community ONCE the plans and use are presented, ONLY then can it be 

expected for reasoned comments be made. I have requested an update from the school re 

the progress of the sports hall. 

10.   I also understand the Cemetery extension requires a planning application for the same reason as 

the Sport Hall. This is a benefit to the community but it has a footpath going through it, and joins onto a 

mud footpath which is not passable by a pram not mobility scooter in the winter months. Furthermore it 

requires road access for service and funeral traffic which in its current guise is not shown. For the 

beneficiaries of this facility, this too needs a full application to be submitted for public comment, do you 

agree? This is within the application site for 20200847 and can be dealt with through that application 

rather than requiring a separate application in its own right. Sureley it needs to be understood if the 

land offered is viable for this type of usage, if not then it negates the positive offering and makes the 

balance of benefits v deficits of this who application further less viable  

 

11.   For 20200795, it shows no parking restrictions, currently 15 or more school employees park on the 

grass verge of Broomhill Lane, it cannot be acceptable to spend all that money in widening it to allow 

parking, also this would encourage more cars during peak times to enter and leave BHL, this surely adds 

to the pressure of this “dangerous” (to Quote Adam Banham during the Site Allocation meeting with the 

Inspector, this should be notarised as I asked it to be done so at the time of his statement) junction The 

highway safety implications of this application wilkl be considered, including possible parking 
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issues.  Any parking restrictions would need to be secured by a Traffic Regulation Order which the 

County Council are responsible for. We look forward to all the traffic/transport reports 

 

 

Many thanks  

 

Mark   

 

 

 

 

 

*** Please note that I am home working but can be contacted using my Broadland email 
address*** 

 

Charles Judson 

Principal Planning Officer 
t 01603 430592 e charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
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This email and any attachments are intended for the addressee only and may be confidential. If they come to you in error you must take no action based on 
them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please advise the sender by replying to this email immediately and then delete the original from your 
computer. Unless this email relates to Broadland District Council or South Norfolk Council business it will be regarded by the council as personal and will not 
be authorised by or sent on behalf of the councils. The sender will have sole responsibility for any legal actions or disputes that may arise. We have taken 
steps to ensure that this email and any attachments are free from known viruses but in keeping with good computing practice, you should ensure they are 
virus free. Emails sent from and received by members and employees of Broadland District Council and South Norfolk Council may be monitored.  

  

 

From: Mark <info@realisticreepham.co.uk> 

Sent: 11 May 2020 13:47:42 

To: Charles Judson 

Cc: 'Peck, Greg'; stuart.beadle@btconnect.com; clerk@reephamtowncouncil.org.uk; 'MAYHEW, Jerome' 

Subject: FW: 20200847 2020_05_05 Additional Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  
  
Charles  

 

Ref the attached; 

 

1. I am looking for you to verify when a non-draft doc will be available please  

As stated, it cannot be accepted as a draft doc to be submitted to make up a set that could be 

passed in law as viable. It would simply allow interpretation and change resulting in potentially a 

less correct construction 

 

2. Considering  Flood Risk Assessment /Drainage Strategy is one of the hardest elements for Lovell to 

comply to and the report from NCC in the comments and from historical studies that were done for the 

site in 2010  here , can you confirm this doc will be updated by a later study please? 

a. Again this cannot be accepted as draft 

 

3. I see we now have new notice signs adjacent to the site, these run from the 7th, why is that please? 
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4. I’m finding it very hard to manage what I can’t see. The changing/delaying of comment closure dates is 

welcome but not even having a polite email to suggest this is happening to a site is adding to our stress 

 

5. Can you chase the windfall numbers again, this is now 3 weeks old? 

 

6. I asked a week ago if you would be able to complete or offer your tracker for the applications and 

outstanding documents/information, are you able to do this please?  

 

7. If you are able to not comply or disagree with something, it would be helpful for you to respond as such 

please? 

 

8. You requested how the applicant can increase the numbers to 141, move the sports hall and based on 

financial reasons ONLY reduce affordable housing to 20%, this is believe you asked of the Policy Team, 

what is the progress please? 

 

9. For 20200847, we had a discussion ref ….what are the progress of these please? 

 

a. Traffic flow and the ability to study this only once the school is back at full operational levels, this is 

key to the deficit of housing here 

b. The application and content for the Sports Hall, this is seen as the ONLY benefit but the form it takes 

and what benefits it may bring much be “secured”, your word) in application *847 

i. For locals to know how and what benefit this MAY bring to the community needs to be 

asked of the community ONCE the plans and use are presented, ONLY then can it be 

expected for reasoned comments be made  

10. I also understand the Cemetery extension requires a planning application for the same reason as 

the Sport Hall. This is a benefit to the community but it has a footpath going through it, and joins onto a 

mud footpath which is not passable by a pram not mobility scooter in the winter months. Furthermore it 

requires road access for service and funeral traffic which in its current guise is not shown. For the 

beneficiaries of this facility, this too needs a full application to be submitted for public comment, do you 

agree? 

11. For 20200795, it shows no parking restrictions, currently 15 or more school employees park on the grass 

verge of Broomhill Lane, it cannot be acceptable to spend all that money in widening it to allow parking, 

also this would encourage more cars during peak times to enter and leave BHL, this surely adds to the 

pressure of this “dangerous” (to Quote Adam Banham during the Site Allocation meeting with the 

Inspector, this should be notarised as I asked it to be done so at the time of his statement) junction 

 

 

There are number of other unanswered questions/queries that have been submitted, we are collating those for 

completeness in the next few days 

 

 

Cllr Beadle 

 

Hello 

 

Have you called in application numbers? 

Bungalow            20200795             

Housing               20200847 

 

 

Reasons for the Housing “call in” request 

 

As per item 7, the traffic is severe at peak times currently and a planned (by submitted Rossi Long study) tells us that 

a planned 29 more are seen at the junction at peak times, though this is likely to be many more in reality  
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I will be submitting photo evidence which I have discussed with Charles ref the traffic at Townsend Corner which is 

of course mirror but less severe traffic gridlock than we see at Broomhill Lane junction 

Furthermore, the draft doc as mentioned in #1 and #2 is a point I may need to take to Law unless corrected 

 

Please also note point 11 for 20200795 

 

Many thanks all 

 

Mark  

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Mark <info@realisticreepham.co.uk>  

Sent: 06 May 2020 13:09 

To: 'Charles Judson' <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk> 

Subject: 20200847 2020_05_05 Additional Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

 

Hi Charles 

 

Following on from our discussion yesterday about having ducks in a row, ie the right docs in place for determination 

 

Here we have a draft doc for 20200847 

 

Surely a draft means that it is not ratified and complete on the side of the developer and therefore open to 

interpretation further down the line? 

 

As such when will the complete doc be made available? 

 

Many thanks  

 

Best regards 

 

Mark 

 

Realistic Reepham 

 

Find and LIKE us on Facebook  

 

(like and you will automatically be kept up to date with news) 

 

https://www.facebook.com/RealisticReepham/?ref=bookmarks 

 

 

 


