
72 Carneddi Road 
Bethesda 
Gwynedd 
LL57 3SG 
Sent by email to: charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 
 
Dear Mr Judson, 
Planning consultation 20200847: Proposed residential development for 141 dwellings with 
associated 
open space, highway and landscaping works. 
I write in connection with the above planning application. I have examined the plans and I know 
the site well, 
having previously lived in Reepham for over 20 years. I wish to object strongly to the 
development of these 
houses in this location. The grounds for my objection fall within a number of areas relating 
directly to national 
and international policy and legislation, as set out below. 
Major development and contrary to the development plan 
1. The proposed development is located outside the current Reepham settlement boundary and 
would 
represent a significant extension to the footprint of the town to the south-west. The use of 
settlement boundaries offers direction for growth and towards more sustainable locations with a 
view to supporting existing facilities and services whilst also providing protection to the 
countryside. 
The proposed development does not align with these sound principles which if adhered to, would 
help ensure sustainable development in Reepham. 
2. The size of the proposed development cannot be supported by existing town infrastructure and 
would place an unprecedented increase in demand on the already pressured local services and 
facilities, including schools (primary, secondary and higher education), the local doctor’s surgery, 
police services, local shops and the sewerage system. This would be of detriment to existing and 
future residents of the town. 
3. The proposal contravenes the Site Allocation Document (DPD) published in 2016, which 
stated that 
the number of houses on the site should not exceed 120. In addition, only 28 (20%) of the 141 
houses 
are affordable, with an increased number and proportion of market houses. This does not align 
with 
the figures provided in the DPD process which stated that the proportion of affordable housing 
should be 33%. 
4. The original plan for the site set out in the DPD included provision of a sports hall behind the 
high 
school. This has omitted from the current proposal. 
5. The DPD also stated that the development would need to comply with policies in the 
Development 
Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework. Clearly, in a number of areas, as set out 
below the 
current proposal does not. 
Impacts on internationally and nationally protected biodiversity 
6. The proposal has the potential to result in significant effects on the notified and designated 
features 
of Booton Common Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Whitwell Common SSSI and the 
Norfolk 
Valley Fens Special Area of Conservation (SAC). The key impact pathways by which the 
proposal could 
result in significant effects on these protected sites and their features are: 
- additional recreational pressure from the increased population associated with the housing 
development; and 



- changes to the drainage and hydrology of the area as a result of the proposal. 
7. Under Article 6(3) of the EC Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC), Broadland 
Council as 
the competent authority is required to carry out a ‘test of likely significant effect’ (LSE) of the 
potential effects of the proposal on the integrity of the Norfolk Valley Fens SAC Natura site. This 
test 
must consider the effects of the proposal alone, as well as in combination with the effects of 
other 
plans and projects on the same Natura site. This ‘in combination’ assessment must include the 
combined effects of the proposed road widening of Broomhill Lane. If the potential for likely 
significant effects cannot be excluded by the test of LSE, Broadland Council must make an 
appropriate assessment of the implications of the project for the SAC, in view the site’s 
conservation 
objectives. They may agree to the project only after having ruled out adverse effects on the 
integrity 
of the SAC. Where an adverse effect on the site’s integrity cannot be ruled out, and where there 
are 
no alternative solutions, the proposal can only proceed if there are imperative reasons of over-
riding 
public interest and if the necessary compensatory measures can be secured. The ‘shadow 
Habitats 
Regulations Assessment’ provided as part of an ecological assessment by Hopkins Ecology, 
does not 
adequately assess the potential significant effects on the SAC as a result of changes to drainage 
and 
hydrology and increased recreational pressure. Unless a significant effect can be objectively 
ruled 
out with certainty, it is considered ‘likely’ as set out in key cases in the European Court of 
Judgement 
(Waddenzee case, ECJ C-127/02 and the Sweetman case, ECJ C-258/11). 
8. If the proposal might affect a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), assent under section 28 
of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 may be required from Natural England. 
9. The proposed development exceeds 5 hectares and therefore exceeds the threshold of a 
‘Schedule 
2’ project under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 
2017. Broadland Council must therefore carry out Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
screening, 
to ascertain if the project is likely to give rise to significant environmental effects and if it is, 
advise 
that an EIA is required. This is particularly pertinent, given the proximity of the proposal to sites of 
national and international importance, as set out in the point above. The rationale provided in the 
case officer’s screening matrix (dated 30 April 2020) is subjective and inadequately evidenced in 
either the matrix or in the supporting documents. The matrix acknowledges the potential for 
significant effects but defers to the planning determination process to resolve any issues. This 
approach is inadequate and could be open to challenge for non-compliance with the 2017 EIA 
Regulations (and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended)). 
Further, 
the EIA screening matrix was only completed on 30 April 2020, fifteen days after commencement 
of 
the consultation period, so this key document has not been available for the full period of 
consultation. 
Impacts on highway safety 
10. Traffic in the Whitwell Road and Broomhill Lane area associated with the Primary and High 
schools 



is heavy at the start and end of the school day. Broomhill Lane itself is subject to very heavy 
traffic 
and congestion, with many private vehicles parking on the grass verge along Broomhill Lane in 
the 
morning and afternoon. Whitwell Road is subject to heavy traffic from school coaches and private 
vehicles, including parked cars. These create a significant hazard for local traffic and 
pedestrians, 
even at current traffic and population levels. Increased traffic resulting from the proposed 
development will only serve to increase and exacerbate highway safety problems. 
11. The proposed development would adversely affect highway safety, for the reasons detailed 
below: 
- The B1145 entering Reepham from the north (from Cawston) has a narrow and dangerous 
bend 
at the Salle National Grid electricity substation. 
- Norwich Road entering Reepham from the east brings traffic through the centre of Reepham, 
including along a very narrow section of road adjacent to St Mary’s church, which is already 
subject to severe congestion at peak times. 
- The B1145 entering Reepham from the west, from the A1067 has several narrow and 
dangerous 
bends at Bawdeswell, making this route unsuitable for heavy traffic. 
- Nowhere Lane, also linking Reepham to the A1067, to the east of Bawdeswell at Sparham has 
a 
weak bridge between Whitwell Common and Whitwell Station and a low bridge at Whitwell 
Station. 
The increase in traffic on one or more of these highways from the construction and occupation 
phases of the proposed development would adversely affect highway safety and the 
convenience of 
road users. 
Visual and landscape impacts and noise 
12. The proposed development would lead to unacceptable permanent visual impacts on the 
landscape 
and character to the west side of Reepham and the Broomhill Lane area, which currently 
provides a 
green corridor linking Reepham with the Broomhill Meadows County Wildlife Site and small area 
of 
established deciduous woodland, the Norfolk Valley Fens Special Area of Conservation and 
Marriots 
Way. The introduction of 141 new houses, along with the associated road widening in Broomhill 
Lane 
would change the character of this area which is an extremely popular amenity for local people 
and 
visitors to the area. The adverse visual effects and on the character of the area as a result of the 
proposed development would be severe and irreversible. 
13. The density of housing in the proposed development would lead to adverse impacts through 
noise 
and disturbance, overlooking and loss of privacy for the current residents of Broomhill Lane. The 
likely effect of the development on the residential amenity of neighbours and the character of the 
neighbourhood are important considerations that have not been adequately considered in the 
application. The proposed development is over-bearing, out-of-scale and out of character in 
terms 
of its appearance compared with existing development in Broomhill Lane and Park Lane. 
For the reasons set out above, I wish to object to the proposal. Before reaching a decision on this 
planning 
application, Broadland Council should satisfy itself on all of the above issues. 
Yours faithfully, 

 


