
From: Wilson, David - ETD <david.wilson@norfolk.gov.uk> 
Sent: 10 July 2020 11:21 
To: Charles Judson 
Cc: Worsfold, Graham 
Subject: RE: Response To Application Number 20200847 at Land West of Broomhill Lane,Reepham  
  
Hi Charles, 
  
Thank you for your message. 
  
Apologies for not forwarding sooner, Graham has reviewed the layout and provided the 
following comments: 
  
Broomhill Lane upgraded carriageway is proposed to be 5.5m in width and I was led to 
believe it would be traffic calmed with cushions – this is what I had recommended.  In 
contrast drawing PR2208-HP-003 shows full width road humps.  My preference is still for 
cushions, especially given the number of HGVs / delivery / service vehicles that are likely to 
be generated.  Based on the NCC standard detail for cushions (attached) the minimum 
carriageway width needed would be 5.7m. 
  
With respect to the internal layout for – specifically drawing 013-18-0302-RevP11 (attached) 
my comments as follows: 
  

1.    The unmetalled section of Broomhill Lane that runs through the open space isn’t shown.  The 
layout should clearly identify the position of the Broomhill Lane through the site.  The section 
of Broomhill Lane which will run through the open space will require a TRO to prohibit 
access by motor vehicles. 

2.    Is there to be pedestrian access from the western end of the open space (adjacent the 
infiltration basin) to Broomhill Lane? 

3.    The section of Broomhill Lane to be improved to serve the site has not been drawn to the 
correct dimensions.  The carriageway scales at 4.8m wide, whereas the improvements are 
to provide a width of 5.5m (albeit as above the carriageway may need to be increased in 
width beyond 5.5m).  The upgrading of Broomhill Lane also shows radii of 10m at the 
junction of Broomhill Lane with the estate road, whereas drawing 0302-P11 has been drawn 
with 8m radii. 

4.    Visibility splays must be shown at all junctions.  Where necessary widen the footways to 
cover the width of splays.  The estate roads will be subject to a 20mph zone and 
consequently visibility of 2.4m x 33m is required. 

5.    The layout of the estate roads should provide a loop road of at least 5.5m in width.  The 
layout currently only provides for a 4.8m wide loop road. 

6.    The horizontal alignment of the estate roads should contain vehicle speeds in line with the 
20mph zone.  However, many of the proposed roads are generally long and straight and will 
do little to contain speeds.  To address this: 

a)    Alter the priority at the junction of the estate road with Broomhill Lane such the priority 
continues from Broomhill Lane around plot 54 and the road heading south passed plot 1 
becomes the side road. 

b)    Alter the priority of the estate road so that it continues around plot 47, and the road serving 
plots 7-26 becomes the side road.  

c)    Adjacent plot 135 alter the priority of the estate road so that it continues around this dwelling 
(and the road heading west passed plot 128 becomes the side road).  Alternatively retain the 
junction as proposed such that it forms a turning head and extend the type 6 road from plot 
120 up to it. 
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d)    Consider options to slow vehicle speeds on the section of road between plots 32 to 128 e.g. 
provide a pinch point with raised table positioned across the open space / unmetalled 
section of Broomhill Lane. 

e)    The section of road between plots 83 & 95 is unlikely to contain vehicle speeds.  Consider 
options to redesign/amend the layout to contain vehicle speeds.  E.g. amend the priority of 
the type 3 road so it continues around the north-eastern corner of the open space and 
lengthen the type 3 to around plot 106.  A size 3 turning head would be required at the 
transition in road types.  By changing the road priority adjacent the open space extend the 
type 6 road serving plots 66-78 up to the realigned type 3 road. 

7.    In light with the above the road serving plots 7-26 can be reduced to a type 6 road.  Rather 
than provide a cul-de-sac, extend the road from plot 22 to the main estate road to provide a 
type 6 loop road. 

8.    A pedestrian link is proposed adjacent plot 21 to Back Lane.  If the road serving plots 20-24 
were to remain private the general public would have no right to access this pedestrian 
link.  Whether this road remains a cul-de-sac or becomes a loop road we would be willing to 
adopt up to plot 22 on the basis it provides a pedestrian link to the existing highway. 

9.    There appears to be a pedestrian link to Back Lane adjacent plot 37.  However, this just 
replicates the unmetalled section of Broomhill Lane that runs through the open 
space.  Remove the new link adjacent plot 37 and upgrade the 25m long length of Broomhill 
Lane that connects to Back Lane. 

10.  There appears to be a pedestrian link at the end of the private drive adjacent plot 
16.  However, this does not appear to connect with anything and would be reliant on access 
over private land to reach it.  In the absence of evidence to suggest otherwise this should be 
removed. 

11.  Is there a pedestrian link between the western side of the loop main loop road and the 
private drive serving plots 131, 140 & 141?  As this is a private drive the general public 
would have no right to access along it to use the footway link.  Also a link here just replicates 
the adjacent unmetalled section of Broomhill Lane.  Remove the link to the private drive and 
upgrade the existing section of Broomhill Lane as necessary. 

12.  The pedestrian links from the estate roads to Back Lane and Park Lane (e.g. adjacent plot 
21 and through the cemetery extension) should take the form of 3m wide footway/cycleways. 

13.  The transition in road types is incorrect – see adjacent plots 79, 82 & 120.  Where a type 6 
road has a margin the footway from the type 3 road should extended at least 2m beyond the 
transition.  See attached. 

14.  The transition in type 3 and type 6 roads will comprise a ramp and cannot therefore conflict 
with private accesses.  See plots 79 & 81. 

15.  Where a 1m margin is to be proposed on a type 6 road similar to that adjacent plot 70, the 
carriageway should retain a width of 4.8m.  If the developer wished to provide a 1m margin 
on two sides (e.g. to run services in) then the overall width should be increased to 6.8m over 
that section. 

16.  It is reasonable to assume the play area may result in some demand for parking, and this 
will lead to vehicles parking on-street.  Provide a layby for at least 2 cars adjacent the play 
area. 

17.  The roads serving plots 55-61 and 121-125 are designed as type 6 roads but each serves 
less than 10 dwellings.  For the avoidance of doubt these would remain private. 

18.  A size 5 turning head is required adjacent plot 123. 
19.  We would not normally accept no dig techniques in carriageway construction.  It is noted the 

carriageway adjacent plots 1 & 38 conflicts with the RPA of existing trees. 
20.  It is suggested a tree is to be retained which conflicts with the access to plots 52 & 

53.  Amend the layout so the accesses are clear of the tree. 
21.  Plots 38, 47 & 51 are wheelchair accessible bungalows but only standard sized parking 

spaces are proposed.  Amend the parking arrangements to provide suitable size parking 
spaces. 

22.  The parking space for the sub-station is barely 2m x 4m.  This is too small.  Enlarge the 
parking space so its suitable to cater for the size of service vehicle. 



23.  What size vehicle is likely to attend the pumping station? Design the parking space 
accordingly. 

24.  Show pedestrian access to all dwellings.  How do pedestrians access plots 39, 40, 77, 78, 
132 & 133?  In these instances the parking spaces are up close to the front doors. 

25.  Size 3 turning heads should have 6m radii.  This is of particular importance where the size 3 
turning head forms a junction e.g. adjacent plot 19. The turning heads adjacent plots 22 & 
121 fall short of standard dimensions.  Ensure all turning heads are of appropriate size / 
dimension. 

26.  Ensure parking spaces between walls and fences are 3m wide. 
27.  Plot 1 – set the garage back 11m from the rear of the footway. 
28.  Plot 3, 46, 117 & 118 – why do the driveways join the estate roads at an angle.  Accesses 

should be perpendicular and there is no reason why this cannot be the case in these 
instances. 

29.  Plot 13 – in the current layout the access to this plot conflicts with the transition in adoptable 
road and private drive.  What is the type of transition between these two road types? 

30.  Plots 41-44 – Investigate options to provide 2 visitor spaces to the flats. 
31.  Plot 47 – This property appears to have two sets of parking spaces.  One set on either 

side.  Is this an error?  As plot 47 is a wheelchair accessible bungalow the parking spaces 
should be located to provide easy access to the front door. 

32.  Plot 65 – the parking spaces are located to the rear of the property.  These could lead to 
undesirable on-street parking in front of the dwelling, close to the adjacent junction.  Amend 
the parking space or re-orientate the dwelling to better relate the dwelling and its parking. 

33.  Plot 73 – while not strictly a highway matter the rear pedestrian access to this plot appears 
to conflict with an existing tree. 

34.  Plot 131 – Serve this property with an access direct onto the western side of the main loop 
road and the private drive serving plots 140 & 141 can be reduced in length and provided 
with a size 5 turning head. 

35.  Plots 137 & 138 – splay/re-align the access to the driveways to make it easier for cars to 
manoeuvre in/out.  At present vehicles are having to turn greater than 90 degrees to 
enter/exit these spaces. 

36.  The surface water strategy is reliant on drainage into ponds/infiltration basins.  These 
features are located behind houses with little land available around them.  How will these 
features be accessed for future management / maintenance? 

37.  The majority of the open space comprises surface water features and/or is located to the 
rear of dwellings behind high fences with little natural surveillance.  It is likely these areas will 
result in personal safety concerns. 
  
Finally, I note the upgrading of Park Lane is under application 20200469 but it would be 
useful if its widening could be included on the residential layout for information.  Having had 
a look at drawing PR2208-HP-004 the widening of Park Lane could encourage additional 
vehicular use.  How will this be prevented?  There is also a note saying it’ll be constructed to 
footway specification.  Given it provide vehicular access to a number of properties and the 
cemetery I’d have thought it should be to carriageway construction. 
  
I would add that Broomhill Lane is public highway for its full extent and continues west of the 
site, it must be ensured that the layout does not obstruct the existing highway. 
  
Please don’t hesitate to contact us should you have any queries. 
  
Kind regards, 
Dave 
  
Dave Wilson, Engineer Major and Estate Development   
Community and Environmental Services   



Tel: 01603 223272  
County Hall, Martineau Lane, Norwich, NR1 2SG   

    
The Major and Estate Development Team is working remotely in response to COVID-19 health 
advice. 
  
The team will be available by email and Teams. If you wish to speak to one of us, please email us and 
we will endeavour to call you. 
  

 






