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1. Detrimental impact to the CWS on my property 
The proposed development runs alongside my property on 2 sides. The top field of my 

smallholding is next to the entire length of lower school playing field and the corner alongside 

the easterly edge. It will have a direct impact on my capacity to run my business, quality of 

life, risk of noise, risk to water quality, increased water run-off and have a significantly 

detrimental impact on the environment.  

 

I manage a registered County Wildlife Site, Broomhill Meadows which is a wetland meadow 

and forms an important link to the SSSI at Whitwell. This site has been surveyed and shown 

to have raised levels of, and several less common species of bats, ground nesting birds and 

wetland plant life.  

 

This CWS site is within 50metres of the proposed development. There are many risks which 

would work together to have a detrimental environmental impact and they have NOT been 

considered by this application. The key issue that I have identified is the large number of cats 

that would be introduced into the CWS. We currently do not have any cats visiting the site, I 

have been on the site in all times of the night and day and believe this is because of the 

countryside buffer and badger site which puts cats off roaming down this far. 

 

This might seem like a minor point but a large number of cats would devastate the ground 

nesting wetland birds and small mammal populations which form an important part of the 

CWS as a safe place for birds and food for raptors, including several species of owls that are 

currently nesting there. See paper below - 

 
Key points from a paper in the publication “Wildlife Research” 
Cat-exclusion zones in rural and urban-fringe landscapes: how large would they have to be? 
 
Intro 
“Domestic cats (Felis catus) are known predators of native and introduced wildlife (Churcher and 
Lawton 1987; Barratt 1998; Gillies and Clout 2003; Woods et al. 2003; Baker et al. 2005, 2008), 
occurring in high densities independent of fluctuations in prey species abundance (Paton 1991, 1993; 
Lepczyk et al. 2004; Baker 2008; Sims et al. 2008). Because domestic cats are fed by their owners, 
they do not need to hunt to survive, and household food buffers them from prey population declines, 
enabling them to apply heavy predation pressure until prey reach very low numbers (Fitzgerald 1988). 
The amount of food a cat is fed does not affect its propensity to hunt (Fitzgerald and Turner 2000). 
Predation pressure is probably higher, given that domestic cats often live for 15 years or more, much 
longer than feral cats (Gillies and Fitzgerald 2005)” 
 
Summary  
“The process of urban sprawl brings the human population and their domestic cats (Felis catus) in 
close contact with wildlife in areas that were previously remote, including reserves and conservation 
areas created to protect populations of vulnerable or threatened species. Various mitigation measures 
have been proposed, including devices designed to hinder cat hunting ability, desexing to reduce 
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wandering and nuisance behaviours, containment at night or at all times and regulations governing cat 
ownership. Such regulations may aim to reduce cat densities by limiting the number of cats per 
household, or they may define zones around sensitive conservation areas where cat ownership is 
prohibited.” 
 
Conclusion  
“Home ranges are larger at night than day. Resource selection ratios indicated avoidance of open 
areas with little cover, such as cultivated areas (farmland), tussock grassland and dune land, whereas 
sources of cover such as trees and buildings were preferred. Maximum distances moved and large 
variability between individual cats suggest buffers in rural landscapes would need to be at least 2.4 km 
wide, whereas those in urban-fringe habitat could be half as large.” 
 
“Even though the average home-range size of domestic cats living in low-density residential areas 
tends to be small, large inter-cat variation in ranging behaviour means that effectively to exclude 
domestic cats, exclusion zones would need to be wide. In addition, because there is no evidence to 
suggest that particular types of domestic cats pose less risk to native species than do others, no free-
roaming domestic cats could be exempted from regulations. Consequently, effective cat-exclusion 
zones could potentially affect many households in peri-urban areas.” 
 

POINT 1 

As a buffer zone of the size needed to be effective to reduce cat roaming is 

impossible, the housing site needs to have measures put in place in the form of a 

perimeter fence designed to mitigate cat access to the rural landscape. This is 

possible and should be included in any plans going forward. 

 

 

2. Flaws in the process of consultation and submission of applications 
In summary: 

 This controversial planning application should not be put forward during a global 

pandemic and community lockdown. This does not give the community an adequate 

opportunity to respond as we cannot have public meetings and discuss freely the 

proposals. 

 

 The plans and written submissions are mostly in draft and full of mistakes. Others 

have outlined these much better than I could but it is clear that the applications as 

they stand are not adequate, Indeed, I wouldn’t be surprised if the people who 

produced them have never even visited the site. 

 

 I was not informed directly of the applications, either by letter or email. Despite having 

been in contact with the council regarding all aspects of the inspectors report and 

other applications, seems that my details were deleted from the system. Even with 

that a simple view of any map would show that my property should have been part of 

a consultation. 

 

 There is no comprehensive, up-to-date independent Environmental Impact 

Assessment and submissions as they stand do not address the environmental 

impacts. Other supporting documents regarding transport, impact on services, 

sewage, work opportunities etc are inadequate. 

 

 The 4 related applications (Broomhill Lane improvement, development of bungalows 

on Broomhill Lane, housing development, sports hall) should not be treated as 

separate applications. It is ONE development and should be looked at as a whole. 

 

POINT 2 
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All 4 applications should be rejected and if the developer is to re-apply they need to 

submit at a time that allows for full consultation for the whole site.. 

 

 

3. Planning inspector’s recommendations not addressed 
When the planning inspector recommended Broomhill as an approved site the following 

issues were part of that decision but have now changed – see below. I do realise that the 

original recommendations can technically be ignored, however, I believe that the planning 

committee should take them into account and reject the development as the current 

applications have strayed too far from the original intention. 

 

 The original recommendation by the inspector was for 100-120 houses. There are 

now 141 proposed. It is my contention that this is a minimum and that in actuality the 

figure will end up as approx. 160 because it is an expensive site and the developer 

will squeeze in additional houses once building work has started. Even the 141 

figure is a significant change. 

 

 The original proposal was supported by the Town Council. This has now changed 

and the TC is recommending rejection. 

 

 The inspector stated that concerns regarding transport and the environment would be 

addressed by assessments at the time of any applications. This has not occurred. 

 

 At the time of the inspectors review there were questions regarding the Reepham 

station development and housing on the former garage. The Broomhill site was 

considered important to the overall housing target as the other 2 large sites were not 

secure. As they are now both in progress the Broomhill site is not vital to housing 

targets for the town. Additional housing need for the town and areas can be 

addressed with smaller sites. 

 

POINT 3 

The status of Broomhill as an approved site should be reviewed. 

 

 

4. The housing site proposal has a large number of serious flaws 
In summary; 

 

 The scale of this development is too large and not appropriate to the size of the town. 

 

 This is a large housing estate, where all the houses are designed to match each 

other, not enhance or complement the existing town character. 

 

 The issue of sustainable, green housing design is not addressed. 

 

 The statements in the application regarding availability of public transport are not 

true.  

 

 The development would be harmful to the character and appearance of the 

landscape vistas and reduce the attractiveness of the town to visitors – currently the 

town’s economy relies on a % of visitors to spend in shops, pubs and outlets. 
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 In previous surveys residents identified the importance of keeping significant green 

space to maintain identity, prevent ‘urban sprawl’, and build on ‘brown field’ sites 

rather than on farmland. 

 

 Protection of the badger site is not addressed – a perimeter is not enough. 

 

 Protection of the surrounding area; nesting birds, bat species, wetland habitat etc, 

has not been considered  

 

 Birdlife and small mammals forming food for raptors will be devastated by the number 

of cats introduced by the development. 

 

 The field proposed for the development already has extensive run off on to my land, 

there appears to be no detailed assessment of the actual site and rather there is a 

generic assessment of rural SUDs application. The proposal to install a 24 hour 

pumping station at the lower end of the field, below the lowest house is entirely 

unacceptable. 

 

 The existing sewage system is overstretched and following persistent heavy rain, 

sewers in the town immediate area overflows and floods. The proposals to not 

adequately address this issue. 

 

 There is a ground water stream that flows into my land and directly into the wetland 

CWS of Broomhill Meadows and subsequently the SSSI at Whitwell which is less 

than 300 metres from the far end of the site. There is no proper assessment of how 

this will be affected. 

 

 Given the high cost of this site it is highly likely that 141 houses will not be enough to 

cover costs and provide enough % profit for the developer. I predict that if it goes 

ahead the developer will increase the number of houses while the work commences 

as other developments, throughout the county, have shown is a relatively easy 

process. 

 

 The housing development would negatively impact the award winning school 

allotment project and astronomy telescope. 

 

 The school age children in the new development will take precedent (due to them 

being closest) over existing families in the town. This will mean that large numbers of 

primary age children will need to be driven to other schools in Cawston, Bawdeswell 

etc. Not only will this significantly increase transport use at the peak time, 8.00-

9.00am it will be at considerable inconvenience to existing residents. 

 

 The current low number of car journeys from the site is an under-estimate and does 

not take into account local circumstances, e.g. inadequate bus service, no train 

station, low availability of local work and high use of vehicles by existing local 

businesses.  

 

POINT 4 

Reject the application outright. 
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