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BONNEVILLE 

Whitwell Road, Reepham, Norwich, NR10 4JT 

 
Mr C Judson 
Case Officer 
Broadland District Council 
 
27th April 2021 

 

Dear Mr Judson 

 
Planning application 20200847, 141 Houses West of Broomhill Lane 
 
Thank you for the letter received from the Planning Department by email on the 7th April 
informing us of new documents uploaded to the planning portal to the 25th March 
regarding the above application.  Whilst these new documents go some way to 
addressing some of the issues raised by consultees and residents, we remain very 
concerned by the following: 
 
Air Quality Assessment 
 
The long-awaited and frequently requested Air Quality Assessment was uploaded to the 
portal on the 21st April, a week before the end of the consultation period.  It is signed off 
as issued the previous year, April 2020, and headed ‘Additional Air Quality Assessment.’ 
I have viewed every one of the 370 documents relating to these three applications on the 
portal, and I have seen no Air Quality Assessment prior to this one. Is the title and date a 
mistake or has the report been withheld? 
 
The Air Quality Assessment uses data provided by the Project Transport Consultant, 
who we assume to be Rossi Long, the author of the Transport Assessment.  The 
soundness of this document has been challenged numerous times by consultees, most 
recently by the residents of Field End (13/4/21) and, as such, renders the Air Quality 
Assessment of questionable value.   
 
Transport Assessment 
 
The new Transport Assessment is the main document that continues to worry us.  It is 
said to have been updated but still claims that ‘vehicular demands arising from the 
proposed development would not adversely impact on the surrounding transport network 
and that the Government’s adopted policy objective to promote travel by more 
sustainable forms of transport is fully supported’ (2.3.4)   
 
They extol the virtues of the access to public transport, but the sporadic local bus service 
does not cater for workers nor anyone looking to travel outside the town for leisure 
activities in the evenings or weekends. 
 
Based on number and size of the houses, the estate is expected to bring in 321 cars.The 
planning application confirms that parking/garages have been provided for that number.  
The Transport Assessment states there are already 355 vehicle movements between 
8am and 9am during school term times and they would expect a minimum further 67 (up 
to 99) cars from the estate to be added to the mix, at least one a minute.  Yet they state 
(5.5.9) ‘the Broomhill Lane/Whitwell Road junction operates well within capacity with no 
queuing traffic in the future year with the development site fully occupied.’   
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Section 5.6.14 states ‘the location of the site and the improved access arrangements 
means that it is considered the quantum of trips described are unlikely to cause a 
significant net impact on the local highway network.’  The Broomhill Lane junction is 
already heavily congested at peak times, and yet the applicants claim an extra 67 cars 
will reduce the queuing to zero in the future. 
 
The applicant’s Transport Assessment asserts that ‘there are 4-6 buses to and from the 
High School in peak term time.’  I counted 14 buses leaving the High School last 
Monday, 9 of which went past the Broomhill Lane junction towards the Market Place. 
The applicant’s statement is clearly false and misleading. 
 
The base data for comparison of expected vehicle numbers is a new estate at Colby 
which has three different entrances, is 400m from an A road and has a 10 minute bus 
service into the nearest town. In no way can this be considered comparable. 
 
Section 3.2.4 claims that ‘Agreement has also been reached with the school to ensure 
the required visibility splays are deliverable to the south.’  However, Mr Wilson, from 
NCC Highways, has stated on several occasions that permission will be needed from the 
Secretary of State before the land required for the splay can be dedicated as highway. 
Mr Wilson has registered a holding objection to the application until the proper 
permission has been obtained. The school’s agreement is clearly not enough so this 
statement is also false. 
 
Letter from the Headmaster of Reepham High School 
 
In his letter of support for the sports hall and its location on the existing sports field, the 
headmaster states ‘As a school we have a very large field, so placing it there would not 
be of any concern to me in terms of reducing our playing field size.’  He seems similarly 
happy to write off the rugby pitch for housing because it is ‘not used’ and their use of the 
field comes to an end in June anyway. 
 
Not only is this misleading, it is not his decision to make.  Sport England’s rules are clear 

in this regard that ‘The area of playing field to be lost as a result of the proposed 

development will be replaced, prior to the commencement of development, by a new 

area of playing field.’ If this is not proposed, the application must be referred to the 

Secretary of State for Education. 

The headmaster discloses that the ending of the lease on the playing field ‘is something 
we have always known about and planned for.’  Why then, amongst all the 370 
documents which have been uploaded onto the planning portal over the past year, has 
this fact not been mentioned?   Was it not considered to be material to the application, or 
was the information intentionally withheld in order to be revealed at a time advantageous 
to the applicant?  The timing is so convenient that sceptics might consider the cessation 
of the lease to be a ruse by the landowner to facilitate the more lucrative housing 
development.   
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Viability and Deliverability 
 
The applicant’s original Viability Study was prepared in March 2020 when the effects of 
the forthcoming global pandemic were unknown.  
 
In their response to a question from a resident, regarding their review of the original 
Viability Study, NPS write ‘given the elapse of time and more recent explanation with 
regard to costs from the developer, it has been suggested and agreed with the client that 
it would be prudent to undertake a further analysis of the proposed development.’  
Presumably this was what Browns were referring to in November when, remarking on 
the sports hall application, they stated that ‘there is going to need to be an updated Cost 
Plan and project review.’ 
 
The Revised NPPF glossary definition of ‘Deliverable’ (National Planning Policy 
Framework, February 2019, Page 66) confirms that, where a major development only 
has outline permission or has only been allocated in a local plan, there should be ‘clear 
evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five years’. 
 
A revised Viability Study is essential to inform the decision on whether this application is 
truly deliverable and therefore whether it should be approved. 
 
Departure from Planning Policies 
 
The fact remains that this application is contrary to many local planning policies, in 
particular the Site Allocations DPD 2016 which allocated the agricultural and playing field 
land at the end of Broomhill Lane for 120 houses, 33% of which should be affordable, 
and a sports hall.  This application is for 141 houses, 20% affordable, and a sports hall 
located in a completely different place, on land off Whitwell Road, which was never 
allocated and hasn’t undergone any landscape assessment or consultation process.   
 
This wasn’t the option which was proposed, discussed and adopted under the site 
allocation proposal.  The applicant’s covering letter confirms ‘the increased number of 
dwellings to be provided within the allocated land will help to subsidise provision of the 
sports hall.’  Had that been the choice in 2016, how many people would have agreed?  
 
If relocating the sports hall had resulted in more affordable housing, or even the agreed 
number, or a less crowded housing estate, it might have been acceptable.  But the only 
reason this is being proposed is to make more profit for the landowner and the 
developer, to the detriment of the environment, the local road network, local residents 
and many other stakeholders. 
 
The proposed housing density alone is of a hitherto unprecedented scale in Reepham 
and is disproportionate to any perceived need in this rural area.  141 houses will be 
crowded onto an 8 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.   
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The generic design of the houses takes no account of the location, which is against 
various planning policies and the advice of the Heritage and Design Officer. 
 
This application will 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. 
 
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 and 321 cars will have on the local road network.  The 
lack of information, contradictory applications and the shambolic process adopted by the 
developer shows complete contempt for our planning authority, our Councillors and the 
residents and we wish to register our continued objection to this application. 
 
Questions 
 
We would appreciate your kind reply to the following: 
 

1. Since this site was adopted in 2016 as ‘deliverable’, could you kindly confirm that 

it is currently included in Broadland’s Housing Land Supply total as ‘deliverable’ 

and, if so, at what number of houses?   

 
2. Given the tenuous assessment of the project’s viability, can you also confirm 

whether a revised Viability Study will be required from the applicant. 

 

3. Will you invite a period of additional consultation once a revised Viability Study 

has been submitted?  

 

4. As the Air Quality Assessment and 44 previously unpublished pages of the 

Transport Assessment were not added to the portal until the 21st April, do you 

plan to notify consultees again of the additional documents and is it your intention 

to extend the deadline for comments by a further two weeks? 

 
5. Finally, we were pleased to learn some time ago that all three applications will be 

considered at the same Planning Committee meeting.  However, we wonder how 

you will overcome the practicalities of this: in what order will the applications be 

presented, or will the Committee be permitted to read across all three during their 

discussion? 

 
Thank you for considering our comments and we look forward to receiving your reply. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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