
Joint Letter from:  
Easton, Marlingford & Colton Parish Councils 
 

 
Contact details:  
Julian Blackmore, Tel: 01603 881426 Email: julian.blackmore@btinternet.com 
Peter Milliken, Tel: 01603 881035    Email: chair@eastonparishcouncil 

 

Mr Rooke 

Broadland District Council 

Planning Department 

Thorpe Lodge,  

1 Yarmouth Road,  

Norwich, NR7 0DU        24 August  2018 

 

Dear Mr. Rooke, 

Planning Application ref 20181336 – Attenuation Lagoon, Land West of Blind Lane, 

Honingham 

We note the submission of the above application and record that we wish to make 

representation but would appreciate clarification to assist our full understanding of 

the proposals. 

The application relates to the lagoon, infiltration basin and discharge swale from the 

LDO site to the east of Blind Lane. The installations are the final stages of the 

surface water drainage solution proposed for the LDO site and we wish to fully 

comprehend this overall design and its implications before formally responding. 

We would be pleased to receive clarification for the following.  

1. The application has not submitted the relevant land ownership certificate for 

agricultural land and there are other minor slips on the application form. 

2. There are a number of documents referenced in the covering letter and flood 

risk assessment addendum letter which are not attached to this application. Are 

these available to be viewed at your offices, we would particularly like sight of the 

ground investigations and full correspondence with LLFA and EA? 

3. This is a new application and there is no reference to Environmental Impact 

Assessments, Habitat Regulation Assessments or Archaeological Investigations 

resulting from a further cumulative loss of agricultural land. We assume that 

Broadland will direct the applicant for adherence to these regulatory processes. 

4. The addendum letter attached to the application authored by Rossi Long 

dated 2nd May 2018 addressed to NCC as LLFA, noted at item 5 that the Authority 

previously had queried whether the drainage strategy takes into account any 

proposed additional development on the adjacent site. We assume that this question 

relates to the development opportunities currently being marketed by the applicant 



on the site to the east of the LDO. The Rossi Long response “All of the areas shown 

on the plans take into account the full development boundary area including the 

access road within the site boundary, basin area and Area 5 where applicable” which 

we interpret as applying to the LDO area only excluding future development to the 

east. This issue is critical to the current application in determining the adequacy of 

the capacity of the lagoon design. The surface water drainage capacities now under 

consideration will be inadequate should the applicant intend to progress with a 

further development phase and it would appear short sighted not to consider the 

implications at this stage. If there is any intent for the next phase of the Food 

Enterprise Park, the drainage design should be addressed at this stage and the 

implications considered as part of the planning review for this application.    

5. Areas 1 and 4 discharge to open swales. Rossi Long states in the addendum 

that this means an “intention to allow free discharge from the plots/site infrastructure 

to the strategic infrastructure shown on the plans”. We assume this to mean open 

discharge from surface pavings with a minimum of underground piped collection 

system. This requires a confidence that pavement levels, falls on pipes and the 

natural fall of the land can accommodate surface discharge to the swales and relies 

on the certainty that pavings following existing site falls is acceptable to individual 

users. 

6. Areas 2 and 3 discharge to header positions at the end of swales, respectively 

250mm and 500mm depth. This would suggest that these areas will have an 

underground piped collection system and again there needs to be assurance that the 

inverts are compatible with the discharge depths. 

7. It is assumed that petrol interceptors will be required from each unit 

development which would suggest the requirement of an underground pipework 

collection system for each separate user and against the surface run-off to areas 1 

and 4. In the circumstances we consider that removal of contaminants needs to be 

established and proven as suitable before determining the efficacy of the design and 

approval of the planning application. 

8. The falls for the swales and culverts appear to have been worked back from 

the discharge depth at SW1.8. This appears to have resulted in a re-profiling of the 

levels, particularly along the northern boundary with the levels at the north east 

corner (SW1.1) raised by approximately 1.5m and at the north west corner (SW1.3) 

reduced by approximately 1.5m. If we are correct in our interpretation, the 

implications of these level changes, particularly relative to adjacent tress/hedgerows 

and adjoining field run-offs, should be reviewed.  

9. The culvert to the west boundary includes two intermediate junction 

chambers, SW1.4 and SW1.5 either side of a site entrance onto Blind Lane. 

Condition 2.20 of the LDO requires Blind Lane to be closed to vehicular traffic and 



we seek assurances that a proposal for a site entrance onto Blind Lane does not 

form part of this application. 

10. The flood risk notes that the infiltration basin is designed for a capacity at 

datum 38.00 before overspill may cause flooding. It is assumed that land at the 

edges where levels are less than 38.00 will be raised. We refer to the topographical 

model at page 18 of Broom Lynne Landscaping Report submitted under application 

20181294 [copy attached with the position of the lagoon marked]. It would appear 

from this model that the natural channel for flood overflows will follow Grange Lane 

before heading north and crossing the A47 into the basin of the river Tud. Has this 

been investigated? 

11. The drainage details for the Milling Plant under application 20181294 show 

underground pipework collection from roofs and paving discharging to a connection 

within the site spine road with an invert of 44.015. This is incompatible with 

discharge header position from this site at SW1.00 with a level of 45.450. The 

existing ground level at this header discharge is c46.150 which is proposed to be 

reduced to 45.700 in the calculation of the invert of the swale at this position. 

12. The conditions of the LDO require approval to a landscape scheme based on 

the details prepared by Sheilsflynn. These include on-site woodland planting along 

the ridge adjacent to the spine road and screen planting at the south west corner of 

the site. Clarification is required that these drainage proposals do not compromise 

the conditioned landscaping requirements. 

13. Health and Safety regulations call for designers to consider risks at initial 

design stage. Rossi Long drawing 141222 RLC-00-00-CR c-100 P1states “No 

significant Risks” associate with Construction; Maintenance/Cleaning or Demolition 

but overwrites “To be reviewed”. If any risks exist which require further design 

consideration, they are pertinent to the planning application. Any risks associated 

with plant and machinery, including access to and egress from the works, require 

consideration to assess whether conditions need to be attached, supplementing 

those imposed by the existing s106 agreement. (It is unfortunate that the major 

excavations, part in excess of 4m deep, to the western boundary along and across 

Blind Lane were not able to be considered under the LDO)  

14. The application does not show access to the lagoon and infiltration basin for 

regular inspection and maintenance. The separate application to discharge condition 

2.20 of the LDO site does not propose any upgrade of Red Barn Lane which is 

required to accommodate plant for both construction and maintenance of the lagoon, 

infiltration basin and swale on this separate site. There is extensive work in forming 

the swales and culverts on the site and without consideration for upgrading Red Barn 

Lane, all construction plant will be restricted to the new site entrance off Church 

Lane. 



It is disappointing that we are being asked to review numerous issues relating to the 

LDO in isolation, still without any idea of the final site proposals. It is essential that 

there is a proper overall plan issued so that these planning issues can be properly 

considered. The conditions can only be assessed against a final design proposal and 

it is clearly apparent that without this the individual disparate submissions are 

meaningless.  

We look forward to receiving the answers to our questions in the very near future. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Cllr Julian Blackmore     Cllr Peter Milliken   

   

Chair Marlingford and Colton Parish Council  Chair Easton Parish Council 


