
From: Charles Judson  
Sent: 12 May 2021 08:35 
To:   
Cc: 'Peck, Greg' <greg.peck.cllr@norfolk.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Cost of building work on UK homes to rise as price of materials soars 
 
Dear  
 
Thank you for your email below. 
 
I am struggling with your use of the term ‘inefficient’ in this context.  As it stands, the applicant is 
making the case that the site can deliver 20% affordable housing, and this is being tested by NPS.   I 
am also unclear about what you mean by ‘key qualifiers’.  Perhaps a phone call may better my 
understanding of the points you are making on this so please feel free to call at your convenience. 
 
I have no desire to deliver the site ‘at any cost’ but make no apologies for working with the applicant 
and stakeholders to try and resolve issues where they have arisen as this is my job. 
 
The issue re the bus numbers in the Transport Assessment is noted and the Highway Authority are 
aware.   
 
As before, I am unclear of what questions you consider remain outstanding and need a response 
now so if you did wish to list these I would be happy to respond.  There may be correspondence 
where you have raised issues to be considered but I would not necessarily provide a response if a 
direct question is not asked – instead those issues raised would be taken in to consideration through 
the determination of the application.   
 
In the event that permission is to be approved and a section 106 agreement is required it would 
likely addresses the following heads of terms:  Affordable housing (including clawback should the 
viability of the scheme improve); provision and maintenance of open spaces; transfer of cemetery 
land to Town Council; securing the proposed £1.5 million contribution towards the sports hall; Travel 
Plan (subject to the advice of the highway authority).  It is standard practice that planning 
committee delegate the negotiation of the s106 to officers following their resolution. 
 
I have not ‘asked consultees to change their stance’ but have made enquiries with them to try and 
resolve any issues that they have raised or reconsulted them on the basis of amended information 
which has been submitted.  This I consider to be entirely reasonable.  Otherwise we could risk 
refusing an application on grounds which could have potentially been resolved which would add 
time and cost to any appeal.   
 
As I have stated previously in response to your representations, the application will be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  I am 
broadly supportive of the scheme in principle as whilst not strictly as envisaged by REP1 (given the 
sports hall is to be provided off-site and the number of dwellings exceeds the approximate number 
in the policy), the school have made clear that they do not intend to deliver a sports hall on REP 1 
which is a significant material consideration and frees up part of the site to deliver more dwellings 
thereby making a more efficient use of the site.   That is not to say that the scheme is not without 
issues that need further consideration, but as an overall principle I am supportive of the scheme. 
 
I hope that the above is of assistance. 
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Regards 
 
Charles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Charles Judson 
Principal Planning Officer 
charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
01603 430592 
   

 

 
   

 
   

  

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 
 
From:  
Sent: 11 May 2021 11:16 
To: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk> 
Cc: 'Peck, Greg' <greg.peck.cllr@norfolk.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Cost of building work on UK homes to rise as price of materials soars 
 
Charles 
 
The viability of this site makes it inefficient, coupled with its clear contravention of key qualifiers that 
appear to be ignored in the latest application 
 
By outlining these to you, it seems we are aiding your work and determination (as in desire) to 
deliver this site at any cost  
Hence my statement “‘Realistic Reepham are providing feedback on applications that provide you 
with the means to ensure this is deliverable’.  
 
So many times during the JCS and site allocation and now these appallingly poor application 
submissions it appears we are outlining deficiencies which should not be allowed to be considered 
by you as they are so incorrect, yet they get masked and diluted 
 
The most glaring and obvious one of late is the bus count to the high school of 4, this is either poor 
work by an undergraduate or a ploy to steer the process, I go with the latter 
 
You have been asked a number of times to provide outstanding information and have had numerous 
lists from us and Cllr Greg Peck has spoken with you regarding this, I suggest you have a look through 
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your emails Sir, I have raised a complaint regarding this yet I am not surprised it seems to have made 
traction within broadland, I will chase this and other complaints raised  
 
What is the list of conditions laid out in Section 106 please  
The viability study looks at the business case for the financial delivery of the site, yet soaring costs 
may not recover and the saleability of the properties will become more unaffordable with stagnant 
wages 
These are hard economic facts that need to be used in business studies to show the sensitivity of 
viability 
 
I assume you are still looking to promote a positive determination for this site? 
I assume so as you repeatedly ask consultees to change their stance on their objections 
 
My assumption is that you were an unbiased body in determination but it seems you have a 
different brief, that correct? 
 
BR 
 
 
 
From: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk>  
Sent: 11 May 2021 10:45 
To:  
Cc: 'Peck, Greg' <greg.peck.cllr@norfolk.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Cost of building work on UK homes to rise as price of materials soars 
 
Dear  
 
Thank you for your email below.  I will add this correspondence to the file. 
 
I am unsure what you mean by the term ‘inefficiencies in the site’ with regard to viability.  Are you 
able to expand on this? 
 
Further work is ongoing on the viability of the scheme and NPS will produce another report in due 
course which we will consult on.  I note the content of the newspaper article you have linked 
to.  When planning permission is granted subject to viability it secures the minimum level of 
contributions that are required through a section 106 agreement – the developers would be 
obligated to provide this.   Planning obligations can be renegotiated at any point, where the local 
planning authority and developer wish to do so. Where there is no agreement to voluntarily 
renegotiate, and the planning obligation is over 5 years old, an application may be made to the local 
planning authority to change the obligation where it “no longer serves a useful purpose” or would 
continue to serve a useful purpose in a modified way (see section 106A of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990). 
 
I apologise if there are outstanding questions that you are awaiting a response from me on as I was 
not aware that this was the case.  If you are able to clarify what questions are outstanding I am 
happy to respond. 
 
I am slightly unclear on what you mean by ‘Realistic Reepham are providing feedback on applications 
that provide you with the means to ensure this is deliverable’.  With regard to your request for a 
Public Inquiry, this would only take place in the event that permission is refused and the developer 
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submits an appeal to the under that procedure (rather than written representations or  informal 
hearing), or if the Council resolves to approve the application and the Secretary of State makes the 
decision to call the application in for his consideration.  
 
Regards 
 
Charles 
 
 
 
 
Charles Judson 
Principal Planning Officer 
charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
01603 430592 
   

 

 
   

 
   

  

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 
 
From:  
Sent: 10 May 2021 07:43 
To: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk> 
Cc: 'Peck, Greg' <greg.peck.cllr@norfolk.gov.uk> 
Subject: Cost of building work on UK homes to rise as price of materials soars 
 
Charles 
 
Please add this to the comments on 20200847 
 
The viability study shows inefficiencies in the site being viable as it stands, do you agree? 
You mention another is due 
Since this is vital information, I assume another consultation will occur otherwise this won’t be dealt 
with as required, do you agree? 
 
Nevertheless the below link shows issue with costs and obviously the economy will suffer, I have 
touched on and made you aware 
 
What is the mitigation offered against cost increase V’s house prices and deliverability? 
 
Its clear a risk analysis needs to be done by an independent party to show viability or not 
 
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2021/may/08/cost-of-building-work-on-uk-homes-to-
rise-as-price-of-materials-soars  
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Whilst this is a media report it is blatantly obvious that this is a pivotal issue for profitability / 
viability 
 
You still owe me and Realistic Reepham feedback on questions from last year, again we cannot offer 
informed responses to consultations without having key information, until this is forthcoming, you 
should halt proceedings, what is your response? 
 
It is becoming increasingly clear the Realistic Reepham are providing feedback on applications that 
provide you with the means to ensure this is deliverable, this being the situation, this application will 
require Public Enquiry to ensure proper practise, do you agree? 
 
Once again I state, “do it once, do it properly” 
 
BR 
 
NR10 4QY 
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