
I object to application No 20200847 for the following reasons: 
 
Most of the policies referred to relate to the Joint Core Strategy (2011)  
Broadland Development Management DPD (2015) 
Site Allocations DPD (2016), and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 
1 Site REP1 is outside the settlement boundary  
The proposed development is outside the Reepham Settlement Boundary. This is used to 
protect the existing character of the built-up area of the town and provide protection to the 
nearby countryside. This boundary is clearly defined, and housing development that 
encroachs onto two green field sites with would destroy the character and integrity of the 
town. 
Development Management DPD (2015) Policy GC2 states “new development will be 
accommodated within the settlements. Outside of these limits development which does not 
result in any adverse impact will be permitted.”  This development would have an adverse 
impact on Reepham and the surrounding countryside. The houses would have no visual 
connection to the rest of the town and appear totally isolated and incongruous in terms of 
scale and character. 
 Broomhill Lane is a 3m wide single track road which continues via an unsurfaced 
public highway to Hackford Vale. It provides a popular route for walkers and cyclists, 
to woodland at Broomhill Meadows County Wildlife Site and Marriotts Way. 
Development on REP1 would cause permanent damage to the countryside and be an ugly, 
suburban eyesore on the existing rural landscape. 
 

2 Contravention of Site Allocations DPD 2016  
 Reepham is identified as a Key Service Centre in Policy 14 of the JCS “where approximately 
100-200 new homes are proposed up to 2026 (subject to overcoming sewerage capacity 
constraints),with the encouragement of appropriate local job growth”). The figure for windfall 
homes from 2011-2016 is 70 dwellings. Figures from 2016-2020 are unclear, but 17 new 
dwellings can be seen at Kerdiston road, Abbs close and Mill Road and 15 bungalows, 20 
flats and a 60 Bed care home are at the former Reepham station site. At the moment, even 
this number of dwellings is stretching the infrastructure of Reepham to the limit. There is no 
urgent requirement to meet the 2026 House Allocations. 
This application contravenes the Site Allocations DPD 2016 by increasing the number of 
dwellings from a maximum of 120 to 141, and at the same time decreasing the number of 
affordable dwellings to 28, which equates to 20% affordable homes, instead of the required 
33%. 
There is no certainty that a developer would not further decrease the number of affordable 
homes, if this application is approved.  
In addition, the applicant has ignored the requirement (in Policy CSU3 Community 
facilities) to build a sports hall, for use of the school and community on REP1, and instead 
this facility has been sited on County Council land, for which Planning Permission has still to 
be sought. 
The developer should be required to submit a detailed Viability Report to justify the inability to 
build the required number of affordable houses. Confidentiality should not prevent the 
publication of this information.. 
The Housing Enabling Officer has also expressed concerns overt the lack of affordable 
homes. 
There have been no such homes built in Reepham since 2009. 
The planning system is unsound when it is being manipulated by a developer for financial 
motives, with no regard for Reepham and its residents. 
The site allocations document DPD was adopted 4 years ago, and there have been significant 
environmental changes since 2016, not least is global warming and public  awareness of 
increased CO2 emissions.  
Approval of 141 dwellings on this site, remote from the town, would be a retrograde step, 
back to a time when large carbon polluting developments were considered acceptable on 
green field sites, as long as housing targets were met.  

 



 
3 Adverse effects on Infrastructure  
Recently,there have been a number of small scale housing developments in the town, and 
Reepham has been able to absorb these without affecting its infrastructure to any great 
extent. 
It still retains the character of a small rural market town. However the siting of 141 dwellings 
on REP1 would overwhelm the town’s population of 2700 and increase this figure by 12%. 
Apart from the obvious negative impact caused by increased traffic,   
There would also be further demands on the already overworked local services, including 
nursery, primary and secondary schools, and the local doctors’ surgery,  
Spare capacity at the Reepham and Aylsham Practice is, at present minus 58.55 
Norfolk and Waveney Sustainabilty and Transformation Partnership have expressed serious 
concerns about infrastructure funding related to this development. 
Development Management DPD Infrastructure issues have not been addressed. 

 

 
4 Negative Impacts on Sustainability 
The National Planning Policy Framework defines sustainability as “achieving the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 
 Policy GC1 states that the council will take a positive approach in regard to the presumption 
in favour of achieving sustainable development.  

However, the proposed 141 dwellings would be unsustainable for the reasons below: 
 

Local Transport Issues 
Transport Consultants, Rossi Long give an unrealistic account of the highway network In the 
area and its effects on traffic safety. 
The increased traffic congestion at the Broomhill Lane/Whitwell Road junction would be 

unsustainable.  

An increase of 321 cars, from the new housing development, in addition to existing residents’ 

cars and Reepham High School staff cars, would be unsustainable. Vehicles will enter and 

exit the Broomhill Lane/Whitwell Road junction, on to a network of Class C roads. 
 Northwards from the junction leads to the infamous danger spot at Townsend Cross-roads, 
then on via the initially single track section of the B1145. This continues to Cawston, past the 
dangerous and narrow bridge at Salle sub-station. 
 The road eastwards from Townsend Cross-roads passes through the medieval street pattern 
of Reepham Market Place, and eventually onto the class C road to Norwich. 
The road south leads through the twisting Nowhere Lane to the dangerous junction on the 
A1067. 
At present, north of the Whitwell Road/Broomhill Lane junction, sections of the road become 
single track, as parents and staff park here all day. At school opening and closing times, this 
same section of Whitwell Road becomes gridlocked up to the Townsend Cross-Roads. 
There is no provision for increased parking at Reepham High School, and in fact a loss will 
occur, as staff at present park on the grass verge of Broomhil Lane, which will disappear 
when the lane is widened. 
It is not surprising that both the Primary School and Nursery have objected to this 
development on safety grounds. Also, these schools are oversubscribed and cannot accept 
more pupils. 
 The often gridlocked state of Whitwell Road also prevents access from Reepham Fire 
Station. 
It is alarming for the traffic consultants to say: 
In paragraph 6.3 of Rossi Long’s  Reepham Access Statement, dated August 2013  
“it is considered that there is no reason why the development proposals should impact 
on highway safety in the area.”  Even more alarming, when given time to update their 
Transport Assessment, they repeat in March 2020 in Para 7.2.2  
“vehicle demands from the proposed development would be unlikely to have a 
negative impact on the surrounding highway network”  
Moreover, how can the traffic consultant’s statements be believed when they say, in para. 
7.2.1. of their Transport Assessment that “the development is in an existing residential area”, 
when plainly the development is on two green field sites, outside the town’s settlement limits. 



. The Traffic Consultants need to undertake a comprehensive transport assessment, as the 
current Highway Statement is only in draft form. 

The application fails to meet Policy TS3 Highway safety 

 
Air Pollution 
 Even if traffic congestion is ignored, how can the issues of air quality and the health and 
safety of children be overlooked? At 9.30am and 3.30pm every weekday up to 12 polluting 
diesel coaches are at a virtual standstill on Whitwell Road. 
This is the most important health issue on the northwards section of Whitwell Road. Children 
from both the primary and secondary schools have to breathe in noxious fumes. Has the air 
quality been measured by the traffic consultants during peak traffic flows? 
Rossi Long seem to deny that there is any traffic congestion and ignore health and safety 
issues related to air pollution.  
The Consultees at the Environment Management Office have asked for both Air Quality 
Assessments and Land Quality Assessments to be submitted, and point out that no 
Environmental Support document has been submitted. 

The applicant has failed to meet the requirements of Policy EN4 on Pollution 
 
Widening of Broomhill Lane. A separate objection has also been submitted for 
this application under 20200469 
The applicant (via Norfolk Highways) has applied for Planning Permission for the widening of 
Broomhill Lane, in isolation, as if it were somehow unconnected to the 141 dwellings, which it 
would eventually serve. 
The double width carriageway is stated as either 5.2 m or 4.8m.wide. Either width would 
create a suburban road, out of keeping with the rural character of the area. The width is 
obtained by resolutely following the recommendations in the government Manual for Streets. 
The number of cars using the road, determines its width, regardless of any adverse effects on 
its surroundings. It is strange therefore that The manual actually states that pedestrians 
should be at the top of the hierarchy in terms of users. In this case Norfolk Highways have 
ignored this advice, and put the motor car at the top of the hierarchy, and pedestrians and 
cyclists have to suffer. Broomhill Lane will become an asphalt “Standard Estate Road” defined 
by concrete kerbs and a combined cycle track/footpath. This is a familiar road form in city 
suburbs, but totally unsuitable for Reepham.  
The Manual for Streets also has more imaginative ideas that do not compromise road safety, 
The road layout could have flush, shared surfaces with the use of permeable paviours,  
instead of asphalt, thereby reducing surface water dicharge.  
Traffic calming research has shown that roads with speed humps cause more CO2 gas 
emissions, than if the road had a single speed limit of 15mph 
Tree planting could occur within the highway to reduce speed, and passing places could be 
introduced as a means of slowing traffic. 
Aesthetics are not considered by Norfolk Highways. 
Widening of Broomhill Lane does not adequately consider safety and air pollution issues and 
is therefore unsustainable 
 

Planning Application 20200795 

This application also has a bearing on 20200469 and 20200847. 
The proposal by the applicant to demolish the bungalow at Broomhill and build two bungalows 
on the site actually reduces the northwards visibility splay, from the Broomhill Lane/Whitwell 
Road junction The area allocated for parking for bungalow 2 interferes with the proposed bus 
stop on Whitwell Road and the parking for bungalow 1, off Broomhill Lane, is directly opposite 
the proposed new entrance to the High School. 
Norfolk CC have still to amend their drawing showing the re-aligned school entrance.  
The increased areas of hardstanding, will not help the issue of surface water drainage. SUDS 
is not mentioned. 
The  allowance of 2 cars per dwelling and individual garages is excessive  
Affordable houses have not been mentioned. The architectural merits of the existing 
bungalow need to be addressed, before demolition is decided 

The application fails to meet Policy TS3 Highway safety and is not sustainable 
 



 

Roads within the Development 
The whole form of the 141 dwelling development is dominated by the motorcar. This is an 
unsustainable situation for proposed residents and for future generations.  The developer 
has not addressed the important issues of carbon emissions and poor air quality. The road 
layout has a form where vehicular access to house and garage is give priority. Despite the 
increase in electric car ownership, it is a fact that fossil fuelled vehicles will remain for some 
years to come.. 
Even so one would have expected some electric charging points to have been provided. 
Research has shown that most garages are used as additional extra storage space, and that 
individual detached garages are not a necessity. A fewer number of remote terraced garages 
could have been provided, and been a less dominant feature on the site. 
The Norfolk County Council Standard related to parking dates back to 2007.  
 At a time when Government is encouraging people to walk or cycle to improve health and 
reduce obesity, the dominance of the car continues on this development. This layout is 
unhealthy and unsustainable, and favours use of the car over other form of transport. 

The application fails to meet Policy TS4 Parking guidelines. 
 

 
5 Negative Environmental Impacts 
Visual Impact 
The proposed siting of this development is particularly ill-considered. The existing settlement 
boundary clearly defines the edge of the built-up area of the town. 
The surrounding peripheral areas are as important as the conservation centre in terms of 
maintaining the integrity of the whole town, It is a mistake to assume that these fringe areas 
can be expendable, in order to meet Broadland District Council’s housing targets. 
Landscape Architects, James Blake Associates, whose Landscape and Visual Impact report 
is in draft form, admit that the visual impact of this development would take 15 years to 
mitigate, in terms of softening the rawness and shock of buildings that are incompatible with 
the existing landscape. 
The form of the houses are suburban in character and would appear totally incongruous in 
this rural setting. No amount of landscaping would mitagate the damage that this application 
would inflict on this peaceful area of Reepham. It would be transform it into a huge suburban 
cul-de-sac. 
James Blake’s full report has yet to be submitted 

The report fails to meet Policies EN2 & 3 Biodiversity and Habitats 
 
Surface Water Drainage 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems(SUDS) are provided to houses, but the main road 
layout uses unsustainable asphalt that will add to the problem of surface water drainage, 
especially on this sloping site. 
Whitwell common is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and 
Norfolk Valley Fens is a special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
Surface water from the proposal could leach into these areas and cause changes to 
their drainage and hydrology 
The local Authority can only agree with the proposal, after having ruled out any adverse 
effects on the integrity of the SAC. 
The Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment carried out by Hopkins Ecology does not  
adequately assess the potential effects on the SAC. 
Their report is untrue when they say “surface water will not impact on the integrity of the River 
Wensum SAC”. 
In fact the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) objects  to the surface water drainage report as 
submitted. 

The development fails to meet Policy EN4: Pollution 
 
 
 
 



Foul Water Drainage 

One of the reasons that REP1 is not suitable for development is that the slope of the site is 
away from the existing drainage system and sewerage treatment plant. 
Initially sewerage will flow by gravity down to an approximately 8m x 12m x 4m deep pumping 
station, sited where Broomhill Lane meets Back Lane. This is a most unfortunate position as 
these tracks are probably medieval by-ways. It is disappointing that the junction where they 
meet is chosen as the place where sewerage has to be pumped uphill to the existing drain, 
near  the High School. This is an unsustainable system that is likely to cause problems for 
perpetuity. 
It will be reliant on an electric pump working 24/7. If that pump breaks down, it would require a 
an area, large enough to collect sewerage for 12 hours, the maximum time, 
permitted before a pump repair team could arrive on site.(in practice) 
This reliance on mechanical equipment goes against nature.  
The Infrastructure Provision for REP1 also states “It is likely to include improvements to the 
(high) school sewerage. This is not mentioned in the Rossi Long documents. 
Should permanent breakdown occur in the pumped system, the effects on the Special Area of 
Conservation, and the nearby SSSI would be horrendous. 

Foul water Drainage fails to meet EN4 (Potential Pollution) 

. 
 
Adverse Effect on Ecology, Wildlife and Biodiversity 

The western area of REP 1 is home to many Badgers The  30m buffer zone is totally 
insufficient, as these animals would be driven away by nearby construction. Badger tunnels 
run for many metres from the entrance to their setts, and likely to extend to the area shown as 
a pond on at the lowest point of the field. 
English Nature have expressed concerns over the proximity of the development to badger 
setts 
The proposal would adversely affect the nearby Whitwell Common SSSI.  
Recreational pressure from the housing development could damage this site and also the 
Valley Fens Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
The negative impact of surface water drainage leaching into the above natural conservation 
areas has been mentioned under SUDS 

The Development fails to meet Policy EN3 : Green infrastructure 
 

 
6 EIA 
Broadland District Council must carry out an Environment Impact Assessment screening to 
ascertain if the development is likely to give rise to significant environmental effects. If it does, 
They should advise that an EIA is required. 
The case officer’s screening matrix is inadequate in both the matrix and the supporting 
documents. The matrix acknowledges the potential for significant effects, but defers any 
issues to be resolved to the planning process .This approach could be open to challenge for  
non-compliance with the 2017 EIA regulations 

 
 
7 Minerals and Waste core Strategy 
A full assessment is still required 
The development does not meet the minerals and waste core strategy CS16 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



8 Design 
This development fails to meet Policy 2 of the JCS and does not promote good design 
The design is suburban in form, and out of keeping with the surrounding countryside 
The developer does not make constructive use of the sloping site. In fact, there are no 
sections through the site, and no contours are shown on drawings. it is impossible to 
appreciate the dwellings in elevation as they are depicted on a level horizontal base. 
The proposal fails to meet Paragraphs 125 and 126 of Part 12 of NPPF as to “clear 
design” 
There is no obvious pattern to the house design. They are simply standard house types that 
are randomly placed to suit the dominant road layout and the unnecessary free-standing 
garages: There are a few terraced dwellings, semi-detached houses and  bungalows, but 
most of the dwellings are detached and energy inefficient. There should be no place for large 
4 bedroomed houses that are provided at the expense of much needed affordable homes. 
The developer thinks that a sense of place is achieved by using a few Norfolk vernacular 
materials, when appreciation of the individual site conditions would be more relevant.  
Designs should be been developed with local communities “to reflect local aspirations” 
Section 12 para 125 of NPPF has been ignored. (see paragraph on Consultation) 
The developer has recently announced, after pressure, that all houses will be fitted with air 
source heat pumps This seems to have been a last minute decision, as it was realised that 
the use of fossil fuels would be unacceptable in terms of carbon emissions. Many of the 
houses had already been fitted with external chimneys. These are now fake, expensive and 
redundant features that have no design value. 
Other examples of poor design detailing are the mock 
“classical” entrances on the larger type of dwelling, which are  pretentious and totally 
incongruous in a rural setting. 
The development fails to comply with paragraph 127 of the NPPF regarding adding to 
the overall quality of the area, being visually attractive, sympathetic to local character 
and history, and maintaining a strong sense of space. 
The planning application for the two bungalows, 20200795, specified uPVC windows. It must 
be assumed that plastic windows and possibly doors are to be used on the 141 dwellings. 
Window manufacture using uPVC is unsustainable, and the manufacturing process is toxic, 
Timber as a renewable material is preferred. 
Paradoxically, it is the poor design of individual features that contributes to the monotonous 
uniformity of the overall development 
Section 12, Para 131 of NPPF says that “great weight should be given to outstanding or 
innovative designs” This application is neither outstanding nor innovative. In fact this 
developer uses repetitive forms of uninteresting buildings, because it is generally thought that 
a low standard of design is acceptable, and that better design is not needed. This poor 
standard of domestic architecture on large housing developments is accepted by Local 
Authorities, because they know of no other. 
There is no evidence that any form of renewable energy has been used. Broomhill lane has 
an elevated position which could have been utilized for wind power. It is disappointing that no 
use has been made of passive solar gain, or photo voltaic panels.(See Development 
Management DPD Policy GC5) 
 
The police report suggests that crime could be an issue regarding theft from rear gardens. 
1.8 metre timber boarding is suggested between dwellings to achieve private areas. This is 
acceptable in small schemes but in large, densely grouped developments this kind screening 
becomes unwelcome, and reinforces the suburban estate form. This type of detail is usually 
treated as a “condition” after approval is received, but is important to receive information of all 
materials prior to Planning Permission being granted, 
 
 The whole form of the development is dominated by the polluting motorcar. This approach 
undermines Policy 1 of the Joint Core Strategy in failing to address climate change and 
protect environmental assets 
It must be assumed that most people will rely on cars that use fossil fuel until 2025, so their 
use will adversely affect today’s generation by causing traffic congestion, increased CO2 
emissions, pollution of air quality. 
In NPPF section 12 Paragraph 129 Local Authorities are advised to consult design 
review panels before determining planning applications 



 

 
9 The Observatory  
The Reepham High School Observatory is greatly appreciated by staff and students, 
particularly in the science departments. 
The small easement around the observatory is insufficient. 
astronomical equipment is particularly sensitive to heat pollution from cars and obviously light 
pollution from houses. 
The Observatory would be unable to function in its present position.  
 

10 Greenspace.. 
Open green space is lacking. The area around the observatory is designated as one of the 
green spaces, the other being at the north east end of the site, in the form of the cemetery 
extension. 
The proposal does not meet the 1.5 ha. of informal open space required, the 0.6 ha of formal 
open space, nor the approximately 800 square metres of allotment space, as defined in 
policies EN3 and RL1 
. 
 

10 Consultation 
 A public consultation meeting was held on February 10

th
 2020 in Reepham Town Hall. 

71% of people consulted were against the proposal for 141 dwellings off Broomhill Lane. 
Most of the comments related the large scale of the development, safety issues regarding the 
single access from Whitwell Road, and the lack of infrastructure in Reepham to meet the 
needs of such a large development. 
In the Design and Access Statement The developer claims to have addressed these 
concerns. However, the size of the proposal remains the same. The issue of scale was 
dismissed by saying that the demand for market housing outweighed residents concerns. In 
the same breath the applicant states that they are unable to provide the required 33% of 
affordable homes. 
NPPF paragraph 125 states that “design policies should be developed with local 
communities” 
This development was presented to the community as a “fait accompli” with no two way 
discussion 
With total arrogance, residents views were completely dismissed. It is obvious that the Public 
Consultation was a meaningless and a deceitful exercise. 
 
 

11 Existing  Public Highways 
Both Park Lane and Broomhill Lane are Public Highways throughout their lengths. 
From the junction with Broomhill Lane, Park Lane is unsurfaced. and heads north. 
From just beyond the junction with Park Lane, Broomhill Lane is also an unsurfaced highway, 
that heads west down to Hackford Vale. 
The proposal is to re-surface part of Park Lane, and to “downgrade” it from a Public Highway. 
This may require a “stopping up order” to downgrade it to a cycle/footpath. 
On the Road Widening application, the widened Broomhill Lane, heads west, to a new “T” 
junction which heads north and south. The lane then continues west through the 
development, past Back Lane. 
It is believed these are all medieval highways or paths which are protected, and are bounded  
by protected hedgerows. 
It will be impossible to turn north from the widened “T” junction without destroying a protected 
hedgerow and bank. 
Broomhill Lane may also need a “stopping-up order”, if is proposed to continue through the 
development, as anything less than a “highway.”  

 
 
 
 



12 Cementery and Park Lane 
There is no information about the need for an extension to the existing cemetery to the west 
of Park Lane. In fact the extension may have been an inducement offered to Reepham Town 
Council to favourably consider the proposed housing. The actual need for extra capacity 
needs to be ascertained prior to determination. 
A public footpath from the proposed housing development on the north side of REP1 is shown 
bi-secting the cemetery. 
It is an offence used such a footpath at night. 
More research is needed regarding soil depths etc. 
There is no area of hardstanding around the new cemetery and no information relating to how 
vehicles would access the facility. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Registered Architect 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Widening of Broomhill Lane. Application 20200469 
The applicant (via Norfolk Highways) has applied for Planning Permission for the widening of 
Broomhill Lane, in isolation, as if it were somehow unconnected to the 141 dwellings, which it 
would eventually serve. 
The double width carriageway is stated as either 5.2 m or 4.8m.wide. Either width would be 
an alien feature, out of keeping with the rural character of the area. The width is obtained by 
resolutely following the recommendations in the Manual for Streets, for the number of cars 
using the road, regardless an adverse effects on its surroundings. The manual actually states 
that pedestrians should be at the top of the hierarchy in terms of street or road users. In this 
case Norfolk Highways have ignored this advice, and put the motor car at the top of the 
hierarchy, and pedestrians and cyclists have to suffer. Broomhill Lane will become an asphalt 
“Standard Estate Road” defined by concrete kerbs sides and a combined cycle track/footpath. 
This is a familiar road form in city suburbs, but totally unsuitable for Reepham.  
The Manual for Streets has more imaginative ideas that do not compromise road safety, The 
road layout could have flush shared surfaces with the use of paviours, in stead of asphalt, 
therefore reducing surface water dicharge..  
Traffic calming research has shown that roads with speed humps cause more CO2 gas 
emissions, than if the road had a single speed limit of 15mph 
Tree planting could occur within the highway to reduce speed, and passing places introduced, 
As a means of slowing traffic 
Aethetics are not considered  by Norfolk Highways 
Widening of Broomhill Lane does not adequately consider safety and air pollution issues and 
is therefore unsustainable 
. 
It is thought that Park Lane is an unsurfaced public highway, which will require a “stopping up 
order” to downgrade it to a cycle/footpath 
 
No vehicular access is provided to the extended cemetery  
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No vehicular access is provided to the extended cemetery  
ot a policy compliant scheme  
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I object to application 20200469 for the following reasons: 
 
Widening of Broomhill Lane. Application 20200469 
 
The applicant (via Norfolk Highways) has applied for Planning Permission for the widening of 
Broomhill Lane, in isolation, as if it were somehow unconnected to the 141 dwellings, which it 
would eventually serve. 
 
The double width carriageway is stated as either 5.2 m or 4.8m.wide. Either is too wide,  
would be a suburban feature, out of keeping with the rural character of the area. The width is 
obtained by resolutely following the recommendations in the Manual for Streets for the 
number of cars using the road, regardless of any adverse effects on its surroundings. The 
Manual actually states that pedestrians should be at the top of the hierarchy in terms of street 
or road users. In this case Norfolk Highways have ignored this advice, and put the motor car 
at the top of the hierarchy, and pedestrians and cyclists have to suffer. Broomhill Lane will 
become an asphalt “Standard Estate Road” defined by concrete kerbs sides and a combined 
cycle track/footpath. This is a familiar road form in city suburbs, but totally unsuitable for 
Reepham.  
 
The Manual for Streets has more imaginative ideas that do not compromise road safety. 
If there are less than 100 vehicle journeys per hour, the Manual states that the road layout 
could have flush shared surfaces with the use of paviours, in stead of asphalt, therefore 
reducing surface water discharge..  
 
Traffic calming research has shown that roads with speed humps cause more CO2 gas 
emissions, than if the road had a single speed limit of 15mph 
Tree planting could occur within the highway to reduce speed, and passing places introduced, 
as a means of slowing traffic. 
 
None of these matters have been considered as aethetics of highway design are not a high 
priority for  Norfolk Highways 
 

The widening of Broomhill Lane does not adequately consider safety 
and air pollution issues and is therefore unsustainable. 
. 
Park Lane is an unsurfaced public highway, which will require a “stopping up order” to 
downgrade it to a cycle/footpath 
 
No vehicular access is provided to the extended cemetery. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Norman Smith  
 


