
19th April 2021 

Response to amended application 

Broomhill, Hackford Vale, Reepham NR10 4QX 

Application Number: 20200847 

Proposed residential development for 141 dwellings with associated open space, highway 

and landscaping works.  

Location: Land West of Broomhill Lane  

 

Dear Mr Judson, 

There remain so many unsatisfactory issues with this planning application that it would take 

me many days to cover them all. This leads to the conclusion that individual residents are at 

a huge disadvantage compared to housing developers with the resources to employ 

consultants to produce reports which inevitably find in their favour. There is a serious 

democratic deficit in this process made considerably worse by the pandemic and inability for 

residents to hold public meetings. 

Given that I don’t have the time available to respond to every inaccuracy I have read in the 

consultants reports I will restrict myself to the key points within my personal sphere of 

knowledge; the environment and sustainability. 

The Ecological Assessment produced by Hopkins Ecology was produced following 1 on-

site visit, on 18th August 2019, so it is not surprising that their assessment of the issues is 

limited and inaccurate. I am the owner of the CWS 1327 Broomhill Meadows, and the 

description of this wetland as ‘unimproved neutral grassland’ is out of date. Due to staff 

reductions Norfolk Wildlife Trust has not been able to carry out a re-assessment but over the 

last 10 years the wetland meadow has followed a scheme of improvement.  

In 8.2 page 18, the Hopkins report states that- 

“Close to the south-western boundary (40m) is the Broomhill Meadows County Wildlife Site 

which is designated for unimproved neutral grassland vegetation. Impacts are assessed as 

minor or negligible in relation to surface water run-off, wider lighting impacts, recreational 

impacts and disturbance and predation from cats. In the case of cats, it is likely that the 

Meadows are within the ranges of cats from existing residential housing and as such any 

increase in such disturbance and predation is likely to be of minor significance.” 

Contrary to the above statement that the impact of any housing development in this location 

will be minor or negligible, it is my judgement that the impact will be significant.  

My judgement is based on a full knowledge of the actual quality of the site, experience of 

existing water runoff (which can be severe), existing incursion onto the land by walkers and 

an assessment based on the likely impact of cats which is based on research from other 

locations – rather than a spurious statement that because there are already cats nearby the 

effect of more will make no difference.  

Are we really supposed to believe that the predation of possibly over 100 additional cats in a 

field next to a wildlife site will have no effect on the hares and ground nesting birds that have 

been recorded in that habitat? 



 

Also, I have been conducting bat surveys on the CWS for over 5 years and just because 

there are few bats nesting in the field designated for housing doesn’t mean that the 

development will not have an impact on the large numbers of bats in adjacent fields. A fact 

that the consultants failed to note. 

In general, the ecological assessment is a misrepresentation of the true picture and does not 

accurately address the impact that the housing development will have on the area. 

 

The Transport Assessment by Rossi Long Consultancy is a long report containing large 

amounts of date incomprehensible to a layperson. I would suggest that this is unnecessary 

and serves only to make it harder to analyse the information. Again, the data and experience 

of local people is ignored. For example, the statement – 

“7.1.14 – Junction capacity analysis shows that the predicted development trip generation is 

unlikely to have a significant impact on the local highway network, which generally operates 

well within capacity”.  

indicates the bias nature of the report. The capacity of the single carriageway roads 

throughout Reepham, the right angle bends unsuitable for large vehicles and existing traffic 

jams do not indicate that the addition of many hundred additional daily journeys by car and 

van will be sustainable.  

The Traffic Assessment also states that the development will “promote travel by more 

sustainable forms of transport” and I cant imagine what they might mean by that as we only 

have an extremely limited bus service with no proposal for an increase. 

 

My additional point about this proposed development is that I am convinced that it is 

economically unsustainable for the developer at a level of 141 houses. It is an extremely 

expensive proposal, including; a costly drainage system, mitigation for badgers, sports hall, 

cemetery extension on a sloping site with difficult access. A simple back of the envelope 

calculation shows that the figures don’t add up – and I predict that any development will 

actually be more like 160 plus houses with no social housing as the developer will plead the 

necessity for more houses once it has started. 

 

I hope council officers and committee members will act responsibly and turn these proposals 

down. 

 

Regards 


