
Dear Mr Judson, 
 
I was concerned to read the comments of Broadland DC’s Place Shaping Manager regarding 
the above Site Allocations Document REP1. 
 
It is difficult to understand why Broadland DC had a Site Allocations Document produced by 
an independent planning Inspector, only to now completely ignore its requirements. 
In the “Have Your Say” Preferred Options Consultation leaflet of summer 2013, Broadland DC 
said, following consultation “ the document will be submitted to the Secretary of State 
and will undergo an independent examination.” The Council continues, “ if it passes its 
examination the Development Plan Document will become part of the statutory development 
plan for the district. 
Statutory, in this context, means “enacted by statute,” not just recommended. 
 
Paul Harris’s response to Policy GC1 of the DPD (2015) is also questioned. 
  
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development does not apply if:  
i. “Any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
in the National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole; or 
 
ii. Specific Policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted.” 
 
Clearly, there are numerous adverse impacts in this development that outweigh any benefits 
for the people of Reepham. 
 
Contravention of Site Allocations Document 
In her report of 2016, the inspector stated that the individual site of REP1 will accommodate 
between 100 and 120 dwellings. 120 was a maximum figure, and the word “approximately” 
was not mentioned by her. Only in the Key Service Centres, (Page 104) does it state that “the 
site will accommodate approximately 100-120 homes in total 
She also stated that, subject to a Major Modification MM7 being resolved, the “policy is 
justified” 
However the matter of traffic referred to in MM7 is still in dispute, and is the subject of a 
Holding Objection by Norfolk Highways. 
This traffic issue cannot be resolved until the Primary and Secondary Schools resume. 
The inspector also stated that a Sports Hall be provided on REP1.  This statutory requirement 
has been ignored, and is not open to interpretation. 
 
Policy GC1. favours sustainable development.  
The addition of 320 vehicles in this development and the increased traffic movements 
anticipated by Norfolk Highways in Broomhill Lane and Whitwell Road 
Is not sustainable. The NPPF’s definition of sustainability is “ to.achieve the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 
The degradation of the air quality that Reepham school children will breathe is evidence alone 
of the non-sustainability of this policy. 
 
Policy GC2  Location of New Development 
The development of REP1  is outside the Reepham Settlement Boundary. Policy GC2 states: 
“outside of these limits, development which does not result in an adverse impact 
will be permitted.” Obviously, any development on this rural site would have an adverse effect 
on the character of Reepham, its surrounding countryside, its road network, its biodiversity 
and habitats, and its infrastructure. This is also a feeling endorsed by the majority of 
Reepham residents. 
 
Policy GC4 Good Design 
Another Development Management Policy that this development fails to respect is GC4 which 
concerns design. The use of poorly designed standard house types, randomly sited, taking no 
account of individual site characteristics and dominated by the motor car can only lead to 



suburban blight. The Developer even fails to show any sectional drawings through this hillside 
site.  
How can a planning committee assess the design merits of a scheme that is only partially 
presented to them?  The developer even admits to the use of false chimneys, when fossil 
fuels are prohibited! This amounts to design illiteracy. 
 
NPPF paragraph 130 states that permission should be refused for “development of poor 
design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of 
an area.” 
There are no residents of Reepham who would say that this development improves the 
character and quality of the Town. The Place Shaping officer should admit that the 
development has no “sense of place” and is incompatible with the character of Reepham as a 
rural market town. 
 
I would be pleased to know how the Broadland Planning Department is hoping to fulfil the 
requirements of paragraph 129 of the NPPF. At the workshop consultation in Reepham Town 
Hall in February 2020, not a single recommendation made by those people attending the 
meeting was implemented by the developer in a revised scheme. Has the Building for Life 
assessment framework been used? Are Design Review Panels of independent architects and 
designers to be used? 
These matters cannot be left to unqualified Planning Council members, nor, it seems, can the 
advice of Broadland Council Officers be relied upon to interpret wisely the policies of the 
NPPF. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
The Old School House 
Broomhill Lane 
Reepham 
Norwich 
NR10 4QY 
 
Email:-  


