
C Judson Esq 

Planning Officer, BDC 

Reconsultation on PA 20200847/20200469 

Dear Mr Judson, 

Thank you for the invitation to comment, following the publication of the revised viability 

study. In objecting, I wish to make the following points: 

1. Regarding the bungalow at the junction of Broomhill Lane and Whitwell Road (PA 

20200795) 

The assumption that development at this site would be at a financial loss is irrelevant. 

The developers acquired this site well before the public consultation meeting in 

February 2020. Had they developed it straight away, it would arguably have returned a 

profit. Instead they have dithered, twice presented drawings which seemed ignorant of 

the highway reasons for purchasing the site and, indeed, withdrew the application in  

July 2020. 

2. Circumstances, Policy (and the direction of policy thinking) have moved on since the 

original site allocation in 2016. 

2.1 The emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan Regulation 19 publication confirms that 

there are new no allocations proposed for Reepham in addition to REP1 (variously 

‘approximately 100 dwellings’ or ‘120 houses’) and REP 2 (a 60 bed care home and 35 

assisted-living dwellings). This, it is stated, is because ‘high amounts of existing 

commitments and environmental /infrastructure constraints limit the potential for 

additional houses.’  

2.2 These constraints are obvious in the many submissions by local residents and 

consultees. It is as if local government is retrospectively recognizing the truth of what 

Reepham residents have been pointing out to them for years. The developers, too, seem 

to be claiming in the viability study that there are expensive technical and highway 

constraints to development on REP1, but the site has always been on a hill, above a 

County wildlife site prone to flooding, at the end of a lane, feeding into an ancient and 

regularly overstressed highway network. 

2.3 Since 2019, the UK has had a legally binding commitment to net zero carbon by 

2050. Both the NPPF and the Greater Norwich Local Plan (Policies 1 and 7) emphasize 

the importance of development on sites ‘close to ..jobs’, so that ‘the great majority of 

growth thus reduces the need to travel’. Reepham has few jobs and scant public 

transport. Residents travel to work in every direction, not just towards Norwich City 

centre. They also would need to travel for a range of other purposes, at various times in 

the week. To replace these car/van trips by buses, at a range of times to suit, would be 

need enormous public subsidy, unlikely in the current economic climate. 



2.3 For Reepham, approval of 20200847 and 20200469 would mean that the estimable 

aim of ‘building back better’ would result in ‘building back worse’, and not just in 

environmental terms. Since 2014, arrangements for use of the Community 

Infrastructure Levy in the Greater Norwich Area have changed. Only about 20% of any 

CIL revenue from the proposed development would revert to Reepham, which will be 

nowhere near the amount needed to mitigate the negative impacts of REP 1 and 2 on 

the hard and soft local infrastructure. 

2.4 A glance at consultees’ submissions on the BDC planning portal makes this clear. For 

example, Reepham Surgery is already 0.5 of a GP down. According to NHS/STP on the 

planning portal, £248,000 will be needed to mitigate the shortfall in Reepham’s health 

provision, as a result of the increase in patient numbers generated by the proposed 141 

dwellings on REP1. This figure does not include an impact assessment of the increased 

workload from REP2 (permission already secured), with its 60 bed care home and 35 

assisted living dwellings. 

Reepham PS Governors point out that the primary school is at capacity and would need 

to be extended to cope with additional children from the development. The Police and 

Library services would need extra resources. Sewage capacity needs to be increased. 

And so on. 

2.5 In short, Reepham stands to lose a lot from this proposed development, but would 

not even gain the policy percentage of much needed affordable homes. 

3. Democracy.  

3.1 What is the point of elected representatives agreeing a policy on numbers of 

dwellings for an allocated site or the percentage of affordable housing, if developers 

assume they can present a policy-non-compliant proposal right from the start of their 

application?  

3.2 The Planning Inspector who approved the allocation noted the weight of local 

opinion against REP1. Following the public meeting in February 2020, the ‘Statement of 

Community Involvement’ (planning portal 15/4/20) records that only 4% of respondents 

‘supported the principle of 141 houses on this site’. The developers have made no 

modifications to meet the many objections and suggestions made by residents. 

4. In Conclusion 

4.1 No one is forcing the landowner and developer to develop Broomhill Lane. 

4.2 If the developer feels that REP 1 is not capable of generating the desired level of 

profit, then it would be sensible to develop on more sustainable, less technically 

challenging sites. Broadland’s land supply already has excess capacity. 

 

Kind regards, 

Field End  



Whitwell Road 

Reepham NR10 4JT 
 


