
From:  

Sent: 21 May 2020 12:55 
To: Mia Witcher 

Subject: Re: Address required 

 

Hello Mia 

 

Thanks for letting me know that, I'm not very familiar with the planning system. 

 

My address is: The Grain Store, Mill Road, Reepham, NR10 4SL. 

 

I hope that the questions in my email make sense and are reasonable. I'm just keen to ensure 

that there is full transparency around this critical decision for Reepham, and that the High 

School's preferences aren't automatically prioritised ahead of the interests of all other 

stakeholders in the local community. 

 

Regards 

 

 

On Thu, May 21, 2020, 11:45 Mia Witcher <Mia.Witcher@broadland.gov.uk> wrote: 

Good Morning, 

Thank you for your below comments, for us to be able to log them onto our system I will 

need you to provide me with your full address. 

Kind Regards 

Mia Witcher 

Business Support Officer (Technical)  

t 01603 430509 e mia.witcher@broadland.gov.uk  

This e-mail 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 e-mail immediately and 

then delete the original from your computer. Unless this e-mail 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 e-mail and any attachments are free from known viruses but in keeping with good 

computing practice, you should ensure they are virus-free. E-mails sent from and received by 

members and employees of Broadland District Council and South Norfolk Council may be 

monitored. 

From:  
Sent: 15 May 2020 17:19 

To: planning 

Subject: Comment regarding application 20200847 

mailto:Mia.Witcher@broadland.gov.uk
mailto:mia.witcher@broadland.gov.uk


FAO Planning Officer for application 20200847: 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I understand that comments on planning application 20200847 (proposed 141 home 

development in Reepham) are due to close shortly. As I have begun looking into the issues 

with this application, it appears clear that there is a financial connection between the interests 

of Reepham High School and the developers which may be driving a number of problematic 

features of the planning application, to which I object.  

I am aware that the District Councillor representing Reepham is a member of the Board of 

Governors at the school and is a member of the Broadland Planning Committee. Hence it 

seems there is the possibility of a conflict of interests arising in the shaping, assessment and 

decision-making relating to this application. Can you therefore please clarify how the Council 

is ensuring that: 

a) The interests of the local population are appropriately represented by their local democratic 

representative through the planning process 

b) there is no conflict of interests arising in the decisions taken by the Planning Committee 

c) there is no opportunity for the High School to exert inappropriate influence on the nature 

of the proposals, given that the High School is merely one of the many stakeholders impacted 

by the proposals.  

On point c) above, it is particularly concerning that, at their February presentation, the 

rationale used by the developers for the change in location of the proposed Sports Hall - a 

major divergence from the approved 2016 Development Plan - was that this was now the 

High School's preference for site the building. This, it was further explained, then allowed the 

developer the opportunity to re-purpose land within the REP1 site boundary (that had been 

identified for the sports hall) to be used for for further housing, taking what was had been a 

proposal for 100-120 houses to 141 houses, and consequently leading to the further loss of 

public amenity / green space that is now embodied in the proposals.  

While it may now be the school's preference to site a proposed sports hall adjacent to 

Whitwell Road instead of within the agreed REP1 site and settlement boundary, it seems 

from the application documents that the underlying reason for much of the divergence from 

the agreed REP1 allocation (increased housing volume, low afforable housing provision, loss 

of public/sports land) is due to the high cost to the developer of (partially) funding a sports 

hall for the school. Or, put another way, for the developer to be willing to afford to fund a 

sports hall, the school needed to agree to the hall's re-siting (and hence loss of a second large 

portion of its own sports fields) so that the developer could add more houses to increase the 

development value.  

It should not be presumed that the school's desire for a sports hall, or any community benefit 

that may arise from a sports hall, should rank above all other interests of other stakeholders. It 

is not clear that the the residents of Reepham would have ever supported inclusion of a sports 

hall in the REP1 allocation if it has been known that this would result in a planning 

application of the nature currently being considered. Indeed, perhaps a more modest proposal 

with no sports hall would be preferred instead, with the resulting lower financial strain 



enabling a viable development of much fewer than 100 houses, a high affordable housing 

allocation, and preservation of the existing sports fields in full (by constraining development 

to the north of Broomhill Lane).  

The connection between the application and the School's sports hall proposals raises further 

concerns given that there can be no guarantee that the sports hall will ever be delivered if the 

current housing application is approved. At February's developer presentation, I was told that 

the money proposed from the developer is only sufficient to partially fund the sports hall and 

that the School will have to fund the balance, as well as ongoing operating costs. As there 

doesn't appear to be any guarantee of funding from the school, we therefore cannot even 

know that the sports hall proposal is financially viable and will be progressed. The fact that 

the sports hall is proposed to be brought forward in a separate planning application at an as-

yet uncertain future date further exaccerbates this risk, given that other issues may cause the 

rejection of that proposal. Thus there is a real prospect that Reepham's population could be 

left with an excessively large housing development and no community benefit at all. 

I object to the proposals given the major issues with the planning application as set out by 

other commenters already (traffic, transport, public services, environmental), in addition to 

the issues relating to the sports hall development stated above. I hope that, having rejected the 

proposal, Broadband Council re-engage with the local community to determine more 

approriate alternative solutions for Reepham. 

Yours faithfully 

 


