
 1 

Comments on the additional information relating to application nos. 
20200469, 20200847 and 20201183. 
 141 dwellings west of Broomhill Lane, Reepham, Associated Road 
Widening and Sports Hall, April 2021.  
 
Dear Mr Judson  
 
Some additional information has been provided in the latest documents, but my 
objections to the three applications remain.  
Any development on site REP1 is unsuitable for the following reasons:- 
 
Contravention of Site Allocations DMD (2016) 
The Site Allocations DMD was adopted on 03/05/16.  
The Planning Inspector’s report on the REP1 site, then known as PS48-01, was 
based on different information available at the time, some of it now, up to 12 years 
old. A much smaller scheme by CAM Architects was examined, and It was confirmed 
that the site could support “between 100-120 dwellings,” with the addition of a sports 
Hall. Had the Inspector known, at the time, of the large increase in dwellings 
proposed, and the lack of a Sport hall, it is doubtful that REP would have been 
adopted. 
Some of the Information, on which the report was based was 15 years old. 
The Statement of Community involvement (SCI) was adopted in 2006 and updated in 
2008. It is unclear when the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was carried out. 
Referring to Appropriate Assessment (AA), which was carried out 7 years ago, the 
Inspector states “The plan may have some negative impact”, but continues that:- 
“Natural England is satisfied with the outcome” of the AA. 
Why have objections been submitted by Natural England and NWT in the 2020 
consultation period? 
The submission by the Planning Inspector was on 26/09/14 
Examination hearings were held for 1 week in July 2015, when Reepham residents 
were able to make comments over a 1 week period only. 
Paragraph 117 of the inspectors’s report stated that the plan had a number of 
deficiencies, specifically stating that Main Modification 7 (in paragraph 118) should 
be addressed prior to making “” the plan sound and capable for adoption” 
The Main Modification to PS-48-01, related to residents’ concerns about traffic and 
access. 
If there was consultation on MM 7, post submission, why is this still the subject of a 
holding objection from Norfolk Highways? 
The “soundness” of the allocated site REP1 is challenged. 
 

 
Lack of Democratic Consultation in Contravention of Section 12, 
paragraph 129 of NPPF 
A delay in determination of this development has been requested by many people. 
during the pandemic. Only after the “lockdown” can there be open discussion about 
the application. Comments submitted over the past year have been restricted to two 
dimensional scrutiny, by computer owners only. 
A delay would allow the applicant to prepare a 3 dimensional model as a basis for 
discussion  with Reepham residents. 
Visualization of the development is not possible on a two dimensional screen, 
especially as the drawings give such an inaccurate impression of the housing. 
For example:- groups of houses types are shown on the elevations, all on flat level 
ground. There are no contours on the layout plans, and no cross-sections through 
the site. Without a model lay people cannot appreciate the slope of the ground, nor 
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the visual relationship of the houses to the site. Literally, the “lie of the land.” cannot 
be seen 
The views of Reepham residents at the consultation exercise at Reepham Town Hall 
in February 2020 were totally ignored. The developer made no changes following this 
meeting. 
All the documents recently submitted on the portal by consultees have been biased 
in favour of the developer for whom they are paid consultants.  
The exception was Broadland and South Norfolk’s Heritage and Design Officer who 
made sensible suggestions about reducing the surburban “estate” appearance of the 
development.. His advice was ignored. 
Nor has the LPA used the tools available for assessing and improving the design, for 
example, by employing an independent design review panel, as recommended in 
Paragraph 129 of Section 12 of the NPPF. 
 
There has been no consultation with the local community regarding the provision of a 
sports hall. The recent letter on the portal from the Reepham High School 
Headmaster claims that the sports hall will be an asset to the community, but he is 
speaking only about its desirability for the school.  
The developer cannot use the inducement of a sports hall, on an unallocated site, as 
justification to build additional inappropriate urban town houses on two green field 
sites, when there is a real need for new affordable homes. 
 

 
Contravention of JCS Policy 1. Addressing climate change and 
protecting environmental assets. Contravention of JCS Policy 3 relating 
to sustainable construction. 
 
Climate Change 
There is no mention of reducing carbon emissions from this unsustainable 
development  
Over 50% of the dwellings on REP1 are detached. The remainder are generally 
semi-detached. It is clear that, with its exposed walls, a detached house is the least 
energy efficient house type. Conversely, the terrace dwelling emits the least carbon. 
There are only three terraces of 3 dwellings shown on the site. 
Dwellings in excess of the allocation will emit more carbon through their embodied 
energy. This is also true of the excessive length of the road network constructed to 
serve the extra dwellings. 
There is no use of renewable energy devices 
Air Source Heat Pumps are the only zero carbon products used on the houses, and 
included only after the developer had to explain that the house chimneys were a 
decorative feature only 
There are a number of areas where the LPA could insist on zero-carbon materials, 
but these details should be agreed at an early stage. Good design includes using the 
highest quality materials and their specification cannot be delayed until after 
determination, when irresponsible contractors will substitute less expensive 
alternatives. 
 
Protecting Enviromental Assets 
There is an increased possibility of flood risk to Broomhill  Meadows, to the west of 
the site. The open infiltration basins in the western corner are unsightly, will require 
fencing, will be a danger to children and are likely to fill with rubbish. They are also 
too close to the existing badger setts. 
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JCS Policy1 states “that development should make the most efficient use of land.” 
This does not mean destroying 2 green field sites, and it does not include introducing 
a continuous pumped sewage system. Efficient land use is not possible when the 
natural laws of gravity cannot be utilized when disposing of sewerage 
 
JCS Policy 1 also states “minimise the use of travel” 
This development is car-dominant, generating 321 extra vehicles. 
It is expected that the houses provided will mainly be dormitory accommodation for 
people working in Norwich, necessitating a round trip of 30 miles, and more carbon 
emissions.  
 
Policy 1 states that developers should “seek to minimise fragmentation of habitats 
and seek to conserve and enhance existing environmental assets.” 
Broomhill Lane and Park lane are both unimproved public highways, and it is exactly 
their “unimproved” status that is such an attraction for walkers, cyclists and horse 
riders. These highways, cycle tracks and footpaths should not be surfaced with 
impervious materials.  
The widening of Broomhill Lane will require the removal of trees and hedges at its 
western end. This action is unnecessary, and will result in the loss of carbon 
absorbing species. Mitigation by planting replacement saplings can take years to 
mature. 
The fact that the developer is prepared to destroy the biodiversity and ecology of two 
rural fields illustrates their lack of awareness of the change in public opinion during 
the pandemic.. 
 
 

 Contravention of Policy GC2 of the Development Management DPD 
(2015) 
Policy GC2 states: “Development will be accommodated within the 
settlements..” 
REP 1 is outside the Settlement Boundary. 
This policy continues:-“ Outside of these limits, development that does not result 
in any adverse impact will be permitted.” 
There are quite clearly many adverse impacts :- 
A 12% increase in the population of Reepham will put added strain on existing 
infrastructure 
An urban design in a rural area 
The loss of two green field sites. 
The CPRE states that the development is contrary to NPPF 127c as it “would see an 
artificial extension to the settlement of Reepham, with a suburban-style design and 
layout, out of keeping with the setting.”  
 

 
Contravention JCS Policy 4 
On sites of 16 dwellings or more, the number of affordable homes shall be a 
minimum of 33% . This equates to 46 dwellings. Only 28 dwellings have been 
provided. 

 
 
Contravention of JCS policy 14. Key Service Centres 
Reepham is identified as a key service centre, which can support 100-200 Dwellings. 
Appendix A of Greater Norwich Housing Land Supply Assessment  
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dated 01/04/2019 states “ the NPPF requires local planning authorities to identify and 
update annually the supply of deliverable sites…against the housing need where the 
strategic policies are more than five years old. 
The JCS policy is more than 5 years old. 
All LPA’s are currently demonsratating at least a 5 supply of land for housing, 
Development on REP1 is therefore unnecessary. 

 
 
Contravention of Development Management DPD (2015) 
Policies TS2, TS3, and Policies Section 12, paragraphs 103 and 109 of 
NPPF 
The evidence that this development will cause increased traffic congestion on the 
existing road system has been well documented by others during this latest 
consultation. 
NPPF paragraph 103 draws attention to how limiting traffic movement can reduce 
congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health. Development 
on REP1 intends to introduce approximately 320 vehicles into a single tee junction on 
Whitwell Road.. Highway safety was an unresolved issue in 2014, and highlighted in 
the MM7 in the Planning Inspectors Site Allocation report. 
NPPF paragraph 109 states:-“ Development should only be prevented or refused if 
there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safely, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe” The adverse effects of 141 dwelling 
and the implementation of Norfolk Highways road widening of Broomhill Lane will be 
felt throughout the town. 

  
 
 
The housing application does not accord with JCS Policy 2. Design: 
All development will be designed to the highest possible standards, 
creating a strong sense of place.” 
NPPF Section 12 describes how “well designed places can be achieved” 
 
Design 
The pattern-book houses exemplify the limited design expertise shown by the 
developer. It is this type of large contractor that has caused so much damage to the 
character of town and villages nationwide.  
The Professor of Planning and Urban Design at the Bartlett School of Architecture  
recently stated that:  “research shows that the main UK housebuilders were putting 
profit before anything else and failing to act ethically”. 
Lovell Homes Ltd are part of the much larger Morgan Sindall Group and have vast 
resources which should allow them to build with a social conscience. Instead they are 
seeking to exploit two green field sites solely for financial gain. By building an excess 
of large expensive houses, and reducing the number of desperately needed 
affordable homes, they are ignoring the wishes of the community.  
The development’s poor design quality introduces a suburban character into an 
existing rural town.  
The developer claims to re-create houses that are no different from existing 
vernacular buildings in the town, but fails to understand, that they have developed in 
much smaller groups over years, and generally formed a linear relationship to an 
existing street or road pattern. Its impossible for so many randomly sited houses to 
have any integrity or sense of “Place” The developer has use so-called “Norfolk” 
features to  justify the  relevance of the houses to the site, but this cannot be 
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achieved in such large numbers. The houses, all seemingly different , are through 
their common mediocrity, all the same. 
Local Planning Authorities must uphold NPPF standards. They must not permit 
developers to exploit loopholes in the planning procedure that allows them to make 
variations to houses, by using planning “conditions” 
Local Authorities can foster best practice. They should acknowledge “Building for 
Life” standards, and the more recently published “Building Better, Building Beautiful” 
As submitted, approval of this development would result in an unintegrated urban 
estate, remote from amenities and jobs.  
 
Urban Character of Road Layout 
The road layout creates an incongruous urban character that is out of keeping with 
Reepham. Despite the inclusion of footpaths and cycle tracks, the overall 
carriageway width is out of proportion with basic requirements. The design caters 
only for a car-dependent population, which is direcly in opposition to government 
policies on reducing car use and carbon emissions. A car dominant scheme is 
environmentally damaging, and the extra roads needed to service additional houses 
will add to carbon emissions. Norfolk Highways should adopt a more flexible 
approach, where cars are bottom of the highways hierarchy. As stated in the Manual 
for streets. “Place” should be dominant over “Movement.” 
The CPRE states that:- “The location of a large housing development which is reliant 
upon the use of private vehicles will increase greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

 
Contravention of the Development Management DPD Policies EN1, EN2, 
EN3 and EN4. 
 
EN1 Biodiversity and Habitats 
EN2 Lanscape 
The development will not protect and enhance biodiversity and landscape of 
the area. 
Trees and hedges are to be removed and an insufficient buffer zone protects the 
existing badger sett on the north west of the site. The benefits of development are 
clearly outweighed by the adverse impacts 
 
EN2 Green Infrastructure. 
The development does not create opportunities for a well managed network of 
wildlife habitats. 
The development does not provide the minimum areas for open space for allotments 

  
EN4 Pollution. 
Development will only be permitted where there will be no significant adverse impact 
upon amenity, on human health 
During the pandemic there has been an increase in walkers enjoying the fields and 
woods in the area. Their enjoyment will be severely diminished if access to these 
open areas is through a suburban housing estate. 
Air quality will be reduced by 321 vehicles .(EV’s have to be discounted for some 
time). 
A malfunction at the pumping station would result in sewerage effluent contaminating 
the fields and ponds of Broomhill Meadows and beyond. This situation is obviously 
considered a possibility by pump engineers as an allowance has to be made for a 
bunded overflow area,capable of taking the capacity of the pump tank. 
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NPPF Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  
Section 11 of the NPPF “excludes any presumption in favour of developments where 
adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when 
assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole”. 

 
NPPF Section 2 “Achieving sustainable Development” 
“The purpose of the Planning System is to achieve sustainable development… 
This can be summarised as meeting the needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 
It is established that the housing needs of this generation can only be met by building 
affordable homes. This development provides a surplus of expensive large houses 
which are unnecessary for this generation and the next.  
Today’s need is for much smaller housing groups that integrate with their 
surroundings. 
New housing in rural areas does not have to be designed like a suburban estate.  
Development of this site will cause irreversible damage to Reepham and is 
considered as unsustainable.  

 
All three interlinked applications should be refused. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Architect 

 


