
 
Dear Mr Smith 
 
Thank you for your two emails below and please accept my apologies for the delay in responding.  In 
response, I offer the following comments in red below. 
 
I hope that this satisfactorily answers your questions. 
 
Regards 
 
Charles 
 
Charles Judson 
Principal Planning Officer 
charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
01603 430592 
  

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 
 

 
Dear Charles Judson and Paul Harris, 
 
I am forwarding to you my email of 22nd September 2020 which was originally sent to Sara Utting 
regarding my request under the FOI Act. 
I did not get a satisfactory reply from her, and I gather Ms Utting has now left the Council. 
On the 28th September, I received an email from Ben Burgess informing me that both of you 
were involved in a Public Enquiry that may require your attendance for two weeks. 
 

As well as receiving a reply to my FOI request, I would like to be informed of the following:- 
 

 Is it agreed that REP1 is outside the Reepham Town settlement area and that this type of 
standard estate development will damage the setting of the town?. 

 
It is agreed that the REP1 allocation is outside the current settlement boundary. Policy REP1 is 
however an allocation policy that identifies 8.2 hectares of land for residential development and 
community facilities beyond the existing settlement limit. The allocation was one of a number 
made across Broadland in order to meet the housing requirements for the district in accordance 
with the policies of the Joint Core Strategy 2011 (with amendments adopted 2014). The final 
sentence in paragraph 8.4 of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) 2016 states 
that: “When that allocation or specific policy is completed it will be treated as being within the 
settlement limit”. The impact of the allocation on the character of Reepham and the wider 
landscape was considered as part of the plan making process. In proposing the site for 
allocation, the Council considered that any such impacts could be adequately mitigated. In this 
respect, the guidelines for development specifically seek: “adequate landscaping and green 
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infrastructure to be provided, with a particular emphasis on the western and southern 
boundaries and potential linkages to adjoining countryside” and that the “design and layout 
should respect and reflect the local character and heritage”. The consistency of the scheme with 
these development guidelines is being assessed as part of the determination of the 
application.        

 

 Do the additional 21 Dwellings and only a 20% allocation of affordable homes contravene the 
conditions of REP1? 

 
The application has been advertised as being contrary to the development plan. This reflects the 
fact that the planning application seeks permission for more homes than the “approximately 
100-120 homes in total” referred to in Policy REP1. However, the fact that the planning 
application proposes more homes than are referred to in policy REP1 does not mean that is 
necessarily contrary to the Development Plan for the area when taken as a whole, i.e. when all 
planning policies are taken into account. In regards affordable housing, Policy 4 of the Joint Core 
Strategy (JCS) states that “the proportion of affordable housing sought may be reduced and the 
balance of tenders amended where it can be demonstrated that site characteristics, including 
infrastructure provision, together with the requirement for affordable housing would render the 
site unviable in prevailing market conditions”. Therefore, provided that the viability evidence 
submitted with the application demonstrates that the development would be unviable at higher 
levels of affordable housing, then this would not contravene the requirements of Policy 4 of the 
development plan. The reference to affordable housing the guidelines for development Policy 
REP1 should be read in conjunction with policy 4 of the JCS, which is the strategic affordable 
housing policy of the development plan.   

 

 Does the provision of the sports hall on a separate site contravene the conditions of REP1? 

 
The development guideline within Policy REP1 seek “the provision of a sports hall for the High 
School to be located in proximity to the existing school facilities”. The policy does not expressly 
require the provision of those facilities on the REP1 sites itself, although no doubt this was the 
expected outcome at the time the policy was written. The comments of the Place Shaping 
Manager in regards to this point have been published as part of the documents associated with 
this application on the Council website’s planning explorer. 

 

 Is the holding objection of Norfolk Highways in still in place? Yes, pending the submission of 
further information. 

 

 Have the Land Assessment and Air Quality reports been submitted? No 
 

 Does the LLFA objection still stand? Yes, pending the submission of further information. 
 

 Does the NCC Mineral Resources objection still stand? Yes, pending the submission of 
further information. 

 

 Has the Hydrological information regarding Whitwell Common, as requested by Natural 
England, been supplied? No 

 

 Have the Recommendations of the Conservation and Tree Officer been incorporated into an 
amended scheme? A tree planting plan has been submitted in respect of 20200469.  No 
further details have been submitted in respect of 20200847 

 

 Have the daily traffic movements information been supplied, as requested by the 
Environmental Management Officer? No 

 



 Have the recommendations made by the Heritage and Design Officer been incorporated into 
an amended scheme? The applicants are in the process of reviewing the scheme and have 
submitted a draft revised layout which the Senior Heritage and Design Officer has provided 
informal comments on – see attached.   

 
As you will be aware, the applicant is considering the consultation responses and preparing 
amended/additional information for submission.  The precise timescales for the submission of this 
information is not currently known. 
 
I look forward to receiving your replies to the above questions. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 

 


