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FAO: C Judson,  

Case Officer, BDC Planning 

 

Ref: PAs 20200847 & 20200469 
Rossi Long: Amended Transport Assessment, 25 March 2021 

                      (All quoted documents are available on the BDC Planning Portal.) 

 

1. Rossi Long, Parag. 5.6.9 makes this challenging assertion: 

“Whilst the current highway layout, existing junction constraints and on-street parking may 

give the perception of local capacity issues, both the analysis provided above, local 

knowledge, and previous experience indicates that both current and predicted traffic flows 

are of a level which is considered reasonable for the local highway network.” 

This submission will argue that ‘local knowledge’ regards the development as 

unsustainable, on the basis of existing highway constraints and reasonable predictions 

about the transport effects of building 141 dwellings, with 320 off-road parking spaces, on 

a development with a single access strategy, in a location with minimal public transport 

infrastructure. 

1. Rossi Long (Parag. 5.6.9) directly contradicts Brown & Co’s ‘Statement of Community 

Involvement’ (15.04.20) which records that only 4% of local respondents, with their local 

knowledge, agree with the PA20200847 proposed development of 141 dwellings ‘in 

principle’, many citing as a reason ‘the local highway network cannot cope’. 

2. Only 7% agreed, ‘in principle’, with the single access policy PA20200469 (i.e. all traffic, in 

and out, using a remodelled Broomhill Lane). Respondents stated that it would increase 

congestion on a highway system which is already congested, especially at school/college 

arriving and departing times.  

3. In addition, many residents and consultees have mentioned highway issues in their 

objections, as recorded on the BDC Planning Portal. 

 

2. Inaccurate Characterisation of Existing Traffic Situation 

2.1 Coaches/ School Buses 

 Reepham residents, in my experience, as well as being very happy to send their own 

children to Reepham High School and College, are fully aware the catchment area is 

huge and accept unreservedly that this will involve many children being bussed to 

school or transported in parents’ cars. 

 Rossi Long assert that Reepham High School & College is served by ‘4-6’ school 

buses (RL 4.2.8). In fact the number is, typically, 14 or 15. On 20.4.21, there were 

12 full-sized coaches/buses (inc. 1 double-decker) and 3 smaller coaches. RL’s 

data is dangerously inaccurate for a document which claims to be based on ‘local 

knowledge’ and expects to provide the evidence for a planning decision. 

 This gross inaccuracy calls into question the validity of RL’s opinion that ‘current 

and predicted traffic flows are reasonable for the local highway network’ 
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 Here are some school buses and coaches heading northwards at c.15.45 on a typical 

weekday in Nov. 2019. RL state this is ‘considered reasonable for the local 

highway network.’ (RL Parag 5.6.9) 

 

(Photo1 shows coaches/buses/cars gridlocked and the Fire Station exit blocked. School 

buses are heading north along Whitwell/School Road - which is also the Sustrans cycle 

route - towards the Townsend Crossroad pinch-point, which lies about 40m ahead of the 

leading yellow SANDERS coach. RL imply local residents have a faulty ‘perception of local 

capacity issues’, (Rossi Long Parag. 5.6.9). Photo taken 3.45pm, Nov 2019 - i.e. before 

lockdown.) 

 It is also disconcerting to read (RL Parag. 5.6.11) that ‘the site (i.e. of PA 20200847) 

is located within Reepham Town Centre.’ It isn’t. It is outside the settlement limit, as 

1500 objections to the original Site Allocation process made clear. 

2. Rossi Long’s assertions (Parags 4.2 ) about public transport also run contrary to ‘local 

knowledge’ or indeed the bus timetables provided in their own Appendix.  

 ‘Good frequency’: Reepham to Norwich - 4 buses per day (Monday to Saturday); no 

service on Sundays. Twice a day, just missing the 43 service results in a wait of 3 

hours 15 minutes for the next bus. 

 ‘Good connections to local villages and towns’: (RL 4.2.4) One bus per week to 

Dereham and Fakenham. One bus to Holt per day on weekdays 

 Journey time to central Norwich: c.70minutes.  
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 Last bus home to Reepham: 17.16. 

 There is no rail alternative. The nearest rail station is 14.7 miles from the proposed 

site. 

 The possibilities of using alternatives to the private car for work or leisure are, 

therefore, limited. 

3. Rather than relying on industry software, ‘local knowledge’ can offer some 

modelled examples of public transport use. 

3.1 WORK:  

Someone living on the proposed development and working in central Norwich (say 5 

minutes’ walk from St Stephens) would spend 85-90 minutes per journey getting to work 

(i.e. 10-15’ walk to Reepham Square + 70’ bus ride + 5’ walk). This would necessitate 

leaving home at 7.00, to catch the 7.15 43 bus, in order to be at work at 9.00. Similarly, it 

would take 85-90 minutes to get home, at 18.45. Travel would occupy possibly three hours 

of a working person’s day.  

Family life would be unsustainable.  

Some working hours might preclude employees leaving to catch the last bus home to 

Reepham, which leaves central Norwich at 17.15.  

As a result, most residents of the new development would most likely travel to work by 

private car (and possibly also bus, from a Park and Ride location), as Reepham residents do 

at present. 

3.2 LEISURE:  

A NCFC supporter living on the proposed development attending a midweek evening game 

and wishing to use public transport, rather than a private car, would need to leave home at 

15.30 to reach the Market Square by 15.45 (last 43 bus outbound) and would need to 

return by taxi. 

A resident wishing to attend a 15.00 kick off game on a Saturday, would need to leave 

Reepham at 12.15 (for the 12.30 43 bus) and return by taxi. Attending a Sunday game 

would involve outbound and inbound taxi journeys. 

3.3 How about EXERCISE? 

Anyone wishing to travel by public transport to swim in a pool would have similar problems, 

particularly if they are employed and they can only go swimming outside typical working 

hours. The nearest public leisure centre is in Dereham - 11 miles, but the weekly bus leaves 

from Reepham to Dereham on Fridays only.  Alternatively, UEA Sportspark – at a distance 

of 17.1 miles - is accessible by public transport (one change in central Norwich to Blue Line 

25), except on Sundays, but even with perfect connections it could take 2 hours each way. 

There would be the same need to leave central Norwich by 17.16. 

3.4 Or a HOSPITAL VISIT/OUTPATIENT APPOINTMENT? 

A wise Reepham resident drives to the Hospital Park and Ride at Costessey Park and Ride 

(13.5 miles) and uses a 510 bus for the last part of the journey (15 minute ride, frequent 

service - average every 10 minutes- and cheaper than parking at the Hospital, but not 

running on Saturdays or Sundays).  
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If not, the resident would have to take a 43 bus from Reepham to Norwich, (providing it’s not 

Sunday), and catch the bus to NNUH. They should allow 2 hours 10 minutes each way. 

They would need to be sure to reach central Norwich by 17.10, to be sure of catching the 

last 43 bus home. 

3.5 Government policy is to nudge residents in the direction of more ‘sustainable forms of 

transport’. Any claims (in RL 7.2.1 & 7.2.3) that the proposed development would ‘widen 

travel choices’, with new residents able to access regular and convenient public transport, 

are not based on fact. 

3.6 A 141 house development in Reepham would seriously compromise central and 

local government targets to become ‘carbon neutral’. 

4. EXISTING LOCAL CAPACITY ISSUES – SOME LOCAL KNOWLEDGE 

4.1 At no point in a lengthy submission does Rossi Long Consulting mention the many 

specific pinch points in the local road network, which already cause problems at peak 

times of the day, nor have they shown any data from these locations. However, they do 

acknowledge that a majority of the residents’ and construction trips associated with 

20200847 will head north from Broomhill Lane, along Whitwell Road and School Road, i.e. 

towards Townsend Corner. This is the route being taken by cyclists, school buses, private 

cars of parents and sixth-formers and motorists passing through Reepham for work or 

leisure purposes in (see Photograph 1, in Sect. 1, above, taken in 2019, before lock-down). 

At any time of day, traffic may include lorries and large agricultural vehicles. 

4.2 Norfolk County Council’s ‘Safe Sustainable Development’ document from 2019 confirms 
that a 'severe' impact is deemed to occur when: 

 ‘Queue lengths (and blocking back to previous junctions), delay and locational 
context, the Degree of Saturation, Practical Reserve Capacity, or Ratio of Flow to 
Capacity are unacceptable;’ 

 ‘Junctions do not conform to modern day standards and improvements cannot be 
made to bring them up to standard.’  

 
4.3 The existing flows already adversely impact the Townsend Corner crossroad. Junctions 
on Whitwell/School Road with Robins Lane, Sunbarn Road, Mill Road and the vital access 
to the Fire Station are regularly blocked at peak times, as is the crossroads at Townsend 
Corner, where the B1145 coming from Bawdeswell makes a blind, right-angled, left turn into 
what, within yards, becomes a single-lane carriageway. Any increase in the quantity of 
vehicles would be disastrous. 
There are no means of improving the dimensions and geometry of Townsend Corner 
crossroads without demolishing buildings. Townsend Corner is thus a textbook example of a 
junction which ‘does not conform to modern day standards and improvements cannot be 
made to bring (it) up to standard.’ (NCC ‘Safe and Sustainable Development’) 
 
4.4 The NPPF contains express acknowledgement that planning permission may be refused 
on highway safety grounds, with Paragraph 109 of the NPPF stating that development 
should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be 
severe.  
  
4.5 Rossi Long’s assertion in Parag. 5.6.9 that, in their own words, ‘existing junction 

constraints’, (e.g. the crossroads at Townsend Corner, which cannot be mitigated except by 

demolition), should be ‘considered reasonable’ seems contentious and not aligned with 

established policies or consistent with the lived experience of residents and road users. 
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4.6 Increased trips generated by any development on the scale proposed in PA20200847 

will result in greater stress on an already stressed crossroads and other central Reepham 

pinch points. They will also generate longer queues for motorists and more pollution for 

residents. Judging from a comparison with the quantities of trips generated from the Colby 

Drive- ‘previous experience’ - reference site (whatever its methodological unsoundness), the 

extra congestion and pollution which would be generated on this part of the local highway 

network, both during and after construction, could hardly be considered ‘acceptable’ by 

local residents, including Fire Service volunteers. (See photo 1, above). 

5. OPPORTUNITIES FOR TRANSPORT MODAL SHIFT 

Rossi Long make great play of cycling as an alternative to the motor car, in connection with 

the Broomhill Lane development (20200847). 

5.1 Rossi Long Parag 4.1.1 Sustrans Cycle Route 1 

‘Local knowledge’ would contest whether this route, where it runs on the C266 along 

Whitwell Road/School Road/Market Place/Ollands Road/Station Plain, is a typical cycle 

route and indeed whether it is physically maintained by Sustrans (or indeed any body). This 

is not a dedicated, peaceful cycle lane, just a length of C 266, on which cyclists must take 

their chance with cars, vans, lorries, tractors and school transport. 

The carriageway is also often dangerous for cyclists because of potholes and its varying 

width, which often requires cars to pass in improvised passing places (i.e. unmetalled lay-

bys, gouged out of the bank by vehicles). Later, in the centre of Reepham, cyclists have to 

negotiate the tricky Townsend Corner crossroads, very busy at peak times. Tellingly, the 

Sustrans cycle route does not proceed northwards, straight over the crossroads at 

Townsend Corner, into the single-track section of the B1145, as that would be dangerous. 

Instead, it takes the circuitous route, to Station Plain, where it rejoins the old railway track. 

5.2 Planning History. The C266/ Sustrans Cycle Track between Whitwell Station and 

Reepham is a stretch of road considered so dangerous by BDC planners that PA 

20180713 - for camping pitches at Whitwell Station - was only granted with tight limitations: 

12 pitches in total, only 5 of which were for touring caravans; vans not to be ‘occupied 

continuously’ (i.e. not 141 full-time dwellings, as proposed for PA20200847)). This ruling 

was stated to be ‘in the interests of highway safety - TS3 Development Management 

DPD 2015 and the principle of the NPPF’ (see related docs on BDC Planning Portal). 

6. TRIP GENERATION  

6.1 Rossi Long 5.1.14 presents, for the second time, TRICS data which can be discounted, 

as it is based on inappropriate reference sites. This is made clear in submissions by D 

Wilson (NCC Engineer & Major Estate Development), dated 28.5.20; CPRE, dated 

22.5.20; residents of Bonneville dated 20.5.20 and resident of Field End, dated 27.5.20,  

amongst others.         

 ‘Reepham is a market town, but its transport characteristics are more akin to a large 
rural village, opportunities to travel by public transport are limited and there is 
typically a reliance on the private car.’ (David Wilson, NCC) 
 
6.2 ONS figures - 70% in Broadland travel to work by car or van, a further 4% getting a lift in 
car or van - would also contradict Rossi Long’s inappropriate use of TRICS data sets. The 
TRICS-generated estimates about trip generation from Proposed Development 20200847 
are very unlikely. 
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6.3 Responding to one requirement in the holding objection by D Wilson (NCC Highways), 

Rossi Long has included another reference site. Rossi Long 5.2.3 - Colby Drive, Bradwell.  

6.4 The use of Colby Drive by RL, as a reference site, raises several problems: 

i) Arguably, Colby Drive is not a good match. It has better access to rail stations (choice of 

two within just over 3 miles, whereas Broomhill Lane, Reepham (20200847) is 14.8 miles 

from the nearest rail station); Colby Drive has a bus service every 30 minutes and access to 

a wider range of local shops at Bradwell, including supermarkets. James Paget Hospital is 

also within 1.9 miles.  

The aerial photograph (below) will help make the point. It shows the two accesses (i.e. 
including Chaplin Road) to the Colby Drive, Bradwell development. These accesses are 
facilitated by brand new roundabouts, on a very much improved B1534 (I think it's now 
called Beaufort Road), which provides smooth and speedy access, via two other 
roundabouts, to the A143, (to the west), and, out of shot, to the A47/A12, (to the east).  
 
All in all, a level of connectivity, capacity and transport sophistication which bears no 
resemblance to the medieval road network in and out of Reepham. 
 

 

 

 

ii) There are several features of the Colby Drive traffic flow data which make it unsound. 

 Trip data was recorded on 24.1.19, at a time when the development was not finished. 

It should come as no surprise that construction generates highway trips. The same 

would be true of 20200847. Construction traffic for Colby Road, however, can arrive 

and disperse, through 3 roundabouts, along the B1534 which serves the almost 
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adjacent A143, or the slightly more distant A47/A12. Construction vehicles for the 

Broomhill Lane site (20200847), on the other hand, would need to use narrow C 

roads or pass through the pinch points at Townsend Corner and Church Hill, where 

the B1145 takes a blind, right-angled turn into a single-lane stretch. As the Highways 

sign on the A1067 at Bawdeswell states: “B1145 at Reepham not suitable for long 

vehicles.” 

 By way comparison with Colby Drive, the nearest roundabout in any direction from 

the Broomhill site (PA20200847) is at a distance of 7.5 miles! 

 The location of the Colby Road trip count is not given. The Colby Drive development 

can be accessed by more than one route. Vehicles on 24.1.19 could have entered 

through one and exited through another. 

 In 5.2.8 and Table 5.3, no details are provided of how many dwellings were 

occupied at the time. Certainly, Persimmon are currently still releasing newly 

completed houses from the development 15 months after the date of the study.  

 Where are the raw data? Is the figure of 0.56 departure trips per household based on 

224 houses or some other, unspecified, number of houses occupied at 21.1.19? 

7. EMPLOYMENT and TRIP GENERATION: 20200847 

‘Local knowledge’ would have informed Rossi Long that few people living in Reepham 

actually work in Reepham. There aren’t many employment opportunities in Reepham itself. 

Indeed many local respondents made this point in submissions to BDC about 20200847 in 

the first half of 2020. The JCS Policy, 14.6.58, recommended ‘the encouragement of 

appropriate local job growth’ to support the level of additional housing proposed for 

Reepham but there is little evidence of any being provided on a large scale. The town’s 

biggest employer, the High School, is not expected to expand enough to require any more 

staff, according to their application for the Sports Hall, PA 20201183 (Brown & Co, 

18.1.2021). 

7.1 Reepham residents don’t commute to work by bus in large numbers because:  

 the bus takes an indirect and time-consuming route (70 minutes to central Norwich); 

 it doesn’t take them where they want to go. Reepham is a geographical and 

metaphorical outlier, far from the Development Triangle that the NDR/Broadland 

Northway was built to serve. When the NDR first opened, the exit sign at the 

roundabout on the Reepham-Norwich road read merely: “Local Routes’;  

 the buses don’t provide residents with a convenient commuting service, unless they 

can catch the last weekday bus home at 17.15 or work very near Norwich bus 

station; 

 in the case of the Dereham or Fakenham routes, residents would only be able to 

travel on one day of the week, at times that don’t match working hours. 

7.2 The layout of the proposed Broomhill development shows over 320 off-road parking 

spaces, including garages, so ‘the market’ clearly disagrees with RL’s trip projections.  

7.3 Common sense dictates that a proportion of those of working age, living on a 141 (or 

even 100-120) dwelling development, would travel to work by car or van in any case. Many 

would need to use their car or van for work purposes: plumbers, electricians, social workers, 

delivery drivers, hospital and community nurses, anyone who has to work night shifts, to 
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name but a few. For others, who merely need to commute to a town or the City, there would 

be no viable public transport option.  Reepham is less well-connected than many other parts 

of Broadland, yet the ONS figures for Broadland as a whole show that 70% of workers 

travel to work in car or van; a further 4% get a lift in a car or van. 

7.4 Rossi Long Parags 5.4.3 and following: ‘NTEM (National Trip End Model), used by Rossi 

Long, considers the types of jobs and the location of these relative to skills.  It also considers 

the propensity of different types of workers to travel to work by car or other modes.’ (Rossi 

Long 5.4.6)  

There is no detail about where people living on the proposed Broomhill development will 

work and how they will get there, just an assumption that if you rely on ‘default housing and 

job assumptions’, based on the whole Broadland DC area, with its very varied levels of 

connectivity, you will get a sound prediction of trip growth rates in a specific location. 

7.5 Despite all this, Rossi Long appear to have made no explicit consideration of the other 

reasons Reepham residents might make trips by car. (See Section 3, above, for some 

modelled examples.)  

7.6 Rossi Long acknowledge that 14% growth is the prediction of extra trips generated 

(between 2019 and 2026), a figure not so different from the population increase of Reepham 

if the development was built. There seems to be an unquestioned assumption that ‘there will 

be jobs that new residents can walk or cycle to.’ If not, an even larger proportion of 

residents could need to travel by car to work. Where is the evidence that these jobs will 

come to Reepham, rather than be based in the Growth Triangle? 

8. PARKING DEFICIT  

Returning again to 5.6.9, Rossi Long mention ‘on-street parking’ as one of the features 

which ‘may give the perception of local capacity issues’.  ‘Local knowledge’ would inform 

them that cars parked on Whitwell/School Road to the north of Broomhill Lane, are there for 

a variety of reasons. 

 Some are waiting to pick up, or drop off, students at the High School, College and 

Primary School. The present grass verge on the south side of Broomhill Lane is very 

useful for this, but, if development goes ahead, this area, also used by 

School/College staff, will be lost as a car park, as a result of the associated 

‘improvements to Broomhill Lane’, (PA 20200469). There are no plans to provide 

double yellow lines on a remodelled Broomhill Lane, so parking by parents and 

school staff is likely to continue, making for a continued, but different, focus of 

congestion at the junction. 

 Some cars are parked for longer periods outside residents’ own houses, especially 
on School Road, where some houses are on an elevated site, with no drive, just a 
flight of steps to their front doors. 

 The removal of the grass verge (as part of PA 20200469) will mean even more cars 
parked on Whitwell Road, adjacent to the junction/crossroad, and even more 
congestion. 

 All the above contribute to capacity issues, which are real, not merely ‘perceptions’. 

Tellingly, Rossi Long provides no suggestions, realistic or otherwise, for 

mitigation. 

 It is further evidence to support the argument that PA20200847 can only be 

responsibly assessed in association with PA20201183 and PA20200495. 
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9. BROOMHILL LANE/ WHITWELL ROAD JUNCTION 

9.1 In fact, this T-junction is a cross-roads, formed by Whitwell Road (North-South), 

Broomhill Lane to the West and Rudds Lane (narrow, but used by cars, pedestrians, cyclists, 

delivery vehicles and refuse lorries) to the East. At peak times, and at school arrival and 

departure times, it can become congested and traffic flow is slow and uneven. 

9.2 Photograph 2 (below) was taken, just south of Broomhill Lane at c.15.25, before the 

departure time of school transport, on 12 April 2021.  

 

 

9.3 Even though this was a much quieter traffic day, in terms of non-school traffic, than pre-

Covid schooldays, the situation in several ways is typical. 
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 A sixth former is walking (L > R) across Whitwell Road and into Rudds Lane. The 
student is not phased by the traffic, because the situation is not unusual for this 
junction/crossroads. 
 

 The yellow school bus is heading south down Whitwell Road. It will park with the 
other 14 school transit vehicles in the car park in front of the Sixth Form College 
building, before collecting pupils and becoming one of 9 buses/coaches (including 
recently two double-deckers) which will head north towards Townsend Corner (see 
Photograph 1, page 2, above). The other 5 School/College transit vehicles will head 
south from the School car park, along the narrow, twisting C266, towards the A1067. 
It is not unusual for other road users on this section of the C266 to have to reverse 
for a distance, to allow school buses to pass in the narrower sections, including two 
single-lane bridges. 
 

 Understandably, parents picking up pupils find no space in the School/College car 
parks. (See S Coleman NCC- 7 July 2020 and 1 February 2021, concerning PA 
20201183). They will probably try to park on the road, near the School or on the 
grass verge in Broomhill Lane, threatened with disappearance (PA20200469). 
 
 

 The small white car (brake lights on) has considerately pulled into the pavement, to 
allow the yellow bus to come through. The grey car on the left is trying to pull out 
from Broomhill Lane into Whitwell Road, but will have to wait. The black car, trying to 
head north, has stopped to allow the situation ahead to clear. Another car has 
stopped behind this black car. Behind the yellow bus, several vehicles are inching 
forward carefully. A small queue is building behind them. 
 

9.4 It will take perhaps a minute or two to clear the situation in the photograph, but at peak 

times, such as ‘end of schools surge’ (c.15.45) and between 0800 – 0900, when 355 

(based on RL’s own Jan 2019 vehicle count- RL 5.3.2) as well as an extra 99 (based on RL’s  

own estimated extra vehicle trips generated by the development) = a total of 454 vehicles, 

are forecast to pass through the Broomhill Lane/Whitwell Road/Rudds Lane junction, in one 

hour. Parents. collecting or dropping off pupils from the High School and Primary School, 

will mix with pedestrians, cars, lorries and buses, as well as cyclists (not included in the 

count), moving through this junction (or trying to). With vehicles backed up southwards from 

the pinch point at Townsend Corner, the queues will lengthen. 

9.4 It seems strange, therefore, to be told by Rossi Long that vehicles associated with 141 

houses will interact with such smoothly moving traffic that that queues of vehicles at the 

Whitwell Road/Broomhill Lane T-junction/crossroads will apparently be ZERO vehicles long, 

in all directions, even at peak times. (RL 5.5.8) 

9.5 The reason for this counter-intuitive statement is perhaps that junctions modelled in a 

laboratory assume there is a smooth, steady flow in all directions involved, as can be 

achieved by the extensive capacity and highway sophistication of Colby Drive, Bradwell. 

This can never be true of Whitwell Road/ School Road while the pinch points 

(unexamined by RL) in Reepham’s medieval road network are still there. 

9.6 In NCC Highways’ holding objection of 9 May 2020, D Wilson asked RL to demonstrate 

‘how traffic might distribute through the local highway network’. The aerial photograph 

of the Colby Drive, Bradwell development, provided by us (see 6.4, above) manages this on 

its own. By failing to consider the effects of the pinch points in Reepham’s ‘local highway 

network’, RL have not demonstrated how traffic might distribute satisfactorily from 20200847. 
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10. SIMPLE CONCLUDING REMARK 

Rossi Long have claimed (7.2.4): 

“It can therefore be concluded that the proposals comply with both local and national 

planning policy, and that there should therefore be no highway or transportation reasons why 

the development proposals should not be approved.” (RL 

 In the light of ‘local knowledge’, this claim cannot be sustained, as the evidence above 
has shown.  
 

 Our objection therefore stands. 
 

 It is to be hoped that residents’ lived experience will be given full weight in the 
determination of these planning applications.  

 

Field End 

Reepham NR10 4JT   

13 April 2021 

 

 

 


