
Dear Mr Harris, 
 
Planning Applications  20200847, 20200469 and 20201183 
Reference your email of 11/05/21 to Charles Judson and John Walchester 
 
Your email above implies that planning policies are being manipulated to assist the 
developer in the Broomhill Lane application. 
Only the commercial viability of the development would be improved if more 
dwellings were to be built on REP1. 
Reepham would be irreversibly damaged if this suburban-style estate, on two 
greenfield sites, were to be approved.  
This is the view of most of Reepham residents. 
  
In your correspondence on the planning portal dated 30/07/20, I was surprised that 
you actually referred to this application as “the new estate,” as if you accepted and 
condoned this type of suburban development in the countryside. The estate-form 
doesn’t need to be the only option. An improved standard of architectural design, 
more related to the rural character of the site, would improve the present mediocre 
appearance of the pattern-book dwellings, and lead to a more sympathetic outcome. 
Obviously, only a much smaller development would integrate with both town and 
country, but also a more modest design would reduce the feeling of separateness 
and isolation from the town that is conveyed by this large, unwelcome “estate”. 
I am also unclear why you ignored the advice of your own Heritage and Design 
Officer when he said on 04/06/20 “ the amount of housing proposed could create 
quite an estate feel.” He suggested a number of alternative ideas which appear not to 
have been passed on to the developer. 
 
I also question your justification for building the Sports Hall adjacent to the school car 
park, as if the immediate proximity to the school was the most important factor. Were 
you aware, as Place Shaping Manager, of the row of mature lime trees at the 
southern boundary of the school and sixth form campus? Breaching this line, which 
marks the end of the school and college built environment, sets an unnecessary and 
unwelcome precedent. 
The sports fields are also outside Reepham’s Settlement Boundary. 
 
It is totally unreasonable to expect that REP1 can accommodate more than the 
approximately 100-120 dwellings that was suggested in the allocations policy. 
The increase in numbers of dwellings would not enhance the surrounding 
countryside, and directly contravenes planning policies: 
 
Policy GC2 of Development Management DPD.(2015)  states: “Development will be 
accommodated within the settlements..” 
REP 1 is outside the Settlement Boundary, and its allocation is challenged.  
The policy continues : “ Outside of these limits, development that does not result 
in any adverse impact will be permitted.” 
As you know, the adverse impacts of this development are numerous : 
A 12% increase in the population of Reepham will put added strain on the existing 
town infrastructure. 
The development is clearly an urban design, unrelated to its rural site. It does not 
meet NPPF 127b to be “visually attractive as a result of good architecture……” 
Two green field sites will be lost. 
The CPRE states that the development is contrary to NPPF 127c as it “would see an 
artificial extension to the settlement of Reepham, with a suburban-style design and 
layout, out of keeping with the setting.”  
 



JCS Policy 4 states: 
On sites of 16 dwellings or more, the number of affordable homes shall be a 
minimum of 33% This equates to 46 dwellings. Only 28 dwellings are proposed 
 
The list goes on…. 
 
 
I would be grateful if this letter is added to the Planning Portal for application 
numbers: 20200847 and 20201183 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Architect 
 
 
 
 
 
 


