
From: Charles Judson  
Sent: 01 June 2021 09:45 
To: > 
Subject: RE: Comments on application Number: 20200847, FAO Mr C Judson 

 
Dear  
 
Thank you for your email below. 
 
The Local Planning Authority must consider the proposal which has been submitted rather than 
consider alternatives in its determination of the application.  In this instance the application is for 
141 dwellings and a £1.5 million contribution towards a sports hall, so the acceptability of this is 
what we must consider.  If however a scheme is considered unacceptable (for example through a 
refusal of planning permission) then a developer may seek to negotiate what would be acceptable in 
which case alternatives could be considered. 
 
In response to your point (d), Policy REP1 requires the provision of a sports hall for the high school to 
be located in proximity to the existing school facilities, so there is policy need for a sports hall which 
justifies the contribution proposed being used for that purpose. 
 
Regards 
 
Charles 
 
 
 
Charles Judson 
Principal Planning Officer 
charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
01603 430592 
  

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 
 
From: planning <planning@broadland.gov.uk>  
Sent: 26 May 2021 14:49 
To: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: Comments on application Number: 20200847, FAO Mr C Judson 

 
 
 

Clare Hayden 
Business Support Technical Officer 
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t 01603 430509  e planning@broadland.gov.uk 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

This e-mail and any attachments are intended for the addressee only and may be confidential. If they come to you in error you must 
take no action based on them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please advise the sender by replying to this e-mail 
immediately and then delete the original from your computer. Unless this e-mail relates to Broadland District Council or South Norfolk 
Council business it will be regarded by the council as personal and will not be authorised by or sent on behalf of the councils. The 
sender will have sole responsibility for any legal actions or disputes that may arise. We have taken steps to ensure that this e-mail and 
any attachments are free from known viruses but in keeping with good computing practice, you should ensure they are virus-free. E-
mails sent from and received by members and employees of Broadland District Council and South Norfolk Council may be monitored. 

 
 
From: >  
Sent: 19 May 2021 16:10 
To: planning <planning@broadland.gov.uk> 
Subject: Comments on application Number: 20200847, FAO Mr C Judson 

 

FAO: Mr C Judson 

 

From: 

The Grain Store 

Mill Road 

Reepham 

NR10 4SL 

 

Dear Mr Judson, 

 

We continue to object to this application, and to the associated sports hall application, which 

is clearly directly connected and must be considered in parallel. 

 

Having reviewed the very large number of comments submitted by residents of Reepham on 

this application, it is clear that residents are aligned in objecting to the proposals and having 

grave concerns about many aspects of the impact it would have on this rural village.  

 

While there are many problems with these applications, my biggest concerns are as follows: 

 

1) The local road network is unsuitable for accommodating the large increase in traffic that 

would be created. This results from: 

 Excessive scale of the development in relation to the constrained physical 

infrastructure of the village and its connecting roads,  

 The remote location of Reepham, with very poor public transport, unsuitable for 

commuting, and  

 The lack of any incremental local job creation, meaning a very high proportion of new 

houses will create new journeys by car to Norwich and other employment centres 
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As others have pointed out, the transport studies submitted by the proposer appear to bear 

little relation to the reality of traffic and road infrastructure in Reepham today, and grossly 

exaggerate both the viability of using of public transport for commuting and the capability of 

the local and connecting road network to accommodate increased use by residents of the new 

development.  

 

2) The 'scope creep' from the original REP1 allocation is not acceptable, is disingenuous, and 

devalues both the site allocation process and the community input into that process. The 

proposed relocation of the sports hall to outside the allocated area, the increase in proposed 

housing volume and the reduction in affordable housing proportion are all 

significant departures from the original allocation. It appears that the proposer's argument is 

that, as the school now states that it wants a sports hall in a different location, it is acceptable 

to utilise the space allocated for the hall within REP1 for additional housing, and that it can 

use the cost of the sports hall subsidy to justify both higher volume of housing and lower 

affordable housing proportion.  

 

The school is merely one stakeholder in this process, and there is no basis on which the desire 

of the school should trump that of the whole Reepham community impacted by these 

proposals. There is no established need for another sports hall to serve the community 

(nobody has asked for it, and there is no evidence showing need), and indeed if a subsidy is 

available, it could be better used supporting much-needed refurbishment and enhancement of 

existing community facilities such as at Stimpsons Piece. Such funds could be put to 

immediate gainful use in supporting such other community facilities, whereas the school has 

not demonstrated that it will be at any point able to fund the balance of costs required to 

construct the sports hall. Indeed, comments by the Headmaster reported in the local press 

suggest uncertainty over whether the hall may ever be constructed.  

 

Latest comments submitted by the school as part of this planning process argue that they are 

in fact not using the fields that will be 'lost' to the housing development and the lease on those 

fields was due to expire anyway. Hence it is not clear why the school deserves any 

subsidy, particularly when the financial burden of the subsidy is being used as justification 

for an excessive scale of housing development. The school apparently isn't losing anything 

through the housing development, whereas the wider Reepham community would suffer 

permanently from the negative impacts of over-development.  

 

Given the above 2 factors, it is puzzling that there appears to have been no active 

consideration of amendments to plans which would reduce the impact of the 

development. Amendments and clarifications have instead only sought to justify the 

increased scale of development now proposed. If it is argued by proposer and planning 

authorities that the specific details of the REP1 allocation can be amended to suit, then why 

can't the commitment to a sports hall subsidy be amended? A better bargain for the residents 

of Reepham would be to remove the £1.5m subsidy for a sports hall, significantly reduce the 

volume of housing permitted and offer a smaller subsidy to the community to be allocated to 

its preferred uses. This would have the additional benefit of preventing further loss of sports 

fields from construction of a sports hall in the school's 'preferred' location, and the negative 

visual impact such development would create.  

 

Given the above, could you please address the following questions: 

a) Have alternative options such as that described above been considered? 

b) If so, can the analysis please be shared with the community? 



c) If not, will the planning authority undertake analysis (with the proposer or separately) of 

such options, engaging the community in its deliberations, before proposing a decision on the 

current application? 

d) Through what mechanism does the planning authority determine how windfall subsidies 

are deployed, and what evidence has been used to determine that the sports hall is, and 

continues to be, the most appropriate use of such funds? 

 

I look forward to your response on these points in due course.  

 

Regards, 

 

 


