
Dear Charles, 
>  
> Following the recent consultation responseon 20200847 of 30 July from the Place Shaping Manager I am e 
mailing a further consultation response as in my view a number of points need addressing. 
>  
> Number of Dwellings.  
>  
> This, as is accepted, exceeds the 100-120 indicated in the approved 2016 Site Allocations DPD, and this is 
indicated in REP 1 as a TOTAL figure, and therefore a is a Cap, contrary to the view of the Place Shaping 
Manager.. So to increase the total allocation from 100-120 by 41 (see below) is a significant departure and 
does NOT accord with the Development Plan provisions concerning Reepham, because while JCS Policy 14 
identified Reepham as a Key Service Centre for 100-200 dwellings the Site Allocations DPD specified 140 on 
two sites (REP 1 & 2).  
> Additionally, the following is perhaps surprisingly not mentioned by the Place Shaping Manager. The current 
2020 GNLP proposals having identified Reepham as a Key Service Centre (One of 9 towns in the 3 Districts 
eligible for 515 dwellings to 2038, is proposing no further housing allocations other than those already 
allocated.The GNLP does carry significant weight as it will be adopting policies for the next 18 years. Therefore 
to reference the Place Shaping Managers comment 'that a strategic issue would only potentially arise when 
the scale of development proposed substantially exceeds that which would be appropriate for a certain 
settlement in the context of its status in the hierarchy’. Reference MUST be made to the 2020 GNLP policy 
REP1 for Reepham that states ‘The Site will accommodate approximately 100 homes in TOTAL. Adding that 
more more homes may be accommodated subject to an acceptable design and layout as well as infrastructure 
constraints. This allocation still includes the provision of a Sports Hall within the site. In this context as no 
housing is now being provided at REP 2, the proposal to increase the REP1 allocation to 120 in TOTAL including 
the provision of the Sports Hall would satisfy this requirement as outlined in the REP 1 Notes.  
>  
> Off site provision of Sports Hall 
>  
> While the guidelines for development of the Sports Hall are outlined in the REP 1 allocation, an Off Site 
location was NOT what the REP 1 policy was seeking to achieve, when CAM Architects and Hopkins Homes 
who presented the original scheme to the Authorities for adoption as REP 1 was accepted as an Allocation. 
Indeed the size of the proposed plot on the Sports Field  omits to allow for an additional 61 parking Spaces 
which will be using the existing Car Park as its sole access thereby creating significant conflict with the 
movement of vehicles within and entering/leaving the Whitwell Road at a point close to the Broomhill Lane 
junction. 
> The proposed improvements to Broomhill Lane through Application (20200469) provides a much safer route 
for all traffic involved, and will have very little impact on the amenity of the current and future residents of 
Broomhill Lane. 
> The proposed location will extent built development of the School to the south, which was not supported by 
the Broadland Policy Team at the time of the 2014 Site Allocations DPD and also encroach on an existing well 
used Sports facility.  
> It is significant that the Place Shaping Manager has concerns regarding the proposed siting and impact on the 
potential for the School to further expand, especially as the provision of a Sports Hall has not been identified. 
This leads to the fact that there is some doubt that it will ever be built as the Head Teacher Bill Gibb’s quote 
which I referred to in my earlier consultation response, was reported in the EDP on 27 June when he was being 
interviewed about the project and it is a fair reflection off how a significant number of Reepham residents view 
the proposals. Indeed one resident has written to Reepham Life, the widely read on-line local magazine 
suggesting that the £1.5 million would be better spent on a community facility by replacing the current Sports 
Pavillion on Simpson Piece, which is understood to no longer be fit for purpose. 
>  
> As before I have copied in our Local Councillor, Phil and John. 
>  
> Kind regards 
> Stay safe 
>  
>  
> Field Cottage 
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