
From: MAYHEW, Jerome  
Sent: 30 September 2020 11:48 
To: planning  
Subject: From the office of Jerome Mayhew MP 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
RE:  of Bonneville, Whitwell Road, Reepham, Norwich, Norfolk, NR10 4JT 
 

Mr Mayhew’s constituents, as above, have recently contacted him to raise their concerns over 
proposals to build over 140 dwellings at Reepham. A copy of their letter to Mr Mayhew is attached 
for your information. 
 
As you can see from the additional attachments this is a matter  have raised 
directly with the Council previously. 
 
Mr Mayhew would be most grateful for the Council’s comments on the points that have been raised. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Office of Jerome Mayhew MP 
Member of Parliament for Broadland 

UK Parliament Disclaimer: this e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have 

received it in error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised 

use, disclosure, or copying is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no 

liability is accepted for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This e-

mail address is not secure, is not encrypted and should not be used for sensitive data.  
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BONNEVILLE 

Whitwell Road, Reepham, Norwich, NR10 4JT 
 
 
Mr Jerome Mayhew MP 
The Old Smithy 
Church Farm 
Attlebridge 
NORWICH   NR9 5ST 
Jerome.mayhew.mp@parliament.uk 
 
 
6th September 2020 
 
 
Dear Mr Mayhew 
 
Planning Applications in Reepham 
 
We are writing in respect of the following planning applications  
 
Application 20200847 – 141 houses on meadowland north of Broomhill Lane 
Application 20200469 – Widening of Broomhill Lane with traffic calming between the housing 
development and Whitwell Road 
Application 20201183 – Provision of sports hall on former playing field at Reepham High School 
Application 20200795 – replacement of large bungalow with two smaller at the junction of Broomhill 
Lane/Whitwell Road (application withdrawn) 
 
We have sent our objections to the first three applications separately to the Planning Department, 
and our detailed letters are attached herewith.  Although we hope you will find time to read these, 
we have summarised some of our points below: 
 

1. The land off Broomhill Lane was earmarked for a maximum of 120 houses, (30% of which 
should be social housing) and a sports hall.  The current application contravenes the Site 
Allocations Document, as the developers are applying for 141 houses, only 20% of which are 
for social housing, and an ‘off site’ sports hall.   

2. Broadland District Council have already acknowledged that the application is contrary to the 
provisions of their own Development Plan. (Broadland Weekly Planning List 20/4/20 and 
Charles Judson’s email to Norman Smith 4/5/20) 

3. The main application has been put forward without the supporting documents expected for 
a development of this size.  Some of those which were included were drafts, incomplete 
(badger survey mentioned separately but not submitted) or blatantly untrue (see point 
number 9 re High School access) and the information contained within one document is 
inconsistent with that contained in another (location of bus stops).  It is almost as if the 
applicants are using the public consultation in order to garner residents’ objections which 
they can then mitigate by offering solutions we will not get to see.  How can the public and 
statutory consultees comment on applications which keep being changed?  How can they 
express a view if what is being applied for is ambiguous or unclear? 

4. The applicant’s Transport Assessment claims that the application will reduce reliance on the 
car but, having allowed an average of two cars per new house, this application will actually 
increase the number of car movements on Reepham’s already clogged road network.  It will 
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result in an additional 282 additional vehicles in a 7.5 hectare cul-de-sac accessed only by a 
single road, Broomhill Lane. 

5. According to the developer’s own data, between 8am and 9am weekdays there are an 
average of 222 northbound vehicles and 133 southbound vehicles on Whitwell Road 
attempting to pass Broomhill Lane junction, which is adjacent to the High School. This 

includes at least a dozen buses, which have to negotiate already parked and queuing cars on 
Whitwell Road waiting to drop off students at the High School.  Due to parking along 
Whitwell road, it is already impossible for two cars to pass here during school term.  Yellow 
lines would exacerbate the problem since the Broomhill Lane improvements will remove 
existing parking spaces and the school car park is already inadequate.  The developers have 
estimated that more than one car a minute will be attempting to exit onto the Whitwell 
Road from the estate.  There is a fire station on the Reepham side of the High School and we 
wonder what will happen if the fire engine gets called out to Whitwell during this time  

6. The housing development extols the virtues of its green credentials, with visions of cyclists, 
pedestrians and public transport users being adequately served, yet there is no pedestrian 
access to the proposed new sports hall, the proposed cycle path terminates at the end of 
Broomhill Lane, and the bus service is inadequate for anyone who actually needs one to get 
to work.  The reality is that providing 200m of cycle lane which terminates at a busy junction 
does not make the provision of 141 houses in a rural town with infrequent public transport 
and poor roads eco-friendly. 

7. The ‘green’ credentials are further eroded if one considers that the primary school is already 
full and parents will have to transport their children by car to schools in other villages.  
Furthermore, there are few jobs in Reepham and most people of working age will be 
employed in, and have to drive to, other towns or cities such as Dereham, Fakenham or 
Norwich. 

8. It is unclear who will benefit from the erection of the Sports Hall, other than the developer 
using it as a bribe for the planning permission for the excess houses.  We have seen no 
analysis to indicate that the High School needs a new Sports Hall at the expense of existing  
playing fields and, if it is to be available for members of the public to use, there is no 
footpath access to it along the Whitwell Road. 

9. The Broadland Planning Department are perpetuating false information because they don’t 
even know the current facts of the area.  In a letter publicly available on the District 
Council’s website, Mr Judson asked the applicant whether the circular access to the High 
School from Broomhill Lane would remain, to which the developer replied in the affirmative.  
The original Access Statement at 3.10 refers to the northern school access being closed off 
and taken from Broomhill Lane - The revised Access Statement states ‘A circulatory route for 
access vehicles would remain, with entrance taken from Broomhill Lane, and egress sought 
onto Whitwell Road.’ The truth is, there is no existing circulatory route between Broomhill 
Lane and Whitwell Road and it is disingenuous of Highways to state that it will be retained. 
This disregard for veracity from the applicant and the Planning Officer is disturbing, to say 
the least.  

10. On the ‘Proposed Spin Road’ plan, the red lines marking the Highway to the east of Whitwell 
Road seem to carve straight through two householders’ hedges and another’s brick wall.  No 
neighbours have been consulted on this which leads us to ask whether this will be carried 
out without making the residents aware, or whether the plans have been carelessly drawn.  
What other omissions or mistakes have been made? 

 
We believe that Broadland District Council are awaiting further comment from consultees and 
discussion by the Planning Committee at one of their forthcoming meetings.  However, we remain 
concerned that these applications have been submitted with a disregard to the democratic process.  
They are, at best, inaccurate and incomplete and contain so many inconsistencies it is unclear what 
is being applied for.  There is an unacceptable degree of ambiguity and inaccuracy, indicating a 
disregard for the planning process and for those most affected by the proposals.   
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Very few, if any, residents of Reepham support these applications, and many consultees have their 
reservations.  The Primary School and GP Surgery are currently inadequate for the numbers 
expected.  Whitwell Road can hardly cope with the traffic it already has, there are no jobs in the 
town and minimal public transport.  However, the access statement submitted by the applicants 
paints a picture of a well-serviced town where the 338 new residents (an increase of 12.5%) and 
their 282 cars can blend seamlessly into Reepham life. (Resident numbers extrapolated from 
Broadland District Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (April 2016)). 
 
It has been reported that, as a Member of Parliament, you do not believe you should  intervene in 
planning applications, because the planning process has its own democratic oversight via the District 
Council planning committee, staffed as it is with locally elected councillors, and your involvement 
would interfere with their democratic role.  However, there are many examples, both locally and 
nationally, of MPs helping their constituents to fight perceived planning injustice.  Mr George 
Freeman, MP, has vowed recently to help residents in Mattishall fight an unpopular planning 
proposal and, many years ago, when we lived in Old Catton, Mr Patrick Thompson MP was actively 
involved in fighting a problem with a public footpath which the local Council seemed unable or 
unwilling to take any action over.  If local electors cannot turn to their MP when the District Council 
seems to be flouting democracy by overturning their own local plan, what are we supposed to do?  
Residents feel so strongly against this planning development that they are considering engaging legal 
representation, which will cost thousands of pounds and should not be necessary if our elected 
representatives hold the paid officers properly to account.  We desperately need help with this and 
hope that you will put aside the reasons you have so far offered as explanations for not getting 
involved.  
 
In your ‘Building Back Greener’ report you affirm that your Party has a responsibility to ‘Protect and 
enhance’ the environment and that you are committed to sustainable and environmentally friendly 
measures.  How can building 141 homes on a green field site, potentially bringing 282 cars and 338 
new residents into a small rural town with few employment prospects, extremely limited public 
transport and poor infrastructure, contribute in any way to your stated aims?  This major 
development is inappropriate to a small rural town and will result in an unsustainable increase in the 
number of residents and volume of traffic.  There are many places in Norfolk eminently more 
suitable for housing projects of this scale: places like Rackheath, Thorpe Marriott and Aylsham, 
which have large roads, good public transport links and, therefore, easy access to many employment 
opportunities and services such as schools, shops and doctors. 
 
Are residents’ lives and the tranquility of this small town, the unbroken views from this field and the 
integrity of our councillors to be put in jeopardy by a development company who have treated the 
Council and the rules with utter contempt, disregarding the proper planning process and displaying a 
blatant disrespect for the area, the truth and the people who have chosen to make Reepham their 
home?   
 
Please don’t let our legacy be the ruin of one of the last medieval market towns in North Norfolk and 
the destruction of a rural idyll through the greed of a national developer and the complacency of 
those who have the power to stop it. 
 
We hope we can count on your support. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Copied to:  Cllr Greg Peck, Norfolk County Councillor; Cllr Stuart Beadle, Broadland District Council 
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BONNEVILLE 

Whitwell Road, Reepham, Norwich, NR10 4JT 

 

 

Mr C Judson 

Planning Officer 

Broadland District Council 

Thorpe Lodge 

Yarmouth Road 

NORWICH   NR7 0DU 

planning@broadland.gov.uk        13
th

 May 2020 

 

 

Dear Mr Judson 

 

Planning Application 20200847 Proposed Residential Development for 141 

Dwellings, Land West of Broomhill Lane, Reepham 

 

We are writing to object to the above planning application on the grounds of disturbance, 

impact on ecology, effect on road safety, increased use of vehicles, it is out of character, 

supporting information is inaccurate or non-existent and it is not in accordance with the 

Local Development plan.  

 

Divergence from Conditions set out in the Local Development Plan 

 

The 2016 Development Plan allocated the land of Broomhill Lane for ‘residential 

development and community facilities (including cemetery land, recreational open space 

and a sports hall)’ and stated ‘the site will accommodate approximately 100-120 homes 

in total.’  Of these, 30% should be affordable housing. 

 

The plan submitted in April is for 141 houses on the site and only 20% affordable 

housing.  We attended the public meeting in the town hall on the10
th

 February and 

queried the increase in overall number and the reduction in affordable housing.  We were 

told that this change had been made to make the development ‘more financially viable’.  

We would be interested to know what the protocol is when an application is not in 

accordance with the local Development Plan.  According to the District Council’s 

website, the documents that make up the current local plan are ‘the main guide to 

determining planning applications’.  Can the Plan be cast aside at the whim of a 

developer without formal adjustment, no further consultation with the public and 

no reference to the Planning Inspectorate?  If so, it undermines the whole process.  

 

The Viability Assessment Report, submitted by a surveyor from Savills, explains that 

‘Improvements to social and physical infrastructure will need to be undertaken by the 

relevant bodies, as appropriate.  This is likely to include improvements to the schools, 

sewerage, highways, and recreational provision.  Funding towards this may be required 

of the developer directly, or through the Community Infrastructure Levy paid by the 

developer’.  Even the response from the Police states that current policing levels would 

be unable to cope with the increase in residents and that, they too, would require funding 

from the developer.   

 

mailto:planning@broadland.gov.uk
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Bearing in mind the developer’s justification for the deviation from the Development 

Plan, we were somewhat surprised to read that the surveyor still concluded that ‘the 

scheme is unviable’ meaning that it ‘cannot meet the level of obligations’.  Even with 21 

more houses overall and 10% less affordable housing, the developer is still unlikely 

to be able to provide all the improvements required to mitigate the effects to local 

residents of the application.  

 

The developer has already abandoned the requirement for the designated area to include a 

sports hall, by locating it elsewhere, although it is questionable whether this will ever be 

built.  The guideline in the Development Plan that the site should contain adequate 

provision of green space is also largely ignored.  The developer claims to be providing ‘a 

locally equipped area of play and informal open spaces to enable residents and visitors to 

relax, play and walk their dogs on site and therefore reduce the number of trips off-site.’  

However, examination of the plans reveals that one green space houses the High School 

observatory, half of the largest area to the east is taken up with the cemetery extension 

and the area to the north consists mainly of a pond and an area currently inhabited by a 

colony of badgers.  It is difficult to see how the residents of 141 houses, let alone 

visitors and dogs, will be able to exercise within the small confined areas which will 

actually be available to them. 

 

Public Objections 

 

At the public meeting which took place in February, 71% of those who completed 

feedback forms said they did not agree with the principle of 141 dwellings on the site.  

Amongst the reasons for objection were:  

 

 Concerns over the ability of the existing infrastructure to cope (primary and high 

schools, doctor’s surgery, car parking, sewerage, shops, broadband, phone signal, 

drainage, energy supply) 

 Inappropriate access strategy (secondary point of access needed) 

 Local highway network cannot cope with the increase in vehicular movements, 

impact on safety 

 Excessive amount of new growth, overcrowding of the site, excessive density 

 Location unsuitable, due to poor public transport provision 

 Impact on the character of the area 

 The new residents will have to commute outside of Reepham 

 Loss of a greenfield site and open space 

 Badgers 

 Disruption during building work 
 

These are all valid concerns which we share with fellow residents and, although the 

applicants held a public meeting and requested feedback, none of it has been 

addressed.   
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Impact on Ecology 

 

We spoke to the ecological expert at the presentation evening in February, who stated 

that the existing badger sett would be preserved by adopting a 30 metre exclusion zone 

and said he was satisfied that the minimum required room had been allocated by the 

developers.  The reality is, however, that no badgers will live 30 metres from a building 

site and the disruption will drive them away.  When we expressed this view to him he 

shrugged and agreed that we had a valid point.  The Protection of Badgers Act 1992 

makes it illegal to kill, injure or take badgers or to interfere with a badger sett.  Activities 

affecting badgers or their setts, which would otherwise be illegal, can be carried out 

under licence from Natural England, where there is suitable justification and the problem 

cannot be resolved by alternative means.  However, it is not clear whether Natural 

England have been contacted in this regard since no detailed analysis of the badger 

question is evident on the Planning website in connection with this application. 

 

The Ecological Assessment by Hopkins Ecology dated 15
th

 April makes reference to a 

separate report on the badgers.  Page 4 and page 21 of the document recommend the 

erection of fencing and state that ‘Additional information is provided within a separate 

document.’  It is of vital importance that this document is released. Norfolk County 

Council went to great lengths in 2014 in order to protect the nearby badger colony on 

Marriott’s Way and to ensure they were not disturbed by work carried out to reinforce the 

path.  The badgers on this site are entitled to the same protection and the withheld 

report must be made available to the public and to Councillors at the earliest 

opportunity.    
 

Lack of Appropriate Information 

 

In addition to the missing Badger Report, there are a number of documents which we 

understand should be provided as part of a full planning application but which have not 

been submitted.   

 

We understand that the developer was required to include a sewage report with the 

application and when we asked at the meeting on 10
th

 February how foul water from the 

site would be dealt with they said they had not yet discussed this with Anglian Water.  

Anglian Water have been consulted by the planning authority, but in their response of 

27
th

 April they state they have not yet been contacted by the applicant, nor have they 

received any information on the size of the sewerage pumping station nor have they had 

the opportunity to offer any advice to the developers.  Since Broadland District 

Council’s Site Allocations DPD states that the addition of new housing in Reepham 

is ‘subject to overcoming sewage capacity constraints’ it is difficult to understand 

how this application can be determined when the developer has not put forward any 

proposals to enable the sewage authority to comment on the plan. 

 

Similarly, the Flood Prevention Officer has not been given sufficient information on the  

drainage strategy so they are unable to assess the adequacy of the developer’s plans to 

mitigate the risk of flooding on the site and they currently object to the application. 
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It has also been noted by Broadland District Council’s own Environmental Management 

Officer that neither a land assessment or an air quality report have been submitted, which 

is standard practice for an application of this size. 

 

It is somewhat surprising that a developer proposing to construct a brand new 

housing estate on a green field site has not spoken with, nor provided sufficient 

information to, two essential authorities, nor have they met the basic requirements 

of the Council’s own departments. 

 

It could be considered even more surprising that Broadland District Council has 

accepted the application under these circumstances and has allowed the application 

to proceed without this crucial and mandatory supporting information, meaning 

that residents, Officers and Councillors are obliged to make a decision without 

possession of all the facts 
 

Landscape  

 

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment carried out on behalf of the Developers in 

January 2020 by James Blake Associates references the Landscape Character Assessment 

of Broadland and the Foulsham and Reepham Plateau Farmland Mosaic LCA of which 

the application site is a part.  Some of the objectives in point 5.2.20 of their report are 

particularly relevant to the site of the proposed new housing estate where the stated aims 

are to: 

 Conserve subtle feature of the historic landscape, such as ancient tracks, lanes and 

irregular shaped fields bound by intact hedgerows, which if not protected are 

vulnerable to change and loss; 

 Resist new development that would result in any diminution of the sparsely 

settled nature of the area or in any reduction in the sense of peace and isolation 

within the area which is devoid of large settlements; 

 Seek to conserve the strong, rural character of the area and related sense of unity. 

 Seek to conserve the landscape setting of existing villages, such as Foulsham, 

Reepham, Guestwick, Wood Dalling and Themelthorpe; 

 

None of these objectives are satisfied by the application, in fact is desecrates this 

beautiful unspoilt natural area.  The ancient track at the end of Broomhill Lane is typical 

of many ancient footpaths in the area and it is unclear from the plans whether this will be 

retained.   

 

  (Photo – Richard Taylor) 
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Unsustainable Increase in Number of Residents 

 

Broadland District Council’s Supplementary Planning Document (April 2016) contains 

assumptions on average occupancy rates according to the number of bedrooms properties 

contain.  Using this basis and the number of each type of dwelling as put forward in the 

developer’s application, we can expect an increase of 338 residents or 12.5%.   

 

The proposed housing density alone is of a hitherto unprecedented scale in Reepham and 

is disproportionate to any perceived need in this rural area.  We are outraged by this 

proposal for 141 houses to be crowded onto a 7.5 hectare green field and a school playing 

field on the outskirts of our small town.  This type of urban sprawl is more fitting to 

places like Thorpe Marriott and Rackheath where they have the infrastructure, access to 

public transport and employment opportunities to support it.   

 

The Site Allocations DPD mentions that the addition of new homes should include ‘the 

encouragement of local job growth,’ but there is no evidence of this being undertaken 

and, as there are few employment opportunities in Reepham or the immediate area, it is 

unclear where all these are people going to work.  It is likely that many will have to travel 

to Fakenham, Dereham or Norwich.  Similarly, there are only a few small shops in 

Reepham.  It has no large supermarket, nor does it want one, but where will people do 

their shopping?  Has anyone checked the list size at the local GP surgery to find out 

whether they will be able to cope with the influx of new patients?   

 

When we asked at the public meeting about the capacity of the local schools to  

accommodate the likely number of additional students from the development, we were 

told by the developer they had not asked the primary school.  Reepham Primary School is 

easily within walking distance of the new housing estate but it turns out there is no 

capacity for the school to take any more pupils.  They will therefore have to be taken by 

car to neighbouring schools. 

 

The application includes a Transport Assessment, the summary of which states ‘the 

proposed development is to be located in a very sustainable location, with excellent 

connectivity to both a good level of public transport services and pedestrian/cycle 

facilities.  Therefore the provision of the proposed development on a site such as the one 

proposed is considered appropriate for the location.’  This is a complete fabrication of the 

situation and is very different to the perception and experience of current residents.   

 

Effect on Road Safety - Cycling 

 

National and Local Planning Policy states that the planning system should actively 

manage patterns of growth in order to make the fullest possible use of public transport, 

walking and cycling, and focus development in appropriate locations which are or can be 

made sustainable.   

 

The Transport Assessment makes much of the ease with which the housing estate will 

enable residents to choose eco-friendly modes of transport in preference to the car by 

‘providing quality pedestrian and cycle links to facilitate sustainable travel.’  We 

understand that these provisions are contained within a separate application, 20200469, to  
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widen Broomhill Lane, create a pavement and cycle lane and improve safety at the 

junction at where Broomhill Lane joins Whitwell Road by splaying the junction to 

increase visibility.  However, a contradictory planning application by the same 

developer, 20200795, seeks to demolish the bungalow called Broomhill, which is 

located at the junction, and replace it with two dwellings which are set closer to 

Whitwell Road and will actually reduce visibility. 
 

It is also worth noting that the proposed cycle path on Broomhill Lane does not 

contribute in any meaningful way to a safe cycle network, as it terminates at the 

junction of Whitwell Road, a total distance of approximately 200 metres.  

 

Effect on Road Safety – Public Transport 
 

The Transport Assessment accompanying the housing estate application also claims it 

will be located ‘within walking distance of a well-served public transport network.’  

While there are a handful of buses travelling through the Market Place each day, it is true 

to say that public transport in Reepham is limited and is of no benefit for anyone who 

works for a living.  Reepham is 14 miles from Norwich, the only bus going out on 

weekday mornings in time for someone to be at their workplace in Norwich for 9am 

leaves the Market Place at 7.15am and takes over an hour to arrive by taking a circuitous 

route through Aylsham.  The Airport Park and Ride is a 20 minute car drive away and is 

the preferred option for many who work in the City. There is no evening bus back after 

5.15pm.  There are no trains within many miles of Reepham. 

 

Effect on Road Safety – Access 

 

The developer claims to have designed access roads on the estate which are suitable to 

accommodate large vehicles, and that fire and refuse vehicles will be able to enter and 

egress the site in forward gear.  This is fortunate, because there will be insufficient room 

for them to turn round, and they will have to drive around the estate to get back to 

Broomhill Lane because that is the only way in and out.   

 

We were told at the public meeting in February that the housing estate plans had been 

drawn up to include space for cars, and some garages, assuming an average of two cars 

per household.  This will mean an additional 282 additional vehicles in a 7.5 hectare 

cul-de-sac accessed only by a single road. 

 

According to the developer’s own data, between 8am and 9am weekdays there are an 

average of 355 vehicles attempting to pass Broomhill Lane junction.  We can confirm 

that this includes at least a dozen buses, which have to negotiate already parked and 

queuing cars waiting to drop off students at the High School.  The area is often 

gridlocked, posing potential problems for the emergency services, particularly the fire 

engine which is stationed along the same road. 

 

The developer’s modest estimate that the new estate could generate an additional 67 

vehicle movements between 8am and 9am weekdays will increase traffic here by 20%.   
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They claim that these additional vehicular trips during the morning peak would ‘not 

likely to be significant’ as it would be ‘a maximum of one additional vehicular trip per 

minute’.   The fact that there could be  ‘one car per minute’ trying to get out of 

Broomhill Lane during what is already an unacceptable level of traffic chaos is a 

terrifying prospect, not least because of the visibility issues at the junction, as 

already mentioned.  
 

Figures from the Office for National Statistics for the Broadland local authority area 

suggest that a higher number of additional trips could be generated by the new estate than 

those quoted by the developer.  The ONS findings show that 70% of the working 

population in the area travel to work using their own vehicle and a further 5% get a lift so 

the number of vehicle movements generated by the new estate during the morning 

peak hour could easily be double that quoted by the developers.  

 

Effect on Road Safety – Volume of Traffic 
 

One of the sites used as an indicator for traffic prediction is in Wymondham, which has a 

population of 13,600, three supermarkets, employment and is only 10 miles from 

Norwich via the A11 due carriageway.  The Wymondham site is within walking distance 

of a rail station and there are regular bus services. 

  

Reepham, with its population of only 2,700, no train service within miles and a limited 

bus service, is in no way comparable to Wymondham.  There are very few employment 

opportunities within walking or cycling distance of Reepham, leisure facilities are very 

limited and there is no evening bus service to nearby towns or cities.   

 

A Transport Assessment should demonstrate that the vehicular demands arising from the 

proposed development would not adversely impact on the surrounding transport network 

and supports travel by more sustainable forms of transport.  It is said by the developer 

that the proposed new housing estate complies with these aims by being located in an 

area appropriate for the proposed development.  However, we believe that building 141 

houses on the edge of Reepham will place undue impact on the local highway network in 

terms of capacity and safety because, in a rural community such as Reepham, there is no 

viable alternative to car travel for the majority of the residents.  Furthermore, building an 

estate of that size here is not only inappropriate but unsustainable when the use of private 

cars is already in jeopardy due to impending restrictions on the sale of diesel vehicles. 

The proposed reliance of the residents on private cars is evidenced by the fact that 

the properties are designed to provide for an average car ownership of two per 

household.   
 

Rather than reducing reliance on the car, as the Transport Assessment claims, this 

application will actually increase the number of cars on Reepham’s narrow and 

already clogged road network.   

 

 

 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/
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Effect on Road Safety – High School 

 

One question which has not been answered is where will users of the High School park? 

Many teachers and staff currently park along Broomhill Lane but will be unable to once 

the alterations have been made.  There are no plans to increase the size of the school car 

park which already accommodates other teachers and staff, sixth form cars, buses, and 

parents dropping off and picking up children.   

 

At 3.30pm Whitwell Road is impassable with queues of cars, parking on zig zag lines 

outside the High School and no consideration shown for residents or other road users.  

The traffic recently became so dangerous that the School was ordered by the Police to 

lock its gates between 3.15 and 3.45 to force parents in cars to wait elsewhere. 

 

Effect on Road Safety - Whitwell Road 

 

The Highway Network Assessment, submitted by the developer, states that traffic turning 

south from Broomhill Lane will travel on the Whitwell Road to the A1067 Fakenham 

Road, a distance of two and a half miles.  Whitwell Road is a narrow country lane with 

overgrown hedges and blind corners along its length; it is regularly flooded; there is no 

room to pass oncoming vehicles, necessitating the use of limited improvised passing 

places; there are narrow bridges to negotiate along with hazardous trees, potholes and 

mud; it has no footpath and is in a poor state of repair.  There is no analysis in the 

Transport Assessment of the adequacy of Whitwell Road to cope with the increase in 

traffic created by 141 new homes and we believe this omission is because the road is 

completely unsuitable.   

 

Traffic coming from the new estate and turning left towards Reepham town centre will 

have to negotiate the narrow cross roads at Townsend Corner and hope that they don’t 

encounter a school bus or refuse lorry. 

 

Effect on Road Safety – Absence of Facilities 

 

The Highway Authority requires that all new development is well located in settlements 

with a range of services to minimise the need to travel and that adequate regard is given 

to reducing the traffic impacts of growth to negate a detrimental effect on the road 

network or existing communities. 

 

It is completely inappropriate to put a housing estate of this size in a rural market town 

which does not have the facilities of many larger towns and suburbs, where residents can 

access public transport, leisure facilities, large supermarkets and so on.  

 

It is unacceptable that Reepham should be subject to the greed of duplicitous developers 

who have no conception of how their actions will spoil our little town forever.   
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Effect on Road Safety – Summary 

 

The developer’s contribution to road safety is said to be the enhancement of the junction 

between Broomhill Lane and Whitwell Road and the widening of Broomhill Lane to 

provide a cycle path and pavement.  It is claimed this will give ‘safe routes for 

pedestrians… to all facilities, services and schools… integrate within the surrounding 

area and provide convenient links to nearby facilities, enabling a reduction in car-borne 

journeys.’   Not only does Broomhill Lane not connect to any part of a safe cycle route, 

but the desire to improve the junction is not borne out within the developer’s other 

application, which will actually worsen visibility.  So, in conclusion, by providing a 

cycle lane of approximately 200 metres between the new estate and the High School, 

the developers claim to have reduced car journeys, despite having created a cul de 

sac containing around 280 additional cars in an area almost devoid of public 

transport and employment opportunities.   

 

Nowhere in the report has it been mentioned that the site access is ‘within a frequently 

trafficked area’ except when the developers assert that there have been no accidents there 

in the last five years.  There was, however, what is classed as a ‘severe’ accident 

involving a child and a car near the Broomhill Lane junction in 2013 and no 

improvements have been made to the road layout since that time.  It is also suggested that 

the development ‘Should not significantly impact upon highway safety’ when the 

Fakenham Road junction, at the end of the southern route away from the estate, is a 

known accident blackspot.  The ‘Think’ Map lists two slight accidents here in recent 

years and one fatality in 2017.   

 

The developer’s Transport Assessment concentrates on pedestrians, cyclists and users of 

the limited public transport service, with only point 7.2.2 mentioning cars at all.  How 

can the developers say the application is ‘unlikely to have a negative impact upon 

the surrounding highway network both in terms of safety or capacity’ when they 

have not taken into account any of the above safety concerns?  

 

Conclusion 

 

Reepham is a rural town of some 1,200 households with a market place which is a 

designated conservation area.  Land originally allocated under the 2016 Development 

Plan as a housing and community facility site for 120 houses and a sports hall has 

become an application for 141 houses which would be disproportionate and completely 

out of character.  Approval of this application would be an act of vandalism which will 

destroy Reepham and its rural way of life and turn a wonderful green space on the edge 

of our town into an over-populated cul-de-sac.  Reepham is a charming place to live but 

offers limited job opportunities, insufficient local amenities, poor roads and inadequate 

local transport links.  This development will generate a large increase in car ownership 

and funnel vehicle movements through a junction with poor visibility onto an already 

congested and hazardous road.  
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The developer has compiled a disingenuous application which is both misleading and 

false.  It bears no resemblance to the situation as it now exists and does not in any way 

reflect the effect that 141 houses with 2 cars each will have on the local road network.  

The disgraceful lack of required documents, contradictory applications and the shambolic 

process adopted by the developer shows complete contempt for our planning authority, 

our Councillors and the residents, and we urge Broadland District Council to reject the 

application. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 




