
Dear Sir/Madam, 
I am responding to your e mail of 7 April 2021, regarding the further submissions from Bidwells in 
their letter of 25 March 2021. For obvious reasons this amended proposal cannot be considered in 
isolation with the two other related ongoing applications 20200497 and 20201183 and I am given to 
understand that will be the case. However, it beggars belief that they are still remain undetermined 
well beyond the 16 week recommended statutory period, and that further submissions are being 
considered in addition to those submitted by Brown & Co of 21 January 2021. 
An additional Material Consideration now relates to the recent GNDP Regulation 19 publication 
regarding the application site whereby the Reepham REP 1 proposed allocation reinforces the earlier 
BDC Site Allocations DPD (May 2016), with the proviso that ‘the site will accommodate 
approximately 100 homes IN TOTAL. The argument here is simply that the proposed 141 dwellings is 
a significant material departure from the adopted AND EMERGING POLICY. 
It seems that too much attention is being paid by the applicants to justifying their amended 
proposals, rather than concentrating on providing satisfactory evidence that the current REP1 
allocation requirements are not feasible. No effort has been made to put forward an amended 
scheme within the REP1 allocation itself, by reducing the size of the Sports Hall, reducing or even 
removing the cemetery  allocation, and even amending the road layout, or reducing the affordable 
housing element (which is often the case once a consent has been forthcoming).  
The issue with the REP1 allocation is that although adopted in May 2016, it has failed to  comply 
with the NPPF (para 35) requirements of ‘soundness' in that it no longer can be considered 
‘Justified’, ‘Effective’ or ‘Consistent' with the adopted policy, in which case it needs to be reassessed 
along with the other Reepham allocations put forward under the current GNDP programme.It should 
not escape your attention that the proposed site for the Sports Hall application 20201183 is also 
shown on the GNLP as GNLP4055 and is NOT supported or proposed for any development. 
With reference to Bidwells letter, concerning the latest amendments, you will note objections are 
still put forward by Sport England, Broadlands Heritage and Design Officer, and the Designing Out 
Crime Officer.And significant Viability issues remain to be resolved.Even the latest comments of 
Reepham School Head Teacher are simply a personal statement that do not have the authority of 
the School Governors. 
As the original requirements of REP1 can no longer be fulfilled, the allocation has to be considered it 
is no longer 'fit for purpose’, and other allocations reviewed such as GNLP0183 (opposite the High 
School) - supported by Broadland, and GNLP0180 - supported by the parish Council (next to the 
Primary School). 
I trust my comments objecting to the latest amendments to 20200847 (and 20200497 and 1183) will 
also be put on the other applications on the public website. 
I have circulated my comments to other Officers for info. 
Many thanks 
Regards 
 
 
 


