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Mr C Judson, Planning Dept. Broadland District Council, by email attachment 

 
27 May 2020 
 
Application Ref: 20200847 
Land west of Broomhill Lane, Reepham – Proposed residential development for 141 dwellings with associated 
open space, highway and landscaping works. Extension to existing Reepham cemetery. 
 
Dear Mr Judson, 
 
CPRE Norfolk objects to this application for the following reasons:  
 

 The application is contrary to the Local Development Plan and the Site Allocations DPD (2016.) This is 
because, although the proposal includes the land within site allocation REP1 (land off Broomhall Lane, 
Reepham) it does not follow the requirements of that allocation. This is because: 
a) The application seeks to increase the number of houses from the approximate range of 100-120 

houses in total to 141, an increase of between 17.5% and 41%. 
b) The application does not include a Sports Hall which is listed as being part of allocation REP1. Instead, 

it suggests (in the Design and Access Statement) that a Sports Hall will be built on another part of 
Reepham High School’s playing fields. 

 

 We are concerned by the high number of inaccuracies, mistakes and out-of-date and draft information 
submitted. It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit accurate and up-to-date information, 
otherwise it is impossible for the delegated officer(s) or relevant councillors to be able to make a 
judgement. Likewise, it is impossible for interested members of the public and consultees to be able to 
fully assess the application. There are numerous examples throughout the application documentation 
which cumulatively make reliable assessment of the application impossible, some of which are referred 
to below. 
 

 We contend that the application is contrary to NPPF 127c which requires planning policies and decisions 
to ensure that developments ‘are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding 
built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or 
change’. This proposal would see an artificial extension to the settlement of Reepham, with a suburban-
style design and layout, out of keeping with the setting.  
 

 We are concerned that the Planning Statement makes no mention under ‘Ecology’ of the existence of 
and potential impacts of the development upon, Booton Common SSSI and Whitwell Common SSSI.  

 

 Despite the reassurances given within the application’s Transport Assessment, we have grave concerns 
about various aspects of the impacts the increased traffic associated with the development would have 
on road safety, the local road network and congestion. Moreover, we challenge various aspects of the 
Travel Assessment as being inaccurate or misleading when related to this application and the town of 
Reepham.  
a) Whilst there are a good range of services within Reepham, the majority of them are located 600-

650m to the north-west of the application site, in and around the Market Place, although the new 
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Co-op will be considerably further away, no doubt resulting in many additional journeys by private 
motor vehicles from the proposed new estate. The Transport Assessment considers this 600-650m 
‘as being within easy walking and cycling distance for most people.’ Unfortunately, this will not be 
the case for a significant minority of residents, particularly some elderly and anyone with mobility 
issues. It should be noted that later in the TA’s Summary and Conclusions that the bus stops are 
located ‘within approximately 800m walking distance of the site’ (7.1.11): if this is the case the use of 
buses is even less likely. 

b) The application’s Design and Access Statement makes the claim that ‘the nearest bus stop from the 
site is located on School Road approximately 0.2miles (4-minute walk) from the site entrance and this 
provides frequent services into Norwich, Holt, and Fakenham.’ This is not the case. The fairly 
infrequent bus services are provided from the Market Place, which is 600-650m (0.37-0.4 miles) from 
the site. Given the additional distance, the infrequency of buses and the length of travel times we 
very much doubt that bus travel will be a favoured mode of transport for those travelling to work, 
leading to an increase in the number of car journeys, not acknowledged in the Transport Assessment. 

c) A major concern with the Transport Assessment is in the way that TRICS data has been used to 
forecast the number of car movements to and from the proposed development. This is largely 
because of the extremely unusual if not unique situation of Reepham. It is a historic town and yet is 
set within a network of ‘B’ and minor roads, without any railway station or other frequent public 
transport to all necessary destinations. These factors, along with the relative lack of job opportunities 
within the town, will lead to the majority of new residents being dependent on private cars for 
journeys to and from work. To expand upon this point we draw attention to the following table, 
which illustrates the differences between Reepham and the majority of housing developments used 
for generating the forecast of vehicle movements. 

 

Sample 
Survey 
Locations 

Miles to railway 
station from 
development 

Miles to ‘A’ road 
from 
development 

Numbe
r of 
houses 

Miles to railway x Number of 
houses 

1 4.5 2.8 134 603 

2 0.4 1 62 24.8 

3 9.6 1 160 1536 

4 Less than 1 0 70 70 

5 5.9 0.4 40 236 

6 0.6 1.1 297 178.2 

7 13 0.5 115 1495 

8 14 0.3 23 322 

9 13 0.5 23 299 

10 0.6 0.1 28 16.8 

11 4.5 0.2 54 243 

   1,006 5,023.8  
Average distance from house 
to railway station 4.99 miles 

Reepham 
proposal 

14.7 2.7 141 2072.7 
Average distance from house 
to railway station 14.7 miles 
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This table shows that the distance of the proposed development at Reepham to the nearest railway 
station is approximately three times that for the developments selected for the TRICS sample. This is 
just one, albeit an important, factor showing why the forecast number of journeys from and to the 
proposed development are likely to be much higher than forecast by the Traffic Assessment. This is 
because without useable public transport options particularly a lack of train transport for travel to 
and from work, residents have no realistic option other than to use private vehicles. 

d) The forecast trip generation figures are therefore called into question, as they are based on samples 
which are not on the whole from similar locations and situations as Reepham. It is impossible to 
accept that a new development of 141 dwellings in Reepham would only generate an additional 67 
combined arrivals and departures in the morning peak hour (08:00-09:00) and 69 in the evening peak 
(17:00-18:00), given the necessity for private vehicle use to get to and from most places of 
employment. These increased numbers of journeys (as well as the forecast numbers) would lead to 
unacceptable levels of congestion on Whitwell Road/School Road, as well as at local road junctions, 
particularly in the centre of Reepham. The situation at the High School and Primary School start and 
end times is already highly congested. This would become intolerable and probably dangerous if the 
development is permitted.  

e) Reepham is set within a network of ‘B’ and minor roads, making it unsuitable for major development 
which would bring with it a significant increase in the number of car journeys, particularly for those 
travelling to and from work. 

f) The TA’s Conclusions make the claim that ‘the proposed residential development is located within an 
existing residential area which is accessible by all means of travel’ (7.2.1.) This clearly is not the case 
as the nearest bus stop (according to 7.1.11) is 800m walking distance from the site, while the 
nearest railway station (Norwich) is 14.7 miles away. The main mode of travel would undoubtedly be 
the private car, and even then Reepham is not particularly accessible, being situated away from ‘A’ 
roads, main routes and most places of employment. 

g) Access from Broomhill Lane onto Whitwell Road is unsafe, given the wall and narrow footway giving 
limited visibility to the north, towards the town centre. This is compounded further by parking on 
Whitwell Road and large numbers of pedestrians at school start and end times, not only at Reepham 
High School, but also at Reepham Primary School. This visibility would be worsened if permission is 
granted for application 20200795 for two bungalows on the site of the current single bungalow at the 
corner of Broomhill Land and Whitwell Road, given the siting of the easternmost dwelling at the 
corner of the site.  

 

 Further to the above transport and traffic concerns, we strongly feel that the proposed housing would be 
contrary to NPPF 103 as the development would not ‘be focused on locations which are or can be made 
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes’.  
 

 In addition, the development and its reliance on private vehicles will do the opposite to what is called for 
in NPPF 148, where ‘the planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a 
changing climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should help to: shape places in 
ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emission, minimise vulnerability and 
improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the conversion of existing 
buildings; and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’ Furthermore, 
NPPF 150b requires that new development should be planned for in ways that: ‘can help to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, such as through its location, orientation and design’. Location of a large 
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housing development which is reliant upon the use of private vehicles will increase greenhouse gas 
emissions unnecessarily. 
 

 Throughout the application documentation statements are made suggesting that the proposed 
development is part of the settlement of Reepham, or is within the existing residential area. This is not 
the case. The development would be a ‘bolted’ on estate within land which is clearly countryside.  
 

 Reepham Primary School is currently full. This does not appear to have been acknowledged in the 
application documents, which is an issue as there would be serious implications regarding CIL payments. 
The question as to whether the number of places at the Primary School could be expanded would also 
need to be answered, as this seriously affects the sustainability of the proposal. NPPF 94 is clear on the 
need for there to be a sufficient choice of school places being available. As there are seemingly no 
primary places available this should lead to refusal of the application. 

 

 The failure to include a Sports Hall in the application is a major concern, in part as this makes it contrary 
to the Local Plan. This would lead to a new Sports Hall having to be sited on further outdoor sports fields 
of Reepham High School, at the loss of valuable outdoor pitches, instead of the Sports Hall being included 
within the REP1 allocated site. 

 

 The current adopted Local Plan, the Joint Core Strategy, has a policy of developments of over 16 
dwellings providing at least 33% of houses as ‘affordable’, rather than the just less than 20% offered as 
part of this application.  

 

 We are also concerned about how public consultation has been used for this application. The Design and 
Access Statement explains that following a consultation event attended by approximately 100 people on 
10th February 2020 and a Parish [actually Town] Council Meeting, concerns were predominantly about 
‘the scale of development in Reepham and the access to and from the site’. The concerns over scale 
could partially be addressed by confining the development to the allocated number of houses of 100-
120. Instead, the Design and Access Statement brushes these genuine concerns aside immediately by 
stating: ‘the issues over the scale are outweighed by the demand of [sic] housing both open market and 
for affordable homes’. This statement clearly makes the case for increased profit at the expense of a 
more sustainable and acceptable application, which could have the backing of local residents. 

 
In conclusion, this proposal would not lead to sustainable development as envisaged by the NPPF, as it would fail 
to meet its social and environmental objectives. Socially, Reepham would suffer due to the strain placed on its 
facilities, particularly its primary school and healthcare services, but also by it leading to safety concerns largely 
related to increased traffic. Environmental concerns are many and varied as explained above, in particular by this 
development failing to address and adapt to climate change, through leading to higher carbon use rather than 
moving towards a low carbon economy. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Michael Rayner 
Planning Campaigns Consultant, CPRE Norfolk 


