
Subject: Re: Planning Application 20200847 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
I would be grateful if you would accept the following as a short addendum to my consultation 
response sent yesterday (shown below). 
 
The Case Officers comment in his e mail if 12 May that the relocation of the Sports Hall on to the 
existing playing field ‘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’ is not the case. As the proposed 
Sports Hall is said to no longer be part of REP1, and is a separate application (20201183) in its own 
right, the Allocation size should then be REDUCED by 0.48ha, which is the site required by the 
application. In this case it should be redesignated as ‘school playing field’, and the remaining smaller 
area designated for ‘approximately 100 dwellings in total’ as required by the emerging GNDP 
proposals. 
This should satisfy Sport England and any CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy) should then go to 
replacing the Recreation Ground Pavillion. 
 
I have copied in Paul and John for information. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
>  
> Dear Sir/Madam, 
>  
> I am responding to your e-mail of 5 May, requiring comments by 19 May, regarding the further 
submissions of the applicants dated 21 April concerning further Air Quality and Transport 
Assessments. I wish to comment on the further consultation response of 11 May from the Place 
Shaping Manager and Principal Planning Policy Officer and the Case Officer’s (CJ) e mail of 12 May 
copied to Cllr Greg Peck. 
>  
> The Applicants and Agents for the submitted application as well as applications 20200497 and 
20201183 have spent and inordinate amount to effort in trying to justify the submitted applications 
and not provided sufficient justification for NOT COMPLYING with the requirements of the REP1 
Allocation. When the Site Allocations DPD was under Examination in June?July 2015 the agent 
argued strongly that it was a sustainable development site for 120 dwellings to be developed by 
Hopkins Homes with a public benefit of a Sports Hall. The Planning Inspector, Louise Crosby MA 
MRTPI, in her report dated 30 March 2016 stated ’This site has generated a significant level of 
interest from local residents most of whom are opposed to it'. and ‘The Developer anticipates 
development will commence here in August 2016, with the first homes occupied in May 2017 and 
that the build rate will be around 35 homes per year’. I have to say that the Inspector in her 
summing up of the Reepham Allocations (REP1 and REP2) at the Inquiry, which I attended, asked me 
if I thought the allocations would proceed, I responded ‘I did not’. Have you asked why Hopkins 
Homes have gone from REP1 and REP2 has been developed with no Market Housing, despite 20 
dwellings being allocated.  
> In addition in early 2014 when the proposed Allocation PO48-02  
> (Opposite the High School) was under consideration the Policy Officer requested that no 
development on that site should take place south of the line of trees on the edge of the car park. 
This comment is now at odds with the proposed siting of the Sports Hall (20201183) The significant 



questions now are the fact that the Emerging GNDP (regulation 19) proposals are out for 
consultation and are a material consideration ‘that should be taken into account’  in determining any 
planning application.In the case of REP1 it now states ‘The site will accommodate approximately 100 
homes in total’ and ‘a sports hall’. In this case there are SIGNIFICANT MATERIAL DIFFERENCES that 
do not justify the current application in any shape or form. In particular Sport England in their 
consultation e mail of 4 May have stated they ‘maintain an objection to this application in its current 
form, as it is contrary to our adopted policy and the NPPF’. This constitutes a significant material 
objection. 
> In respect of the comments of the Place Shaping Managers e mail of 11 May, it is incorrect to 
state’”No specific area for the Sports Hall was identified in REP 1’, as the requirement is that it has to 
be located WITHIN the REP1 Allocation and not elsewhere. In which case it is incorrect to say that 
'the alternative allocated use of residential is acceptable’, as it is a significant material amendment 
to the adopted policy not supported by the current adopted Site Allocations DPD or the Emerging 
GNDP Local Plan. Also while the adopted REP1 policy states that 100-120 dwellings can be 
accommodated the emerging GNDP REP1 amends that to 'approximately 100 dwellings in total'. Any 
amendment from these totals such as that proposed by the applicant to 141 has got to be 
considered a ‘SIGNIFICANT MATERIAL AMENDMENT’ and not in accordance with the adopted or 
emerging policy. 
> There is concern that the Case Officer in his e mail of 12 May copied to Cllr Greg Peck states he is 
‘broadly supportive of the scheme in principle’ and that ‘the school have made clear that they do not 
intend to deliver a sports hall on REP 1’  The concern here is that the Officers Report when 
submitted to the Planning Committee will not be as impartial as should be expected. Also, the 
comment by the Head Teacher begs the question that it was never the intention to comply with 
REP1 and that Broadland’s Officers have been blindsided. 
>  
> I have copied in Paul and John for their information. 
>  
> yours faithfully 
>  
>  
 
 


