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Charles Judson

From: Worsfold, Graham <graham.worsfold@norfolk.gov.uk>

Sent: 17 June 2021 12:07

To: Charles Judson

Cc: Wilson, David - ETD

Subject: RE: Land West of Broomhill Lane, Reepham Ref: 20200847

Attachments: FW: Broomhill Lane - visibility splay

Hi Charles 
 
Sorry for the delay in providing additional layout comments.  I have now looked at drawing 013-18-0302-
RevP16. 
 
There remain a number of comments to address; a mix of outstanding points from our original comments, 
new ones resulting from the revised layout and some relating to the design of the access road.  While at 
first glace the number of points may seem large many of them are easy to resolve with minor amendments 
/ adding additional info.  Some may require a little more consideration, but none are likely to require 
wholesale changes to the principle of the proposed layout. 
 
1. In considering the layout of the new access road (upgrading of Broomhill Lane) it has become apparent 

to Dave and I that some re-realignment of the estate road adjacent plot 1 is likely to be required, to 
accommodate larger vehicles turning at the junction with Broomhill Lane.  In turn this may impact on 
the layout of plot 1 itself.  Other amendments such as size of junction radii and forward visibility which 
have been discussed relating to this junction will also need to be included in a revised layout plan. 

2. Broomhill Lane is being widened to 5.7m and wider still around the bend adjacent plot 
54.  Furthermore, a footway/cycleway is being provided along the southern side of Broomhill Lane.  The 
layout should be update accordingly. 

3. For the avoidance of doubt please can all bend radii be noted on the drawing. 
4. No visibility splays have been shown at any junction.  As requested previously these should be 

shown.  Where necessary footways should be widened to cover the width of splays. 
5. We previously recommended changing the priority around the northern end of the open space 

(adjacent plot 107) and in doing so a) extending the type 3 road further west and b) extending the type 
6 road serving plots 66-78 up to the realigned type 3 road (serving it via a dropped kerb crossing).  To 
limit the length of the type 6 road between plots 83 & 95 we would recommend this be re-considered. 

6. Soften the bend in the type 6 road adjacent plot 26. 
7. There is a slight bend in the road adjacent plot 3.  This is not needed for traffic calming purposes.  Re-

consider this bend in connection with the likely amendments adjacent plot 1 to remove it and provide a 
more natural transition in road alignment. 

8. The layout of the road transition adjacent plot 82 is incorrect.  Where there is no margin on the type 
road the centre lines of the type 6 and type 3 roads should tie in. 

9. As previously advised the pedestrian links to Back Lane should take the form of 3m wide 
footway/cycleways.  Upgrade the link adjacent plot 21 and the retained section of Broomhill Lane. 

10. Pedestrian access to Broomhill Lane adjacent plot 121 links to a private road.  This is not 
acceptable.  The pedestrian route should link with the estate road. 

11. The layout retains a pedestrian link to Back Lane adjacent plot 37.  Why? This just replicates the 
unmetalled section of Broomhill Lane that runs through the open space some 30m to the 
north.  Remove the new link adjacent plot 37 and upgrade the 25m long length of Broomhill Lane that 
connects to Back Lane. 

12. The layout retains a pedestrian link at the end of the private drive adjacent plot 16.  Why? This does not 
appear to connect with anything and would be reliant on the general public walking over a private drive 
(something they’d have no right to do) to reach it.  In the absence of evidence to suggest otherwise this 
should be removed. 

13. The footway/cycleway through the cemetery extension has been re-routed along the southern 
boundary where it will be bound with high fences and trees.  There is little overlooking / natural 
surveillance of this route. 
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14. We remain of the view it is reasonable the play area will likely attract 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. 

15. A size 5 turning head is required adjacent plots 123 & 16.  Adjacent plot 16 the shared private drive 
could be reduced to remove the section between plots 16 & 17, and a size 5 turning head provided 
between plots 15, 16, 17 & 18. 

16. 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. 

17. 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. 

18. 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. 

19. 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. 

20. What size vehicle is likely to attend the pumping station? Design the parking space accordingly. 
21. Plot 1 – as before the garage will need to be set back 11m behind the rear of the footway/cycleway. 
22. 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. 
23. Plots 5 & 6 – square up the access onto the loop road to provide separation between it and the 

adjacent road junction. 
24. Plot 22 – the garage must be set back at least 6m from the type 6 road. 
25. Plot 24 – Ensure the garage is set back at least 11m from the type 6 road. 
26. Plot 26 – While not mentioned in our original comments could an additional parking space be 

provided?  Garages are not often used for parking. 
27. Plots 30-33 – While not raised previously can the driveways be widened to allow independent access to 

their parking spaces? 
28. Plots 41-44 – Investigate options to provide 2 visitor spaces to the flats.  Can the layout be amended so 

the flats are positioned opposite the open space and layby spaces provided on the western side of the 
loop road? 

29. Plot 47 – It remains unclear which parking spaces relate to this dwelling.  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.  Can it be identified which spaces relate to plots 47-50. 

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

31. Plot 90 – ensure the length of parking spaces is a minimum of 11m. 
32. Plots 124 & 125 – while not mentioned in our original comments to minimise the potential for parking in 

the size 5 turning head adjacent these plots, set the garages back to provided 2 spaces for each 
dwelling in front of the garages. 

33. 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. 

34. Park Lane is proposed to be upgraded under planning application 20200469.  It would be useful if its 
widening could be included on the residential layout for information and to show how the new 
footway/cycleway through the cemetery will link to it. 

 
For information and considerations we would also re-iterate 3 other points: 
35. 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? 

36. 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. 

37. We would not normally accept no dig techniques in carriageway construction.  It is noted the 
carriageway adjacent plots 38 conflicts with the RPA of existing trees. 

 
Let me know if you need anything. 
 
Many thanks 
Graham 
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Graham Worsfold, Assistant Engineer (Major & Estate Developments)   
Community and Environmental Services   
Tel: 01603 223274  
County Hall, Martineau Lane, Norwich, NR1 2SG   
 

    

 

 
 

Please note I work part time and my usual working days are: Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays & Fridays. 
 

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. 

 

From: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk>  

Sent: 14 June 2021 14:55 

To: Worsfold, Graham <graham.worsfold@norfolk.gov.uk> 

Subject: FW: Land West of Broomhill Lane, Reepham Ref: 20200847 

 

WARNING: External email, think before you click!.  

 

Hi Graham 

 

Further to Dave’s comments on the above (see below) and 20200469 (attached) did you have any further comments 

to make on the layout of the residential development? 

 

Thanks 

 

Charles 

 

 

 

Charles Judson 

Principal Planning Officer 

charles.judson@broadland.gov.uk 

01603 430592 
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From: Wilson, David - ETD <david.wilson@norfolk.gov.uk>  

Sent: 14 June 2021 14:21 

To: Charles Judson <Charles.Judson@broadland.gov.uk> 

Cc: Poole, Liz <liz.poole@norfolk.gov.uk> 

Subject: Land West of Broomhill Lane, Reepham Ref: 20200847 

 

Hi Charles, 
  
I have considered the revised Transport Assessment [Rev 02] (TA) and would offer the following 
comments: 
  
We must not lose sight of the development needing to gain consent for planning application 
20200469 before it can be accessed from Broomhill Lane and Whitwell Road.  The Highway 
Authority continues to have concerns with that application, most notably provision of a visibility 
splay in dedicated highway, south from Broomhill Lane to Whitwell Road. 
  
We previously discussed trip rates and the inability to carry out local surveys in the current 
situation.  The proposed trip rates that were used at the Bradwell development are noted.  Whilst 
the development locations are rather different, I agree the figures are robust and would support 
their use. 
  
I note that analysis of the Broomhill Lane junction with Whitwell Road estimated that sufficient 
capacity is available to accommodate the development traffic. 
  
I also note that due to the current inability to collect representative traffic data, junction analysis 
has not been presented for the School Road junction with Dereham Road, Station Road and 
Market Place at Town’s End. 
  
Section 4.2.9 of the TA highlights that the morning network peak coincides with the school travel 
time.  Section 4.2.8 states that 4 to 6 buses attend the school at his time. 
  
I am advised that NCC organise 12 school buses that attend Reepham, 10 of those access 
School Road / Whitwell Road via the town centre.  The Sixth Form Centre operates a further two 
buses that I understand access the site via the town centre. 
  
Anecdotally, the buses traversing Whitwell Road cause congestion at the narrower sections of the 
road necessitating some ‘give and take’, and also at the School Road junction at Town’s 
End.  That congestion will not be represented in the junction appraisals, it is a function of the mix 
of vehicles at constrained sections of road. 
  
Whilst the model results at Whitwell Road / Broomhill Lane junction do not forecast an issue, the 
assessment as above does not account for the effect of general congestion at Whitwell Road.  It is 
also considered that traffic associated with the development would be likely to compound 
congestion at Town’s End. 
  
Traffic arising from the development, particularly during the morning peak period would conflict 
with school transport and compound the existing concern. 
  
Section 4.2.5 of the TA discusses the potential for travel plan funds being used to support 
improvements to bus service provision. 
  
It is suggested that a higher frequency bus service to Norwich would support the wider community 
in addition to development residents and enable sustainable travel choices, this therefore has the 
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potential to reduce background flows in addition to development traffic.  Reduction in background 
flows would improve opportunity for the local highway network to support development traffic. 
  
Support for the bus service as described as above should be viewed as mitigation for the 
development rather than a function of the travel plan.  The travel plan is seen as a means to 
reduce unsustainable travel from/to the development and should not be diminished to support 
development mitigation. 
  
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss. 
  
Kind regards, 
Dave 
  
Dave Wilson, Engineer Major and Estate Development   
Community and Environmental Services   
Tel: 01603 223272  
County Hall, Martineau Lane, Norwich, NR1 2SG   
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