
From: Paul Harris <Paul.Harris@broadland.gov.uk>  

Sent: 30 July 2020 14:47 

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

Subject: RE: 20200847 - Broomhill Lane, Reepham 

 

Dear Charles 

 

You asked for confirmation of my comments on the above application. Please accept my apologies 

for the delay in my response. I’ve focused my comments on the 3 key areas you’ve highlighted. If 

there are other areas that you now need advice on then please let me know.  

 

Number of dwellings 

 

As you identified the 141 dwellings proposed within the application exceeds the 100-120 referred to 

in the allocation policy. I understand that as such you have advertised the application as a departure, 

which I think is a sensible precaution. That being said, just because there is a conflict with the 

allocation policy it does not necessarily mean that the application would not accord with the 

development plan taken as a whole.  

 

In this instance there are a number of other development plan policies that must be taken into 

account: 

 

• JCS Policy 1 specifically seeks to ensure that development makes the most efficient use of 

land.  

 

• JCS Policy 14 identifies Reepham as a Key Service Centre suitable for 100-200 dwellings. The 

particular constraints to development in Reepham being identified as school capacity and capacity at 

the waste water treatment works. The actual number of homes allocated in Reepham was 140 

across two sites.  

 

In respect of Policy 14 and the identified levels of development in Reepham, it should be noted that 

Policy 4 of the JCS identifies the requirement to identify allocations to ensure “at least” 36,820 

homes can be delivered. The potential contribution of future windfall was not taken into account in 

establishing the level of allocation needed within the JCS. Indeed it was acknowledged that some 

windfall would occur in addition to planned allocations. This is specifically referenced in the 

Inspector’s report on the JCS. Therefore, the possibility that further development may have occurred 

which are consistent with, or exceed the JCS figure does not, in my mind, necessarily create any 



tensions with the strategic policies of the JCS. I’m minded that a strategic issue would only 

potentially arise when the scale of development proposed substantially exceeds that which would 

be appropriate for a certain settlement in the context of its status in the hierarchy.   

 

It is also notable that the Council’s responses to the Inspectors questions on the Site Allocations DPD 

refer to the figure of 100-120 as a “reasonable estimate”. This was no doubt an estimate that 

assume on-site provision of a sports hall. In my reading of the policy and the responses to 

examination questions I do not see that the 100-120 was intended to be seen as a cap, indeed the 

policy itself refers to “approximately 100-120 homes”, which implies some degree of flexibility.  

 

Therefore, on the basis of the information I am aware of I am not minded that the increase from 

100-120 to 141 dwellings of itself means that the applications should be considered contrary to the 

adopted development plan when taken as a whole.  

 

It is of course important to recognise that there may be site specific issues which may limit the 

overall scale of development that might be achieved on site. At the plan level, the particular issues 

identified included school capacity, waste water disposal and highways. It is relatively well 

established now that in paying their contribution to CIL, which can be used to support the provision 

of school facilities, and provides land as necessary for school expansion, that limitation on school 

capacity are not normally a justifiable reason for refusal. The situation here is slightly complicated 

given the proposal to provide the sport hall within the school grounds rather than on land which 

forms part of the allocation. I’ve address this issue separately below.  

 

In regards to waste water capacity and/or highway safety/the satisfactory functioning of the 

highway network, I anticipate that consultation on the application is being undertaken with the 

relevant technical stakeholders who will be best placed to advise on these issues.   

 

Provision of affordable housing 

 

The process for determining the acceptability of a reduction in affordable housing is well established 

in accordance with criteria set out in Policy 4 of the JCS. I have not reviewed the particular 

justification advanced for the reduction in levels of affordable housing in this instance.  

 

Off-site provision of sports hall 

 

Whilst the policy of the SADPD allocates the land for residential and community facilities, I am not 

minded that this precludes provision of said facilities off-site, particularly if this better meets the 

needs of the school and the housebuilder. The guidelines for development seek the “provision of a 

sports hall for the High School to be located in proximity to existing school facilities”. I anticipate 



that this requirement was conceived in the context of on-site provision but the off-site provision of a 

facility on the school site itself would seem to be consistent with the outcomes that the policy was 

seeking to achieve if not the same exact output.    

 

From our conversation it would seem, in principle at least, that the provision of the new sport hall 

adjacent to the existing school car park would work better for the school as it would make it easier 

to control access and enable community access out of school hours utilising the existing school car 

park. It would also prevent users accessing the new sports hall via Broomhill Lane and through the 

new housing estate, which you advise may have highway benefits and benefits to the amenity of 

current occupants of Broomhill Lane and the new estate itself.  

 

My concerns around this approach is as to whether it meaningfully reduces the potential for the 

school to expand in the future or if it increases risks around delivery. In respect of the former, I note 

that extension to Reepham high school, otherwise than in connection with a sports hall is not 

identified within the latest iteration of the Greater Norwich Infrastructure Plan. It may be that there 

is an anticipated strategic need to safeguard the expansion of the school beyond the horizon of the 

GNLP. However, I assume Norfolk County Council are being consulted as part of the application and 

will be able to advise accordingly.  

 

In terms of deliverability, I note that the headteacher of Reepham High School has recently been 

quoted in the press as saying the facility would not likely be to start within 5 years, if at all. Clearly, I 

am not aware of the accuracy or context of this quotation. However, if the school has significant 

concerns over the deliverability of the proposal then it would seem sensible to give consideration as 

to whether it would be better for the Council to secure land alongside a financial contribution so 

that it has more direct control over delivery, and that any triggers for the recovery of funds by the 

developer are set at a reasonable timescale given the potential complications around delivery.  

 

I hope that these comments prove useful.. Should you have any further questions then please do not 

hesitate to contact me.  

 

Kind regards,  

 

Paul  

 

Paul Harris 

Place Shaping Manager 

t 01603 430444 e paul.harris@broadland.gov.uk     

 



 

  

  

    

   

    

 


