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Information for members of the public 
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exempt information is likely to be disclosed, and the meeting is therefore held in 
private. 
 
For information about attending or speaking at meetings, please contact the 
committee officer above or refer to the council’s website  
 

 

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format, such as a 
larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a different 
language, please contact the committee officer above. 
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Agenda 

  
  

 Page nos 

1 Apologies 
 
To receive apologies for absence. 
 

 

      

2 Public questions/petitions 
 
To receive questions / petitions from the public (notice to be 
given to committee officer by 10:00 on Monday 20 October 
2014) 
 

 

      

3 Declaration of interest 
 
(Please note that it is the responsibility of individual 
members to declare an interest prior to the item if they arrive 
late for the meeting) 
 

 

      

4 Minutes 
 
Purpose - To approve the accuracy of the minutes of the 
meeting held on 24 July 2014. 
 

 

4 - 18 

5 Review of visitor parking permits 
 
Purpose - To agree changes to the current on-street visitor 
permit parking scheme, following the review requested in 
November 2012 and the consultation that took place in 
September 2014. 
 

 

19 - 38 

6 Push the Pedalways - Tombland and Palace Street 
 
Purpose - To seek approval for the Tombland and Palace 
Street cycle and walking improvement project that was 
agreed in principal by committee in June and which has 
been modified in response to consultation comments. To 
seek approval for the advertisement of an additional Traffic 
Regulation Order to amend the operation of the parking 
areas around the “Tombland Triangle”. 
 

 

39 - 58 

7 Push the Pedalways - Heathgate to Valley Drive 
 
Purpose - To inform members of the results of the 
consultation on the highway elements of the Heathgate to 
Valley Drive section of the pink pedalway which include a 
20mph restriction for Gurney Road (part of), Britannia Road 
and improvements to Gurney Road and Mousehold Avenue. 
 

 

59 - 62 
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8 Push the Pedalways programme update 
 
Purpose - To update the committee on the progress of the 
Push the Pedalways programme of cycling infrastructure 
improvements. 
 

 

63 - 68 

9 Major road works - regular monitoring 
 
Purpose - This report advises and updates members of 
current and planned future roadworks in Norwich. 
 

 

69 - 72 
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MINUTES 
 
 
 

Norwich Highways Agency committee 
 
 
10am to 12.30pm  24 July 2014 

 
 
Present: County Councillors: 

Adams (V) (chair) 
Bremner (V) 
Sands (M) 
Shaw 
 
 

City Councillors: 
Stonard (vice chair) (V)  
Harris (V) 
Gayton  
Carlo 
Grahame 
 

  
*(V) voting member  
 

Apologies: 
 

County Councillor Hebborn (other council business) 
 

 
 
1. Governance arrangements 

 
RESOLVED to note: 
 

(1) that the county council had elected Councillor Adams as chair for the 
ensuing civic year; 
 

(2) record Councillor Adams’ gratitude to Councillor Stonard, who as vice 
chair, had acted as chair in the interim period. 

 
 
2. Petition 

 
(A petition about item 8 (below) Push the Pedalways – Park Lane to Vauxhall Street, 
had been received and would be considered when the committee considered that 
item on the agenda.) 
 
 
3. Public questions 
 
Thorpe Hamlet flooding 
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Mr Kevin Marsh, a chartered engineer living in Wellesley Avenue South, asked the 
following question and referred to a display of maps/drawings and slides, which he 
had prepared in advance of the meeting.  : 
 

“On Sunday the heavy rainfall which hit Thorpe Hamlet flooded a number of 
properties and potentially would have flooded more without intervention of the 
local residents.  This is the third time in the last 18 months that a so called 
‘extreme event’ has overwhelmed the drainage system and threatened local 
properties. 

 
I am keen to raise the concerns of the local residents and hopefully find a 
solution which will prevent this happening in future.” 

 
The Norwich Agency/NATS manager, Norfolk County Council, thanked Mr Marsh for 
his illustrations and asked permission to take these back to highways engineers at 
the county council for further consideration.  He then replied to the question on 
behalf of the committee as follows: 
 

“As a result of the flooding experienced in May and July 2014 a flood 
investigation is currently being carried out in Norwich City Centre, Hellesdon, 
Sprowston and Thorpe Hamlet.   Norfolk County Council, the districts,, 
Norwich City Council and Anglian Water will be working in partnership to 
identify causes to the flooding.  The result of this investigation will form a list 
of recommendations for the respective bodies and effected persons to 
implement..  The recommendations list will be published in October 2014, 
however, work with the effected persons will be on-going preceding the 
publication of this list.” 

 
Mr Marsh said that he was pleased that the planned action and that Anglian Water 
would be included in the consultation as the sewers were the main issue.  
 
(Two public questions about item 8, Push the Pedalways – Park Lane to Vauxhall 
Street, had been received and would be taken when the committee considered that 
item on the agenda  A question had also been received from local members about 
item 9, below, Push the Pedalways – 20mph areas) 
 
4. Declarations of interest 
 
Councillors Bremner, Gayton, Grahame and Stonard declared an other, non- 
pecuniary, interest in item 6 below, Permit parking review, in that they all hold 
residents’ visitor parking permits.  Councillor Grahame also said that she used a 
permit in the course of her work.  
 
5. Minutes 

 
RESOLVED to approve the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held on 12 June 
2014. 
 

 
6. Permit parking review 
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(Councillors Bremner, Gayton, Grahame and Stonard had declared an interest in this 
item.) 
 
Discussion ensued in which the transportation and network manager, Norwich City 
Council, referred to the report and answered members’ questions.   
 
Members considered that it was important to reach a balance between charging 
residents an appropriate charge whilst deterring abuse of the residents’ visitors’ 
parking permits. There was a need to address the abuse of visitor parking permits, 
encourage people to seek alternative use to cars and alleviate pressure on parking 
spaces within the controlled parking zone.  
 
Members also sought reassurance that there would be provision for carers, including 
family members visiting for childcare purposes.  It was suggested that evidence for 
parking permits for long term use by carers could be demonstrated by the receipt of 
appropriate benefits or a doctor’s letter.  The transportation and network manager 
confirmed that she would ensure that the consultation captured information on the 
number of families using visitor passes for family members providing childcare in 
their homes.  There would be an article in the Citizen magazine to raise awareness 
of the proposed changes and consultation.  Members were also advised that 
tradesmen working in controlled parking zones could use the visitor permit for the 
property they were working on or parking waivers that many already had.  It was 
possible for the civil enforcement officers to identify the owner of the permits using 
their hand held devices. 
 
The vice chair said the consultation would be conducted for four weeks in September 
and that in order not to miss an opportunity to implement the scheme in November 
2014, he proposed that the committee met in October 2014 to receive the results of 
the consultation.  
 
RESOLVED, unanimously, with all 4 voting members voting in favour, to: 
 

(1) agree the recommendations and changes to the visitor permit parking 
scheme to replace the current Visitor permit scheme with: 

  
(a) a new short stay visitor permit offering two hours of parking for 

visitors (operated by a ‘clock’): this would be offered free to 
households on certain means tested benefits. 

(b) up to 60 ‘pay as you go’ day permit scratchcards per household per 
year  

(c) the charges being set as follows: 

(i) shortstay visitor permit at the rate of £10 administration charge 
and 75p per month for enforcement ie £14.50 for 6 months and 
£19 for 12 months, with a maximum period of 18 months; 

(ii) Scratchcards to be a maximum of 60 for each household at a 
cost of £1 each in inner city zones, and 50p for the outer 
Norwich zones. 
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(2) ask the head of city development services to consult on the proposals in the 
autumn 2014. 

 
(3) hold an extraordinary meeting of the Norwich Highways Agency committee 

on 23 October 2014 at 10am to consider the outcome of the consultation. 

 
7. Push the Pedalways  - The Avenues 
 
The chair moved the recommendations in the report and discussion ensued.   
 
Councillor Carlo, local member for Nelson Ward, expressed concern that local 
members had not been given an opportunity to comment on the proposed scheme 
before it had been presented to the committee.  She stated that she was concerned 
about the proposals generally and was not supportive of the details, citing the 
dedicated with-flow cycle lanes as a concern due to the needs of different cycle 
users who will travel at different speeds.  The transportation and network manager 
apologised and said that she would ensure that local members were given an 
opportunity to comment on the scheme before it went out for further consultation in 
September.  The transportation and network manager apologised and said that she 
would ensure that local members were given an opportunity to comment on the 
scheme before it went out for further consultation in September. 
 
During discussion the transportation and network manager and the design, 
landscape and conservation manager, Norwich City Council, answered members’ 
questions and referred to the report and slides and plans displayed at the meeting. 
The vice chair confirmed that the Push the Pedalways board had taken into 
consideration comments from members of the public and other members concurred 
that there was local support for the proposed scheme which would improve cycling in 
the Avenues; protect the grass verges and tree roots; accommodate additional bus 
movements and extend the existing 20mph speed restrictions in the area. The 
design, landscape and conservation manager confirmed that the cycle track would 
be sufficient width to allow faster cyclists to overtake slower ones.  The project 
manager had liaised with the landscape architects and the tree protection officers on 
the preservation of the trees.  The detail of the location of the two bus stops on the 
Avenues would be open for consultation.    
 
RESOLVED, unanimously, to: 
 

1) note the results of the consultation on the options for The Avenues 

2) ask the head of city development services to carry out public consultation and  
the necessary statutory procedures in relation to introducing the proposals 
shown on plan numbers PE4073-MMD-301739CA04-fea-0090 &0091and 
listed below; 

(a) Continuous one way cycle tracks 2m-2.2m in width on both sides of The 
Avenues between Bluebell Road and Colman Road built over the verge 
with a low kerb separating them from the carriageway  

(b) Speed reducing crossing tables for cyclists and pedestrians travelling 
along The Avenues at the following side roads: George Borrow Road, 
Lovelace Road, Stannard Road and the entrances to Bluebell 
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allotments; at the junction of Bluebell Road and Cow Drive; and across 
Bluebell Road north of The Avenues 

(c)  The provision of cycle tracks partly separated from the footway on the 
north side of The Avenues linking to the toucan crossing over Colman 
Road 

(d) Extending the existing 20mph restrictions so that all streets within the 
area bounded by Earlham Road, Bluebell Road, .Jessop Road and 
Christchurch Road are covered by a 20mph restriction. Bluebell Road 
between Earlham Road and North Park Avenue and North Park Avenue 
will also be subject to the 20mph restriction. The area is shown on the 
plan attached as appendix 8 

(e) The reinforcement of sufficient verge space with a porous material on 
The Avenues between Stannard Road and Bluebell Road to allow 
residents’ to park cars off the carriageway, without obstructing the cycle 
tracks, and access parking within the curtilage of their properties while 
minimising damage to verges and trees and with vehicles physically 
prevented from accessing other areas of verge. 

(f) alterations to the traffic signals at the junction of Colman Road and The 
Avenues to:  

(i) give cyclists dedicated signals that release them to cross Colman 
Road several seconds ahead of vehicles;  

(ii) provide a signalised pedestrian crossing over Colman Road 
immediately to the south of The Avenues with raised table courtesy 
crossings at the entrances to the service lanes;  

(iii) convert the crossing over Colman Road immediately to the north of 
The Avenues into a toucan crossing that cyclists can ride across 
alongside pedestrians;  

(iv) advanced stop boxes enlarged to 7.5m.   

 
8. Push the Pedalways – Park Lane to Vauxhall Street 
 
Mr Bryan Lingwood, Park Lane, by way of introduction, said that the petition had 
been signed by over 50 residents in Park Lane, representing about 71% of the 
households and therefore a greater number of households than the 19 people who 
had responded to the council consultation.  The majority of residents would like a 
reduction in traffic on the road but did not support the proposal to close Park Lane.  
He then presented the following petition: 
 

“As residents of Park Lane, we are strongly opposed to the Push The 
Pedalways scheme insofar as it affects Park Lane.  

 

 We do not have a traffic problem. What matters is safety for all road users 
- pedestrians, cyclists and car drivers alike, as we all share the road, and 
that means reducing speed, rather than prioritising cyclists. 

 Closure of Park Lane is unnecessary: There is no evidence at all 
that cyclists are currently deterred from using Park Lane.  Installing 
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a barrier would damage our environment.   The proposals would 
increase rather than reduce the speed of vehicles; 

 Gaining access to our homes would become more difficult and 
would result in confusion for drivers; 

 Larger vehicles, including Heavy Goods Vehicles, would have to 
make 3 (or 5) point turns in order to get back to Earlham Road or to 
exit via Mill Hill Road; 

 lt would displace vehicles into the smaller adjacent streets which 
are quite unsuitable, with consequent harmful effects. 

 
We ask the committee to rethink this aspect of the scheme.” 

 
The transportation and network manager responded on behalf of the committee as 
follows: 
 

“Before I address the concerns raised in the petition I think it would be useful 
if I give some context to the proposals. 
 
As members are aware, both the city and county councils are committed to 
delivering the Norwich area transportation strategy (NATS). NATS recognises 
that growth within the city and the surrounding urban area cannot be 
supported in transport terms by the reliance on the private car and that the 
key to unlocking further potential in the city relies on modal shift towards 
walking, cycling and public transport. The NATS implementation plan that was 
adopted in 2010 identified the need to develop a cycle network plan in 
conjunction with local users groups. This work started in 2011 and involved a 
series of cycle rides involving officers, members and cycling enthusiasts to 
develop the best routes for linking key destinations.. This resulted in the 
launch in June 2012 of the Norwich Cycle Network, which comprises; 5 cross 
city radial routes and 2 orbital routes linking the key employment, education 
and leisure areas. These main routes are called pedalways and each has a 
colour to help people find their way around the network. Connecting these 
pedalways is a network of local neighbourhood cycle routes. 
 
The pink pedalway, where most of the cycle ambition grant money is being 
spent, runs from the hospital and the research park, through the UEA, along 
The Avenues, through the city centre, out across Mousehold and Heartsease 
and on to the “growth triangle” in Broadland. 
 
Avenue Road and Park Lane are critical links in the pink and orange 
pedalways. Mill Hill Road is also a popular route for cyclists, which will be 
acknowledged in the next edition of the cycle map by conferring 
neighbourhood route status on it.  
 
Surveys show that over 40% of traffic using the streets is through traffic, 
which is traffic that does not originate in the area between Earlham Road / 
Unthank Road and the outer ring road, or stop at any point in the area. On 
relatively narrow, heavily parked streets such traffic volumes can be 
intimidating to cyclists as vehicles weave in and out of gaps parked cars and 
cyclists have to judge whether they need to yield to oncoming vehicles. There 
is a particular problem in the morning peak hour when vehicles queuing on 
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Park Lane to access Unthank Road block the passage of cyclists and both 
pedestrians and cyclists experience the unpleasant effects of exhaust fumes.  
 
The area is already traffic calmed, and subject to a 20mph speed limit; there 
is little scope to reduce speeds further. It is firmly believed that reducing traffic 
volumes in the area is the only way to see major improvements for cyclists. 
 
As the plan in the supplementary report shows, the mechanism for introducing 
the road closures will be by way of bollards and street trees. These will be 
designed to be sympathetic to the environment and enhance the existing 
block work table at the junction of Park Lane and Avenue Road, creating a 
greater sense of place. 
 
It is acknowledged that the road closures may result in slightly longer journey 
times and distances for local residents who choose to use their cars. This has 
to be balanced against the major improvements that will be made to those 
residents who choose to walk or cycle. Similarly the displaced traffic from 
local people using surrounding roads may see a small increase in traffic on 
some streets, but given the wide variety of alternative routes available it is 
unlikely that any one street will see a significant increase in traffic. These local 
residents know their area well and will quickly adjust their journeys to avoid 
the closures when they make journeys by car. 
 
Inevitably there will be some confusion in the first few days of any closures 
being introduced but experience shows that this soon settles down and with 
adequate advance signing, drivers will soon find alternative routes. 
 
With regard to how large vehicles will be accommodated, it is envisaged that 
the numbers of these will be very low; the weekly bin collections and the 
occasional delivery vehicle. These will be expected to enter via Park Lane and 
exit via Mill Hill Road or vice-versa. Most vehicles will be able to make the turn 
at the junction of Park Lane and Mill Hill Road in one manoeuvre but it is 
acknowledge that the largest vehicles may take more than this. 
 
In response to the petitioner’s request that the committee reconsiders the 
Park Lane closures, I would say that significant amounts of work have taken 
place since the last August when the announcement that we had been 
successful in securing the cycle ambition grant was made. Numerous options 
for this area have been considered by the delivery board and executive board 
for the cycle ambition project and the three options presented at the recent 
consultation are the only ones that offer significant benefits for cyclists, which 
is the focus of the project.  
 
The consultation we undertook clearly shows a preference for the double road 
closure option, both among all respondents and those living in Park Lane and 
the surrounding streets. I have delved deeper into the online questionnaire 
results identifying those responses that are from Park Lane addresses.  We 
had 19 responses from postcodes in Park Lane, and from these 17 supported 
the double road closure and two wanted none of the options. There is clearly 
a contradiction between the results we collected though a remote survey and 
the response to the petition.  
 

Page 11 of 72



  

Page 9 of 15 

I must remind members that today we are seeking permission to carry out the 
statutory consultation on the proposed road closures; we are not asking your 
permission to implement them. I would therefore ask that you allow this 
consultation to go ahead as planned.” 
 

Mr Bryan Lingwood asked the following question: 
 

“The comments I have made, both at the consultation event(s) and subsequently 
in writing, do not appear to have been addressed in the report by officers (item 8) 
and therefore may not be given sufficient consideration by the Norwich Highways 
Agency committee in making its decision. 

 The route chosen does not meet the stated project aim: “to create a safe, 
enjoyable and direct cycling route from the east of Norwich to the west, 
which can be ridden by people of all ages”: 

 the shortest, most direct route between Avenue Road/ Park Lane (near 
Maida Vale) and Pottergate (near Upper Goat Lane) is the long-
established, very popular, signposted cycle route to/from the UEA which 
follows Mill Hill Road and West Pottergate (via the ‘underpass’ which 
avoids having to navigate the ‘inner ring road’). This is also the route 
currently recommended in all ‘circumstances’ via the city council website; 

 Accident data (Feb. 2008 to Feb 2013) demonstrates that the long-
established route via West Pottergate is also the safest route: the only 
major intersection is with Earlham Road, where there has been only two 
slight cycle incidents, compared to the two serious and three slight cycle 
incidents around the junction of Park Lane and Unthank Road, and the 
multiple cycle incidents around the Grapes Hill roundabout and Chapelfield 
Road crossing at Vauxhall Street; 

 The long-established route via West Pottergate is also a more enjoyable 
route: being largely traffic-free; with significantly improved air quality due to 
the absence of buses; involving uninterrupted flow from West Pottergate 
(compared to at least seven ‘stops’ on the proposed route); and little, if 
any, potential for conflict with (or danger to) pedestrians. 

The proposals presented will make conditions worse for pedestrians. Directing 
cyclists diagonally across the centre of Chapelfield Gardens, via the busy 
crossing to/from Vauxhall Street, has already resulted in conflict and accidents 
with pedestrians in this historic park (as stated in consultation documents). 
Although consultation documents suggest that “the new paths and entrances will 
encourage cyclists to ride around the edge” inside the park, these are the paths 
that are very popular with dog walkers, joggers and, of course, pedestrians 
including those who would previously have used the pathway on the south side of 
Chapelfield North. Additional cyclists on this route would further worsen the 
conditions for pedestrians and visitors to this historic park. 

The consultation stated that funding has been made available to “improve the 
conditions for cyclists” in an attempt to double the number of cycle journeys in 
Norwich by 2023. And yet, the proposals fail to improve the conditions, 
particularly at the accident ‘hot-spots. 

 

 The accident data highlights the risks to cyclists at roundabouts (Grapes Hill: 
8 incidents; Earlham Road/Gypsy Lane: 9 incidents), and have prompted 
proposals to remove the roundabout at the Maids Head, so it seems 
unreasonable to think that a new mini-roundabout on Unthank Road would 
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make it safer for cyclists at the junction with Park Lane (particularly if 
combined with the re-location of the crossing, and the removal of the central 
‘refuge', which would create delays, and make it more hazardous, for cyclists 
turning right into Essex Street); 

 Closure of Park Lane south of its junction with Avenue Road, would: increase 
the flow of traffic turning right from Mill Hill Road to Park Lane (and left into 
Mill Hill Road from Park Lane), where little, if any, currently exists; and/or 
cause more vehicles to turn-around in Mill Hill Road and Park Lane (north) i.e. 
the section between Avenue Road and Earlham Road; and, add to the 
hazards on Park Lane  on the much narrower section between Denbigh Road 
and Earlham Road (particularly with heavy goods vehicles and others exiting 
Denbigh Road into Park Lane); all of which would create new dangers for the 
many cyclists who currently use this route; 

 None of the measures to address what were identified to be issues affecting 
cycling on Essex Street (and Vauxhall Street) are now included in the 
proposals presented in the report (agenda item 8) 
. 
Therefore, the proposals presented will not improve the conditions for cyclists, 
in particular those who are inexperienced; and, if anything, conditions are 
likely to become worse for cyclists, and pedestrians, increasing the risks to all. 

Given that the consultation is about “how the council can best create direct, 
safe and enjoyable pedalways through the area” (paragraph 25.), and taking 
into account that initial proposals to supposedly address the unfavourable 
conditions for cyclists on Essex Street (45-48) and Vauxhall Street (54-56) are 
now not to proceed, how does the council consider that: promoting a longer, 
evidently more dangerous route, which entails frequent interruption to flow, 
greater potential for conflict with pedestrians and motorists, and almost 
inevitable interaction with buses; would lead to a sustainable increase in the 
number of people choosing to cycle (or walk)?”  

The transportation and network manager responded on behalf of the committee as 
follows:  

“Mr Lingwood did indeed provide a very detailed response to the consultation 
and I would apologise that it did not receive more recognition in the report. I 
can assure you that all responses have been read and considered, but in 
writing this report the focus was on the issues that had been raised by more 
than one individual. The use of the West Pottergate route was raised only by 
Mr Lingwood. If the report had included every single detailed point made it 
would have been very unwieldy. Members are of course welcome to view any 
of the consultation responses in full if the wish. 

As I explained in my response to the petition, we have a network of 
pedalways for the city linked by connecting neighbourhood routes. The route 
through West Pottergate is part of that green pedalway that links Bowthorpe in 
the west to Broadland Business Park in the East. We do not expect that many 
cyclists will ride from one end of a pedalway to another; instead they will make 
use of sections of one or more pedalways depending on their destination. For 
example a cyclist travelling along The Avenues and wanting to get to the 
Notre Dame School on Surrey Street is likely to follow the pink pedalway but 
the same cyclist wanting to get to the Jane Austen School in Colegate would 
choose the green pedalway for most of their journey. In recognition of this fact 
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we are now proposing to sign Mill Hill Road as a neighbourhood route linking 
the green and pink pedalways. 

The inner ring road forms one of the key barriers to cycling across the city and 
it is vital that there are a number of crossing points to make the cycle network 
effective and safe. If the pink and green pedalways both shared the route 
through West Pottergate that would leave a long section of the southern ring 
road between Brazengate and West Pottergate without a dedicated pedalway 
crossing it. I completely agree that the West Pottergate route is valuable for 
cyclists, but we also need a route that crosses Chapel Field Road, as the pink 
pedalway does. 

I cannot agree that the pink pedalway will make conditions worse for 
pedestrians; the improvements we are planning seek to improve conditions for 
both pedestrians and cyclists. For example Mr Lingwood raises the issue of 
Chapel Field Gardens; cyclists already use the narrow route through the 
middle of the gardens, our project encourages them to use a more suitable 
route through the Gardens. 
 
Responding to the final point of why nothing is now proposed for Essex Street 
and Vauxhall Street. The case for improvements in this area is more marginal 
given that these streets carry a third of the traffic that Park Lane does, and the 
proportion of through traffic is significantly less. Apart from the lack of a contra 
flow facility in Essex Street current conditions here are less problematic than 
in the Park Lane area and therefore while the road closure that was proposed 
in Vauxhall Street would have limited benefits for cyclists, the closures on 
Park Lane will see significant improvements for them.” 
 

By way of response, Mr Lingwood thanked the officer for the response and said that 
he appreciated that not all comments received as part of the consultation could be 
incorporated.  He expressed concern that there was potential for the number of 
accidents occurring in Chapel Field Gardens to increase and that he did not intend to 
use that cycle route but drive in instead. 
 
Reverend David Hares asked the following question:  
 

"Am I correct in understanding that, in the light of the feed-back in the 
consultation process, the proposal to have a 'Vehicle closure point with 
cycling access' in Vauxhall Street, near to the junctions with Trory Street and 
Walpole Street, has been removed from the scheme?"  

 
The transportation and network manager responded on behalf of the committee as 
follows: 
 

 “Yes, that is correct. The public consultation showed little appetite among the 
respondents and particularly the local people for a closure. Given the low 
traffic flows in the area officers have concluded that the benefits for cyclists do 
not outweigh the concerns of the people living in the area.” 
 

The transportation and network manager referred to the report and presented the 
supplementary report which had been circulated at the meeting.   
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The vice chair spoke in support of the scheme and said that there had been 
extensive discussions with the residents of Park Lane.  The next stage of the 
consultation would give residents a further opportunity to state their views. 
 
In response to Councillor Carlo’s concerns that local members had not been 
provided with details of the scheme before the publication of the report, the 
transportation and network manager apologised and said that the tight timescale for 
implementation of the project meant that any delay could jeopardise the scheme. It 
was unusual for the committee to be presented with a supplementary report 
comprising alternative proposals for schemes at its meeting.  The vice chair 
suggested that the supplementary report demonstrated that the authority was 
listening to the comments of people received in response to the consultations on the 
scheme.  The transportation and network manager undertook to contact local 
members and notify them of the proposals following the meeting. 
 
During discussion the transportation and network manager answered members’ 
questions and referred to the report.  During discussion a member said that one of 
the objectives of the scheme was to provide cycle tracks that were suitable for the 
use of twelve year olds.  The committee was shown a graph showing the traffic flows 
through Mill Hill Road, Avenue Road and Park Lane area.  Discussion ensued on the 
proposed road closure and members were advised that a partial road closure during 
peak times would not be enforceable.  It was acknowledged that the junction of Park 
Lane with Unthank Road was not ideal but the road closure would significantly 
reduce traffic.  Traffic modelling showed that 80% of the current traffic would be 
distributed on to the road network, with around 20% of drivers seeking alternative 
routes in the area.  The narrow streets of terraced houses were not attractive to 
drivers.  Emergency vehicles carried bolt cutters and would be able to access the 
closed street.  Residents and delivery vehicles would be able to access dwellings in 
Park Lane.  All options had been explored for the best solutions for the pink and 
orange pedalways.  The proposed introduction of a contra flow cycle lane in Essex 
Street and the proposal to designate Essex Street as set out in the supplementary 
report alleviated concerns about the scheme.   
 
The chair expressed concern about the closure of Park Lane, reminded the 
committee that motorists paid road tax and their needs should be taken into 
consideration as well as residents, pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
RESOLVED, unanimously, to: 
 
(1) note the results of the consultation on the options for the Park Lane to Vauxhall 

Street area; 

(2) ask the head of city development services to carry out public consultation and the 
necessary statutory procedures in relation to introducing the proposals shown on 
plan number 301739-ca08-500 and listed below: 

(a) The introduction of a road closure on Park Lane to the immediate north of the 
junction with Avenue Road and a road closure on Avenue Road to the 
immediate east of Maida Vale. Cyclists and emergency vehicles will be 
exempt from those closures. 
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(b) The introduction of a no waiting at any time restriction on the entire length of 
the northern side of Avenue Road, including the removal of the bus stop cage, 
the replacement of the bus stop cage and a 9m length of double yellow line on 
the southern side of Avenue Road with a permit parking restriction and the 
transfer of Maida Vale from parking zone R to parking zone P. 

(c) The realignment of the junction of Park Lane with Unthank Road to provide 
wider shared-use footpath cycleways in the vicinity of the junction. 

(d) The removal of the existing signalled crossing on Unthank Road by Essex 
Street and the provision of a new type of shared-use pedestrian / cyclist  
crossing on a raised table on Unthank Road between Park Lane and Essex 
Street. 

 
(e) The introduction of contra flow cycling on the section of Rupert Street 

between Trinity Street and Cambridge Street  

(f) Introduce a signed only contra flow cycle lane on Essex Street and explore 
the possibility of designating Essex Street as a Cycle Street. 

(g) Extend the existing 20mph restriction on Unthank Road to the north of the 
Essex Street junction. 

(3) consider the solution for the routing of the pink pedalway in a southwest direction 
between Vauxhall Street and Park Lane that will be presented at the meeting and 
ask the Head of city development services to undertake  public consultation and 
any necessary statutory procedures required in relation to those proposals, 
including the extension to the 20mph zone on Unthank Road. 

 
9. Push the Pedalways – 20mph 
 
Councillor Bearman, local member for Mancroft division, and also on behalf of 
Councillor Brociek-Coulton, local member for Sewell division and ward, asked the 
following question: 
 

"Does the City Centre 20mph zone include Bull Close Road, between the 
junction with Charlton Road and Magdalen Road,  and if not, could it please 
be added as it is directly outside Magdalen Gates primary school entrance?" 
 

The senior transportation planner, Norwich City Council responded on behalf of the 
committee: 
 

“The proposals in this report do not include a 20mph speed restriction on Bull 
Close Road. This was subject of much debate among the design team who 
came to the conclusion that given that the primary function of Bull Close Road 
as a local distributor road and therefore a 20mph restriction was not 
appropriate. However, on reflection, given the presence of the school, a part 
time 20mph advisory restriction could be employed at this location. This could 
be signed using an electronic flashing sign. 
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If members are minded to support this approach then the recommendation will 
need to be amended to include reference to a part time 20mph restriction on 
Bull Close Road.” 

 
Councillor Bearman said that the survey data obtained by the community speed 
watch team gave an average vehicle speed in Bull Close Road as currently being 
19.5mph and that a 20mph speed limit would be effective.  He would prefer it to be a 
permanent 20mph speed limit rather than a part time school related 20mph speed 
limit.   
 
Discussion ensued in which the senior transportation planner advised members that 
a flashing sign that would be used with a part time 20mph restriction would be more 
effective as drivers approaching the junction were concentrating on where they were 
going unlike in a quieter residential area.  The estimated cost of implementing a 
flashing sign was around £1,000 and could be incorporated into the city centre 
scheme. In response to a question she advised that the permanent 20mph limit 
would cost less to introduce. 
 
Councillor Stonard moved and Councillor Harris seconded that the consultation 
should include the permanent 20mph restriction on Bull Close between Magdalen 
Road and Charlton Road and with 3 voting members voting in favour (Councillors 
Stonard, Harris and Bremner) and 1 voting member voting against (Councillor 
Adams) the amendment to the recommendations in the report was carried. 
 
During discussion on the proposed 20mph scheme, Councillor Shaw said that on 
behalf of residents in Woodside division, he was opposed to the proposals for the 
east of the city unless there were significant improvements to bus services. 
 
Councillor Bremner, local member for University division and ward, said that there 
had been a positive response from residents in George Borrow Road to the 
proposals. 
 
The vice chair said that the report helped achieve the city council’s objective to 
extend the 20mph speed limit to residential streets across the city. 
 
RESOLVED, unanimously, to ask the head of city development services to carry out 
the necessary legal consultation in regards of a 20mph Speed Restriction Order for 
the areas shown on plan nos PL/TR/4142/225/1, 2 and 3, with the addition of Bull 
Close Road between Magdalen Road and Charlton Road and for a consolidation 
Speed Restriction Order for the whole of the Norwich area. 
 
 
10. Push the Pedalways – Magdalen Street and Cowgate cycle contraflow 
 
RESOLVED, having considered the report of the head of city development services, 
to: 
 

(1) note the results of the consultation on the proposals to introduce contra flow 
cycling on Magdalen Street between Edward Street and Bull Close Road 
and on Cowgate between Magdalen Street and Peacock Street.  

 

Page 17 of 72



  

Page 15 of 15 

(2) ask the head of city development services to progress statutory procedures 
associated with implementing the  legal orders and notices that are 
associated with the scheme as shown on Drawings 301739 CA11 PE4080 
PRE-02b & 03b – and   plan PL/TR/4142/224.2 & 3, which will have the 
effect of: 

 
(a) banning the right turn from Magdalen Street into  Bull Close Road; 
(b) introducing a mandatory southbound cycle lane on Magdalen Street; 

between Bull Close Road and Edward Street and an advisory 
westbound cycle lane on Cowgate between Peacock Street and 
Magdalen Street; 

(c) amending the position of the parking and loading bays on Magdalen 
Street and the disabled bay on Cowgate; 

(d) removing the signalled crossing on Magdalen Street by Magdalen 
Close.  

 
11. Sprowston Road ALDI Traffic Regulation Order representations received 
 
RESOLVED, having considered the report of the head of city development services, 
to authorise the head of city development services to arrange for the necessary 
statutory procedures to implement waiting restrictions to extend the existing double 
yellow lines on Sprowston Road south to a point 16 metres south of the new access 
road to the ALDI store, and along the entire length of the new access road as shown 
on Plan No. A1-12062 S278/38 in Appendix 1. 
 
 
12. Annual report of the Norwich City Highways Agency 2013-14 
 
RESOLVED, having considered the report of the head of city development services, 
and the director of environment, transport and development to approve the highways 
agency annual report for 2013-14. 
 
13. Roadworks Regular monitoring report 
 
RESOLVED, having considered the report of the head of city development services, 
to note the report. 
 
 
CHAIR 
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Report to  Norwich highways agency committee Item 

 23 October 2014 

5 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Review of visitor parking permits 

 

Purpose  

To agree changes to the current on-street visitor permit parking scheme, following the 
review requested in November 2012 and the consultation that took place in September 
2014. 

Recommendation  

Members are recommended to:  

1. Note the consultation responses. 
 

2. Agree to replace the current visitor parking scheme with 
 

a) A new short stay visitor permit offering 4 hours of parking costing £19 per 
annum (free to low income households) 

b) Day permit scratchcards priced at £1 each and sold in multiples of 10, up to 
a maximum of 60 per household per year. 
 

3. Agree the terms and conditions for the new visitor permit scheme as set out in 
appendix 4. 
 

4. Ask the Head of city development services to implement the new visitor permit 
arrangements when the new permit issuing software goes live early in 2015. 
 
 

Corporate and service priorities 

The report helps to meet the corporate priority and the service plan priority to implement 
the Local Transport Plan and Norwich Area Transportation Strategy. 

Financial implications 

All aspects of civil parking enforcement in Norwich aim to be self-financing. The changes 
to the visitor permit scheme seek to remove the need for visitor permits to be subsidised 
by other parking activities within the city.  

Ward/s: Many 

Cabinet member: Cllr Stonard, cabinet member for environment, development and 
transport.  
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Contact officers 

Bruce Bentley  Principal transportation planner 
   t: 01603 212445  e: brucebentley@norwich.gov.uk 
 
Joanne Deverick Transportation & network manager 
   t: 01603 212461 e: joannedeverick@norwich.gov.uk 

Background documents 

Consultation responses 
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Report  

Background 

1. In recent years resident, business, community carer and statutory parking permits 
have been reviewed and changes made to make them more effective and less prone 
to misuse. Visitor parking permits are the final type to be reviewed. 

2. In July this committee agreed to consult to replacing the existing visitor parking permit 
with a 2 hour short stay parking permit priced at £19 per annum (free to people on 
certain means tested benefits) and 60 day permit scratchcards priced at £1 for the 
city centre and 50p for the outer areas. 

Consultation 

3. A full page article was published in the September edition of Citizen magazine , 
outlining the proposed changes to the visitor permit parking scheme, providing a link 
to the report that NHAC considered and inviting comment. As the Committee 
requested, residents were particularly asked about circumstances where they felt that 
the new scheme might not account of their needs, such as the need for long term 
care. The article is reproduced in appendix 1 

4. Although the consultation formally closed on the 26 September, all comments 
received by the 3 October have been included in the response summary 

5. Overall, 239 responses to the consultation were received, with 27 supporting and 155 
objecting either wholly or in part. The remaining 57 either did not express an opinion, 
suggested changes or raised issues beyond the permit review. The table in Appendix 
2 is a précis of the range of comments and concerns raised. 18 respondents, mainly 
objectors, misunderstood the scheme, and thought it was either the two hour permit 
only. 60 scratchcards only or 60 two-hour scratchcards. Those issues raised by a 
larger number of people are discussed below, in descending order of the number of 
times they were raised. 

Issues raised   

The 2 hour time limit does not allow for sufficient visiting time / insufficient 
numbers of visits catered for 

6.  Overall, 131 comments were received about the adequacy of the number of visits 
that individual households would be able to have under the new scheme. The most 
requested change (65 respondents) was for an increase in the number of hours that 
the short stay visitor permit was valid for, with most residents suggesting that 
extending this to three or four hours would be adequate to meet their needs (although 
some suggested 6-8 hours). This was a particular issue for more elderly residents, 
who were concerned that a two-hour visit would not meet their day to day needs for 
friends and relatives to visit for an adequate time and would curtail their social 
contact. Many people raised concerns that the period would be insufficient for  
cleaners, hairdressers, or gardeners to be able to undertake their duties, and 
consequently, a significant amount of day permits would be required, reducing their 
availability for people to stay 
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Current scheme should be enforced properly  

7. The Committee will be aware for previous reports that enforcement of the current 
visitor scheme is so time consuming, that the Council simply cannot justify the levels 
of resources to do it. In order to demonstrate misuse, Civil enforcement officers 
(CEOs) have to patrol a particular location at least twice a day, for more than a 
fortnight, and then have to write to the permit holder and give them the opportunity to 
explain its use. If an explanation is not forthcoming, or is inadequate, the only resort 
that the CEOs have is to rescind the permit. There are numerous occasions where 
multiple sets of visits are required, but even though CEOs and residents are 
convinced that misuse is taking place, it is still not always possible to prove it 
conclusively. 

8. Almost every other parking contravention can be dealt with in a single, or at most two 
visits and those failing to comply with parking restrictions are then liable for a penalty 
charge notice. 

9. Consequently, the cost of enforcing the current would take a very substantial part of 
the enforcement time of the civil enforcement team. It is estimated that in order to 
police the current scheme at anything like an adequate level would require a 
dedicated team and nearly double the operational costs of the permit scheme. As the 
intention is that the scheme should be self-sustaining financially this would mean a 
doubling of all permit charges, or quadrupling the cost of the visitor permit, currently 
priced at £31. 

It is a moneymaking scheme for the Council / another tax  

10. It has always been the published intention to make the permit scheme financially 
neutral, and only charge for permits at a level that covers the operational costs of the 
scheme. It costs nearly £10 just to issue a permit. For many years, the permit parking 
scheme has been heavily subsidised form other parking revenue sources, but with 
the changes in the scheme over the past 18 months (and the review of permit prices 
and the eligibility for free permits in particular) officers are confident that this financial 
year, for the first time, the permit scheme will break even. 

11. The costs of issuing the new visitor permits scheme will be higher than the current 
one, and it is likely that the Council will make a loss on the scratchcards, unless these 
are issued in batches of 10 to cover administration costs.  However there should be 
significant savings in enforcement staff time, which should improve enforcement 
generally, including of the revised scheme 

Current scheme works well and is not misused  

12. The evidence (supported both by the level of complaint of misuse that we receive, 
and the experience of the CEOs) does not support this view. Some of the 
respondents to the consultation demonstrated this by citing examples of how they 
were abusing the scheme, for example using their visitor permit on a second car in 
the city centre. 

13. During the day, many permit areas do have space, so the misuse of visitor permits 
does may not be apparent to local residents. However using visitor parking permits 
for commuter parking undermines the Norwich Area Transportation Strategy which 
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aims to encourage trips by other modes of transport, particularly the commute to 
work.  

Current scheme is misused 

14. Almost as many respondents said that the scheme was misused as said it was not. 
The evidence does support the view that the current scheme is subject to significant 
misuse 

60 scratchcards is not enough 

15. In developing the proposed scheme, officers looked at the visitor schemes run by 14 
other local authorities, many of whom use the ‘scratchcards’ system. These details 
are shown in appendix 3. Six of these authorities operate schemes that offer more 
than 60 permits a year, but the rest have fewer or none. Only Ipswich offers a similar 
scheme to the one proposed here, which includes both day permits and a ‘short stay’ 
system, but that provides for  up to 50 ‘day’ scratchcards with a ‘1 hour’ short stay 
permit. 

New scheme will increase costs for residents 

16. The maximum cost to residents of the proposed scheme would be £79 in the City 
Centre, and £49 elsewhere. This is more than the current cost of the visitor permit 
(£31) but as residents would have access to either the short stay permit or the 
scratchcards or both, the actual cost is likely to be less than this for many residents, 
particularly those in parts of the outer area, where permit parking only operates 
between 8.00am and 6.30, Mon-Sat and around the UEA where it operates 10am to 
4pm Monday to Friday. Here, many residents may be only need a few day permits. or 
the short stay permit, which would actually work out cheaper. The ‘pay by length’ 
residents permit is based on the principle of the more you use, the more you pay, and 
it seems reasonable that a similar principle should be established for visitor parking. 

How are long term care needs catered for? 

17. A long stay permit, similar in characteristic to the current visitor permit, will be 
available for those who require attendance over extended periods if their application 
is supported by an appropriate health professional. This would be issued free of 
charge. This would be in addition to the usual visitor permit entitlement. Care workers 
will be eligible for the 2-hour permit that has already been agreed, so that care staff 
making multiple short visits are already catered for. 

New scheme is open to misuse/ unenforceable 

18. It is possible that the proposed day permits could be open to misuse. The 
scratchcards will have a market value, and it is the case that the CEOs will have to 
assume that a validly displayed scratchcard is in use legitimately. This is why it is 
imperative that the correct balance between the cost of a scratchcard and their 
availability is carefully balanced. Allowing residents too few permits would obviously 
adversely affect them, but providing too many, and at a price that was competitive 
with other parking options will lead to misuse. 

19. The short stay permit is easily enforceable, and the CEOs already enforce short stay 
parking areas. CEOs will additionally need to note the time that the clock is set, as 
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this cannot be changed, but this is already done with Blue Badge Holders who park in 
permit areas. 

20. It is the view of officers, and the parking enforcement staff that the proposed scheme 
will be a significant improvement over the current scheme in terms of enforcement. 

Residents should have been consulted on the changes / Consultation not good 
enough 

21. A full page article was published in Citizen, which is delivered to every household in 
Norwich (over 64000 addresses) during the first week in September. This meant that 
not just current permit holders were given the opportunity to comment of the proposed 
changes. Citizen is also available online. In addition, information was available on the 
Councils website on the Permit Parking pages, and there were articles in the local 
press. Officers are also aware that there has been significant discussion on social 
media sites. 

22. Officers are therefore confident that there has been widespread knowledge of the 
consultation. There has been sufficient a response, including from those people who 
apparently didn’t know about the consultation to gauge opinion, and respond to 
residents’ concerns. 

Childcare issues 

23. Some working parents raised concerns over the implications for child care. Some 
working parents rely on a family member or friend who drives to their home to look 
after their child(ren). Some parents were also concerned that friends and family would 
not be able to visit them every day to help out in the home. 

24. Officers recognise that this is an issue, but the small number of respondents on this 
issue (particularly as several raised this as a general rather than a specific concern as 
part of wider criticism, and in two cases, the issue was raised both by the parent and 
the carer) makes it difficult to provide a definitive solution. Officers are therefore 
suggesting that any issues are dealt with on a case by case basis, subject to 
appropriate checks, and (for example) where a parent or relative regularly visits, they 
are given a vehicle specific permit, and that additional day permits could be offered in 
other circumstances. These exceptions would be agreed by the head of city 
development services 

Changes should be targeted to areas with misuse problems 

25. Complaints about misuse of the visitor permit scheme are widespread, across the 
entire permit parking area, although it is recognised that there are particular hot spots 
such as close to the football ground, rail station and main employment areas. It would 
not be practical to have different visitor permit schemes for different areas.  

Residents should not have to pay the price for other misuse 

26. Residents are already inconvenienced, sometimes considerably, by the use of permit 
spaces by those who are abusing the system. The Council regularly receives 
complaints about lack of parking, and this has also been raised as an issue in the 
report. The scheme aims to ensure that genuine users of the permit scheme gave 
reasonable access to it at all times. 
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Other Issues 

27. Issues raised by a few residents are discussed in appendix 4 

Equality Impact Assessment 

28. During the review of the permit parking scheme, potential negative impacts on elderly 
and disabled residents were identified and have been built into the permit review. 
The’ Short Stay’ Visitor permit is to be offered free of charge to all those on certain 
means tested benefits, whilst additional visitor arrangements for those with extended 
care needs will overcome any issues for those people which may include some 
elderly and disabled residents. The proposed changes to the scheme minimise any 
adverse impact on older residents by allowing extended visits on the ‘short stay’ 
permit, which can, of course, be used sequentially for a number of visitors, and in 
association with a scratchcard, if that is what the resident wishes to do. 

Suggested amendments to the scheme 

29. There are over 10,000 visitor permits issued in Norwich for the on-street permit 
scheme, and these account for a significant proportion of all complaints about illegal 
parking, and the most complaints about permit misuse. The 239 responses that were 
received to the consultation equates to just 2% of all permit holders. It is therefore 
recommended that the principles of the proposed new visitor scheme should be 
accepted, but that the scheme is amended to overcome some of the concerns raised 

30. The 2-hour period for the short stay permit was originally suggested, as this would 
cater for brief visits, whilst preventing use for extended shopping or leisure  use of a 
permit (for example, attending a football match) that is primarily intended for visits to 
the residents home. However, 65 respondents (including both objectors and 
supporters of the proposals) made cases outlining reasons why such a short period 
was overly restrictive, and would eat into the limited number of ‘day’ permits. 
Consequently it is recommended that the period available on the ‘short stay’ permit is 
increased from 2 to 4 hours, but members do need to be aware that this will be less 
effective in combatting the current issues experienced around the football club on 
match days, or in the City centre, where the permit is used for leisure and shopping 
visits to avoid parking charges. 

31. Introducing this change will mean that in most of the outer areas of the City, where 
the zones operate between 8  and 6.30, Monday to Saturday only, extended 
overnight visits will be available with the use of the short stay permit. Consequently, it 
is felt that there is no longer a justification for a reduced price for the day permits in 
these locations, and a standard charge across all the permit areas of £1 per day 
should be implemented, together with a minimum purchase of 10 scratchcards at a 
time. At any price or quantity lower than this, the Council will make a loss every time it 
issues scratchcards to residents, not taking account of any enforcement costs 

32. The scheme as now recommended will still be amongst the most cost effective and 
flexible visitor scheme in the Country, offering unlimited almost half day visits 
throughout the year, and more day permits than most comparable schemes. 

Conclusions 

33. It is proposed that the 4 hour visitor permit and the 60 day scratch card permits are 
adopted. This would be operated in the following way 
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The ‘short stay’ permit 

34. Residents will be expected to display the permit along with a ‘clock’ in a similar 
manner to the Blue Badge parking scheme. The clock would be set to the time of 
arrival, and will have a four hour limit. Resetting the clock, or moving the vehicle 
within the zone and resetting the clock will render the resident liable to a penalty 
charge notice. In Zones that operate between 8.00am and 6.30 pm, overnight visits 
could be accommodated between either 2.30pm and 8.00am the following day 
(setting the clock to 2.30), or between 6.30pm and midday the following day (by 
setting the clock to 8 o’clock) The permit will cost £19pa, but will be available for any 
period between 1 and 18 months, depending on the resident’s requirements. The 
charge for it will be made up from a £10 admin fee and a 75p per month charge. 

The ‘day’ permit 

35. The day permit will be a scratchcard overprinted on a standard blank. This will ensure 
that costs to residents are kept to a minimum 

 scratchcards will be validated at the point of sale printed by the Council with the 
zone, address of the holder, a serial number and an expiry date. They will be 
personal to the purchaser, and traceable in the event of theft or loss 

 printing costs will be minimised by removing  the requirement to hold any more 
than one form of scratchcard for the visitor system 

 pre-printed stock of scratchcards will not expire, avoiding waste 

 every permit issued will have the same validity period, irrespective of the time of 
year issued 

36. Residents will be expected to complete the card by scratching off the day, date and 
month, and completing a box showing the registration number of the vehicle on which 
the permit is used. The scratchcard will be valid on that day, and up until 10.00am the 
following morning, to allow overnight stays without the need to use two scratchcards 

37. Scratchcards will be issued over a rolling year, thus in any twelve month period, up to 
sixty permits can be purchased 
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Appendix 1 – Consultation page from Citizen magazine 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

 

Comments  received Number 
making 

comment 

Officer Response 

2 hours not long enough/ longer short stay period 
would be better 

65 See Report paragraphs 6 & 30 

Proposal are too restrictive - more visitors/visits need 
to be catered for 

47 See Report paragraphs 6, 15 & 30 

Current scheme should be enforced properly 39 See Report paragraphs 7, 8 & 9 

It's a moneymaking scheme for the Council/another 
tax 

26 See Report paragraphs 10 & 11 

Current scheme works well and is not misused 22 See Report paragraphs 12 & 13 

Permit misuse is a significant problem 21 See Report paragraphs 14 

60 scratchcards is not enough 19 See Report paragraph 15 

New scheme will cost too much 17 See Report paragraph 16 

Misunderstood proposals. Thinks scheme is just a 2 
hour permit 

13 Noted 

What happens if you need long term care 12 See Report paragraph 17 

New scheme is open to misuse/ unenforceable 11 See Report paragraphs 18, 19 & 20 

Residents should have been consulted on the 
changes/ Consultation not good enough 

9 See Report paragraphs 21 & 22 

Childcare issues 8 See Report paragraphs 23 & 24 

Changes should be targeted to areas with misuse 
problems 

7 See Report paragraph 25 

Residents shouldn't be penalised for misuse by others 7 See report paragraph 26 

Would Like 24 hour permit parking 6 This is outside the scope of this project 

Problem is there is not enough parking/ Council 
should provide more parking 

6 It is not possible to increase the level of parking provision, as this is 
determined by the extent of the existing streets. Reducing the current levels 
of misuse of the permit parking schemes, such as through the changes 
recommended, should free up additional parking for residents. 

Acknowledge problem, but this is not a solution 5 Officers have looked at a number of solutions, and believe that the hybrid 
scheme proposed offers the best compromise between residents needs and 
enforceability for their benefit 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Comments  received Number 
making 

comment 

Officer Response 

Impossible to work out how many permits to buy 5 Residents will be able to buy any number of permits (in blocks of ten) up to 
a maximum of sixty in any 12 month period on a rolling basis. As with any 
‘pay as you go’ service, residents will get used to the scheme once it has 
bedded in. 

Lack of parking space is not a problem 5 Lack of parking is something that the council receives a lot of complaints 
about 

Misunderstood scheme. Thinks it is 60 two-hour 
permits 

4 See report for clarification 

Might not have a scratchcard when I need one 4 Scratchcards will be valid for 12 months from the date of purchase, so 
residents will be able to keep sufficient available for unforeseen 
circumstances without risk of them expiring 

Proposal discriminates in favour of those with off 
street parking 

4 Proposal will help to ensure that on-street parking is available for genuine 
users. This is a benefit to those with no off-street parking 

People will pave over their front gardens 4 It is unlikely that the cost of the new scheme would make such action 
finically viable, and it is sufficiently flexible to cater for most needs. In any 
case in many permit areas, front gardens are too small, or non-existent  

Proposed day permits are too cheap 3 There needs to be a a balance between the cost of the day permit and the 
number issued so that residents use them for the purpose intended, rather 
than selling them. Permits will be traceable. 

Want permit parking area to be extended 3 Outside the scope of this project 

Could permit not be time restricted in the evenings 2 The time limit needs to apply for the hours of operation of the controlled 
parking zone  

Real problem is business permits 2 Misuse of resident’s permits is a significantly greater problem, and is spread 
throughout the permit areas. Business permit misuse should be addressed 
by the new business scheme, 

Recognise new scheme would allow multiple visits 2 This is a benefit of scratchcards. Residents will be able to have more than 
one visitor by car at a time (but this will use their allowance faster) 

Scheme has only been introduced to make it easier 
for the Council to enforce 

2 This is acknowledged in the report 

Area shouldn't be a permit parking Zone 2 This is outside the scope of this project, but permit parking is only 
introduced in areas where a majority of residents request it 

It's a tax on having friends 2 It is a way of sharing limited parking fairly between residents. 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Comments  received Number 
making 

comment 

Officer Response 

Council shouldn't give out Visitor permits at all, they 
take up too much space 

2 This is not a realistic option, particularly as many people in permit parking 
areas do not own a car, and this would be unfair to them 

Short Stay Visitor permit should be free 2 The permit scheme is intended to cover its operating costs. Free permits 
could only be issued by increasing the price of other permits, and in any 
case, many household do not use a visitor permit 

Will cause problems running a business from home 2 Revisions to scheme should address this issue 

Ashby Street has no problem with visitor permits. Its 
business permits 

2 The Council has received reports of visitor permit misuse from Ashby Street 
residents 

Won't be able to use visitor permit to park own car 2 No. This is permit misuse 

Unfair to charge more in the City Centre 2 This has been amended 

Short stay permit should be valid all evening and 
overnight 

3 See report 

System will not deal with Football parking problem  2 It is up to residents how they use their permits. The proposed system will 
not prevent them from using their permits so that friends can go to the 
match 

Changes should not happen until parking congestion 
is resolved 

2 The changes are intended to improve the availability of parking for genuine 
users 

What about contractors? 1 There is a separate scheme for contractors 

Misunderstood scheme. Thinks its just one-day 
scratchcards 

1 Noted 

Issue is just commuters 1 Issue is not just commuters, it is any use of the permit by non-visitors, 
including use on one’s own vehicle. There are numerous examples of 
misuse that are not commuters 

Short stay permit is a waste of time 1 The combination of short stay permits and day scratchcards offer flexibility 
to residents 

System will cost more to run 1 System will cost more to administer, but less to enforce 

I pay for a space. It should be available 365 days a 
year 

1 Permit parking cannot guarantee a parking space for anyone. It is there to 
ensure that only those entitled to use it, can. 

New scheme won't resolve anything 1 See Report 

No-one should get free permits 1 Free permits are only given on the basis of financial need 

Visitor permit misuse only a small part of the problem 1 Several aspects of the permit parking scheme have been reviewed in recent 
years to overcome other issues 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Comments  received Number 
making 

comment 

Officer Response 

Too many visitor permits are issued 1 Permits are issued on the basis of residency.  

Agrees with proposed scheme, but current permit 
should be kept 

1 This would make the current situation worse. 

Keep existing  scheme for residents with only one 
permit 

1 Most residents do only have one permit, so this would make little difference 

Only give one permit per household, either a Visitor, 
or for own car 

1 This would be far more restrictive than the scheme currently proposed 

Uses current permit to park borrowed car 1 This would require an arrangement to be made with the Council if it is a 
regular occurrence 

If you have two visitors at once, the scratchcards will 
run out 

1 It will be up to residents to determine when to use a scratchcard. Currently, 
residents cannot have two visitors at once 

Day permit should be valid until 4pm the following day 1 Day permit will be valid until 10.00am the following day 

Are existing short stay spaces being removed 1 There is no proposal to remove any short stay spaces 

Just a way of giving residents parking tickets 1 Parking tickets are only issued where people misuse the parking 
regulations,  

There is no misuse on Victoria Street 1 We have received complaints about Visitor Permit misuse on Victoria street 

No permit misuse on Cecil Road 1 We have received complaints about Visitor Permit misuse on Cecil Road 

As it's not possible to prove misuse easily, system 
shouldn't be changed 

1 It is possible. It is just extremely time consuming and expensive. 

No misuse of system in Bracondale 1 We have received complaints about Visitor Permit misuse on Bracondale 

What about long-stay visitors? 1 As now, very long stay visits will have to be arranged with the Council 

Petition filled in by resident calling on neighbours 1 There are no signatures on this petition, but it suggests that residents want 
neither the scratchcards, nor the short stay permits 

Page 31 of 72



Appendix 3 – Other local authority visitor permit schemes (October 2013 unless stated) 

Local Authority Type of scheme Cost  

Norwich 

(Current scheme) 

 

‘Any vehicle’ permit - One per Household 

‘Special Occasion day permits – max 15 per 
year 

Visitor permit - £31 

Day permits - £1 each 

Norwich 

(proposed scheme) 

Any Vehicle ‘4 hour’ short stay permit 

Day permits 

Short stay permit £19 pa 

Day permits £1 (max 60 per year) 

Brighton and Hove Single day scheme only 25-50 per year (dependent on location 

£1.60 or £2.60 

Cambridge Vehicle specific 5 day permit. All other visitors 
have to use short stay provision 

£8 for a five day permit – vehicle must be stated. Max 12 per year 

 

Winchester Single day scheme only Books of ten (max 2 books per year) £1 per permit 

Bath Single day scheme only Max 100 per year  

£1 per permit – also hourly charged e-system 

Chester Day permits and 2 hour vouchers 

 

Day permits book 10 for £9 

2 hour permits book 20 for £6 

Max one book per month  

York Day permit scheme £5 per book of 5 day permits. Max 200 permits a year 
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Appendix 3 – Other local authority visitor permit schemes (October 2013 unless stated) 

Local Authority Type of scheme Cost  

St Albans Day permits and 4-hour vouchers 35p each - Up to 4hrs  

70p -All day  

books of 10 vouchers -max 11 per year 

Canterbury Day scheme only £4 per day – max 65 per year 

Edinburgh None – off street and on street P&D only  

Oxford Day scheme only First 25 free, second 25 - £16 max 50 per year 

Bristol Day scheme only 50 free, then £1 each. Max 100 pa 

Ipswich 1-hour ‘clock’ permit with day vouchers £1 per day voucher – max 50 per year 1- hour clock permit – included 
with initial own vehicle permit application (£35) 

Kensington and 
Chelsea 

None – off street and on street P&D only  

Manchester None – off street and on street P&D only  
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Appendix 4 – Terms and conditions 

Residents Visitor Parking Permit Scheme 

Who can get this? Any resident of an eligible property, but please be aware that the entitlement is per household. 
Please also be aware that many more recently constructed properties are not eligible for 
permits. These include most properties built since 2000 within the City Centre (and all those in 
the central ‘Castle’ area), and all properties within any permit parking area built since July 2004, 
unless they have been built with their own permit scheme. If your permit scheme was 
introduced after July 2004, only properties that were occupied at implementation are entitled to 
permits. Conversions and subdivisions of older properties are considered to be ‘recently 
constructed’. The date of occupation is taken to be the day on which the property was 
registered for Council Tax purposes. A household is a single property that is registered in its 
own right for Council Tax purposes   

Is the permit specific to a particular 
vehicle? 

No 

What proof is required to enable the 
issue of  permits 

1.Residency – Resident must provide proof of residency (dated within three months) 

Bank statement.  

Household bill.  

Mortgage agreement.  

Tenancy agreement.  

Norwich City Council rent card. 

The Council will accept scanned or photographed copies of original document that can be 
submitted electronically, as well as hard copies of the original documents. The Council might be 
able to determine household occupancy if you are not able to provide documentation. There will 
be an additional fee for this service, whether we are able to confirm the details or not  
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Appendix 4 – Terms and conditions 

What the nature of the permit is and 
how many can I have 

The Resident’s Visitor permit Scheme includes  

A ‘Short Stay’ permit, with a clock allowing visits for up to 4 hours 

Up to 60 Scratchcards, each valid for one day only for longer visits 

 

What type of vehicle they can be 
used on 

Permits are not valid for use on vehicles with an unladen weight of more than 3.5 tonnes or 
which exceed six metres in length 
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Appendix 4 – Terms and conditions 

How each permit can be used  

 

The ‘short stay’ permit must be displayed, with the clock, set to the time of arrival, and allows up 
to four hours parking. The permit can be used on different vehicles sequentially. 

The Scratchcard must be completed with the date of use fully exposed and the vehicle 
registration number and address of the property being visited 

The permit or Scratchcard must be displayed on the near side of the windscreen, so that it can 
be read from the outside of the vehicle.  

A permit or Scratchcard does not guarantee a parking space. If no parking spaces are 
available, this does not justify a parking contravention elsewhere. 

Permits are only valid for use on the dates shown on the permit. 

Scratchcards are only valid for use on the date exposed, and up to 10.00 am on the following 
day. Scratchcards beyond their expiry date are no longer valid.  

 You may use more than one Scratchcard at once if you have more than one visitor.  

 You may display sequentially dated scratchcards at once for a longer stay 

 A Scratchcard will be invalid if more than one day, month or date is exposed. 

A permit or Scratchcard is only valid in on-street permit parking spaces of the parking zone it is 
issued for. Signs near each permit parking bay will identify the parking zone. 

The use of permits is monitored. Where evidence is found that the permit is being used wrongly 
the permit holder will be given the opportunity to provide a satisfactory explanation of the 
circumstances or agree actions to rectify the situation. Action will be taken by the council if no 
satisfactory response is received. 

 

Refunds and exchanges Permits and Scratchcards are non- refundable, so please ensure you only purchase sufficient to 
meet your reasonably immediate needs. Scratchcards are subject to an expiry date 
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Appendix 4 – Terms and conditions 

 Use of the Clock 

 

Conditions of use of the Clock 

The clock is for use by and on behalf of a permit holder only 

It must be displayed with a valid parking permit, issued for use with the clock in the windscreen, or side window, and must be visible, 
together with the permit at all times 

When in use, must be set to the time of arrival (the nearest next 15 minutes). 

The use of a permit will be invalid if: 

A false time of arrival is displayed on the clock 

The clock is not displayed with the associated permit 

The time on the clock is reset after parking 

The vehicle is returned to the same parking Zone within four hours of departure 

The time limit of the permit is exceeded (this is four hours) 
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Report to  Norwich highways agency committee Item 

 
23 October 2014 

6 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Push the Pedalways – Tombland and Palace Street 

 
 
Purpose 
 
To seek approval for the Tombland and Palace Street cycle and walking 
improvement project that was agreed in principal by committee in June and 
which has been modified in response to consultation comments. To seek 
approval for the advertisement of an additional Traffic Regulation Order to 
amend the operation of the parking areas around the “Tombland Triangle”. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
That the committee: 
 
(1) Notes the results of the consultation on the proposed plans for Tombland 

and Palace Street 
 

(2) Agrees the following modifications to the plans, which respond to some 
of the objections raised through the consultation: 
 

(a) Introducing traffic light control at the junction of Princes Street and 
Tombland, with a pedestrian crossing on Tombland immediately to 
the south of the junction 

(b) Introducing an additional loading bay outside 7-11 Tombland and on 
the north-south arm of the “Tombland triangle” 

(c) Omitting the proposed pinch point / raised table crossing on Palace 
Street immediately south of the junction with Pigg Lane.  
 

(3) Approves the plans for Tombland and Palace Street which (in addition to 
the features mentioned in (2)) include: 

  
(a) Replacing the roundabout in front of the Maids Head Hotel with a 

priority junction  
(b) Removing the central island on Tombland in front of the Erpingham 

Gate 
(c) Removing the signal controlled pedestrian crossing on Tombland by 

the Edith Cavell Statue  
(d) Providing a two-way cycle track on the eastern side of Tombland 

and the southern side of Palace Street between Princes Street and 
St Martin at Palace Plain  

(e) Widening the footpaths in the northern part of Tombland  
(f) Amending the waiting, loading and parking restrictions in the area  
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(g) Introducing contra flow cycling in the area known as the Tombland 
Triangle  

 
(4) Asks the Head of City Development Services to complete the statutory 
procedures for the following the Traffic Regulation Orders that have been 
advertised:  
 

(a) Providing a two-way cycle track on the eastern side of Tombland 
and the southern side of Palace Street from Princes Street to St Martin 
at Palace Plain. 
(b) Introducing a no waiting no loading restriction on Tombland and 
Palace Street between Princes Street and St Martin at Palace Plain  
(c) Introducing a loading bay on Tombland outside Samson and 
Hercules House 
(d) Amending the loading bay outside the Maids Head Hotel  
(e) Shortening the coach bay on Palace Street by St Martin at Palace 
Plain  
(f) Amending the position of the bus stops on the west side of 
Tombland.  
(g) Allowing contra flow cycling on the one way sections of the 
Tombland Triangle  

 
(5) Ask the Head of City Development Services to advertise additional Traffic 
Regulation Orders with respect to: 
 

(a) The additional loading bay outside 7-11 Tombland 
(b) Adjustments to the parking arrangements on the north-south arm of 

the ”Tombland Triangle” to include a new loading bay  
(c) The reversion of part of the 24 hour taxi rank on the east-west arm 

of the “Tombland Triangle” to pay and display parking during the 
day (reverting to a taxi rank in the evening, as the existing bay 
does) 

 
Ask the Head of Development services to progress the detailed design of the 
modified plans shown in appendix 3 for implementation in 2015. 
 
 
Financial consequences 
 
As part of the Push the Pedalways bid a budget of £360,000 was initially 
allocated to this project. During the development of the scheme it became 
apparent that this was insufficient to adequately provide the necessary 
improvements to the area. Following the cancellation of the £495,000 Earlham 
Road roundabout pedalway project the budget has been increased to 
£802,000. The proposed scheme is affordable within that budget. 
 
Corporate objective / Service plan priority 
 
The scheme helps to meet the corporate priority ‘A safe and clean city’ and 
the service plan priority to implement the Local Transport Plan.   
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Wards: Thorpe Hamlet  
 
 

Cabinet member: Cllr Stonard – Environment, development and transport  

 
Contact Officers 
 
Joanne Deverick  Transportation & network manager    
   t: 01603 212461   e: joannedeverick@norwich.gov.uk 
 
Bruce Bentley Principal Transportation planner    
   t: 01603 212445   e: brucebentley@norwich.gov.uk 
 
 
Background documents  
 
Traffic counts and traffic modelling data 
 
Consultation material available online at  
 
http://www.norwich.gov.uk/YourCouncil/Consultations/CurrentConsultations/P
ages/TomblandAndPalaceStreetConsultation.aspx 
 

Manual for Streets
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Introduction  
 
1. At the NHAC meeting on 12 June 2014 the committee agreed in principle 

the proposals for Tombland and Palace Street, as shown on the plans 
attached in Appendix 1.  

 
2. Public consultation was carried in July and August 2014. 1750 letters were 

sent to all local residents and businesses informing them of the proposals 
and inviting them to comment. A ‘drop in’ session was held at the 
Cathedral Hostry and an exhibition was on display in City Hall. The 
required traffic regulation orders and notices were advertised in the local 
press, and street notices were placed in Tombland and Palace Street. The 
closing dates for representation on these were the 28th July 2014 and 11th 
August 2014 respectively. The public were invited to email or write in with 
their comments, suggestions or objections. 
 

3. All the responses received are detailed in Appendix 2. In many cases, 
these have been summarised because of their length, but full copies of all 
the responses are available on request. Overall 102 responses were 
received with 54 fully or partially supporting the proposals. Letters of 
support from English Heritage and Living Streets were especially welcome. 
The report discusses issues of wide concern while other issues that were 
only raised by one respondent are listed with a response in appendix 3.  

 

Discussion of issues raised during consultation 

 
No need / justification for scheme, use alternative route for cyclists 

 
4. Tombland is a critical point of convergence on the city’s movement 

network and a destination in its own right. It carries three of the pedalways 
including national cycle route one. Many journeys made by cyclists 
necessarily pass through Tombland and conditions for them are currently 
poor. There is already a significant level of cycle movement in Tombland, 
and the accident record there (dominated as it is by accidents involving 
cyclists) fully justifies the need to provide better facilities for cyclists in this 
area. Other routes would involve an inconvenient detour.  
 

Provide cycle lanes on both sides of the carriageway  
 

5. A number of consultees suggested that cycle lanes should be provided on 
both sides of the carriageway, with cyclists travelling with the traffic flow. 
This has not been proposed because it would be very difficult to stop 
motorists blocking the cycle lanes by parking in them. Furthermore, 
painted lanes on the carriageway do not make less confident cyclists feel 
safe or offer the additional protection from buses and lorries that cyclists 
will value when passing through Tombland on the pink pedalway. Priority 
has been given to the provision for a high quality connection to Palace 
Street rather than Wensum Street because Palace Street has a more 
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important status on the cycle network and the width of Wensum Street, 
Fye Bridge Street and Magdalen Street mean that an cycle track on 
Tombland would abruptly end as it entered Wensum Street.  
 

Position of the light controlled crossing and the Princes Street junction 
 

6. Significant levels of concern have been raised by the Norwich School and 
parents of its pupils about relocating the signal controlled pedestrian 
crossing from near the Erpingham Gate to the junction with Princes Street.  
 

7. It is accepted that there is a significant demand from pedestrians to cross 
Tombland opposite the Erpingham Gate, but placing a light controlled 
crossing in this position is not possible because the gate has vehicular 
access. The current crossing position is conveniently placed between the 
school exit and the local sweet shop but it does not serve the pedestrian 
crossing demand between Erpingham Gate and Tombland Alley or 
between Princes Street and the Ethelbert Gate. Consequently there are 
currently a significant number of pedestrian movements at these points 
with no crossing.   
 

8. The existing crossing is also not compatible with the proposed cycle track 
on the east side of Tombland. The proposed toucan crossing by Princes 
Street, which in the consultation version of the plan would have been 
shared by cyclists and pedestrians, has been replaced by a signal 
controlled junction for cyclists and vehicles with a separate pedestrian 
crossing. This is a response to concerns that were raised about potential 
conflict between waiting pedestrians and cyclists using the cycle track. 
Providing a formal crossing at this point, centrally in Tombland, links with 
more of the pedestrian and cyclist crossing desire lines than at any other 
point. 
  

9. The provision of this new junction does have the potential to limit the flow 
of traffic on Tombland during peak hours (and in particular the evening 
peak) which could lead to increases in congestion. To avoid this, the lights 
will be on a longer phase at peak time so that sufficient time is given to 
movements on Tombland at the expense of a longer wait to cross 
Tombland from Princes Street. In the longer term, the implementation of 
other changes in the city centre will reduce traffic levels here, allowing 
crossing times to be reduced without needing to redesign the junction 
again.  
 

Courtesy crossings and raised tables 
 

10. The proposed courtesy crossings have been largely supported. The 
Norwich School support their provision on Palace Street and Wensum 
Street but have raised significant concerns about the safety of the 
proposed crossing on Tombland outside the Erpingham Gate, preferring 
the retention of the existing light controlled facility. The proposed courtesy 
crossing picks up the desire line from Erpingham Gate to Tombland Alley 

Page 43 of 72



providing a safer facility at a location where a significant number of people 
already cross.  
 

11. The courtesy crossings on raised tables have a dual function of slowing 
vehicles in support of the proposed 20mph limit and making pedestrians 
more visible at popular crossing points, thereby providing a safer crossing 
opportunity. Despite the concerns that have been raised, there is no 
evidence to suggest that crossings of this nature are unsafe, and indeed 
many respondents have supported their use, except in this location. 
Experience elsewhere has demonstrated that the traffic calming effect 
results in motorists being more aware of pedestrian movement, and more 
inclined to cater for it in their driving style. This would not be achieved with 
other forms of speed management, such as camera enforcement. This 
benefit is achieved without significantly impacting on traffic flows in the 
way that light controlled crossings do. In addition, the proposal removes 
obtrusive highway equipment for around the Edith Cavell Statue and the 
Erpingham Gate, which are historically and architecturally important. 
 

The need for guard railing 
 

12. A number of respondents have expressed concern about the removal of 
the guard railing in Tombland. The pavement between Princes Street and 
Palace Street on Tombland is around 100m in length, and the existing 
barriers extend to around 20m. Barriers have historically been overused in 
an attempt to force pedestrians to cross at places other than on a desire 
line. The barriers in Tombland do not achieve this because they do not and 
cannot extend to the Erpingham Gate. The proposals cater better for 
pedestrian crossing on the desire lines and therefore the barriers are not 
needed. Furthermore the barriers narrow the pavement considerably and 
disfigure the space.  

 
13. It has been suggested by some consultees that a barrier should be erected 

between the pavement and the proposed cycle track on the east side of 
Tombland. This is unnecessary because there a kerb and a change of 
surface materials that will provide separation. The pavements outside the 
Erpingham Gate will also be substantially widened from as little as 1.6m 
now to a minimum of 2.8m and up to 9m wide. There is little risk of anyone 
inadvertently walking into the cycle track. Where there is a desire to cross 
the cycle track, such as at the proposed courtesy crossings, these points 
will be highlighted to ensure that pedestrians are aware that they are 
crossing a cycle track and a refuge area is provided to allow pedestrians to 
wait and check for traffic before crossing the carriageway. 
 

14. The value of the barriers to blind and partially sighted people in the 
absence of other detectable features is accepted. There is a 
misunderstanding that the proposed bollards are acting as a substitute for 
pedestrian guard railing, when in fact they are primarily there to protect the 
cycle track from parked cars. Following discussions with the Norfolk and 
Norwich Association for the Blind it is proposed to use a textured sett detail 
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to mark the transition between footpath and cycle track and the edge of the 
loading bays. 

 
Congestion on Palace Street 
 
15. Concerns have been raised about the reduced width and traffic calming 

proposed for Palace Street. Palace Street carries around 5500 vehicles 
southbound and 2700 vehicles northbound (7am to 7pm), with very few 
larger vehicles. The proposed chicane arrangement is widely used in the 
UK and is appropriate for streets with this level of traffic. The chicane is 
deliberately sited on the southbound (busier) carriageway because there is 
greater opportunity for vehicles to pass it with the lighter oncoming traffic.  
In addition, there is little potential for queuing on the northbound 
carriageway thereby minimising the potential for the chicane to be blocked 
by queuing traffic. The consultation plans featured two chicanes but on 
reflection the narrowing to the south of Pigg Lane is considered to be too 
close to the junction with Tombland and has been be omitted from the 
revised plans. It might be introduced in the future when traffic levels are 
lower. The removal of this narrowing will also help address the concerns 
raised about potential rat running in Fishergate as it reduces the potential 
for queuing traffic on Palace Street. 
 

Removal of the roundabout and concerns about the operation of the 
priority junction 

 
16. The current roundabout is the location of the majority of accidents on 

Tombland, and almost all of them involve cyclists. In addition, the 
roundabout and associated splitter island take up a large proportion of the 
space available and unless it is removed there is little potential to increase 
space for pedestrians and cyclists. Traffic already gives way at the 
roundabout to vehicles from Wensum Street, so the effect of changing the 
junction is unlikely to have any significant impact on this movement. Only 
1500 vehicle exit from Wensum Street into Tombland between 7am and 
7pm, so there are plenty of gaps for the 2500 vehicles wanting to turn right 
from Tombland into Palace Street. The proposed arrangement gives 
priority to the considerable number of bus services using Tombland and 
Wensum Street (around 1000 movements a day) and priority for cyclists 
using this route, who do not have the benefit of the cycle track, as has 
been discussed already. 

 
Parent drop off 

 
17. The issues caused by parents picking up and dropping off children is a 

concern for a number of respondents, both those who find the behaviour 
unacceptable and those who believe that it should be accommodated. It is 
impractical to provide a facility that would only be useful for a small part of 
the day. The changes in Tombland should make it easier for those parents 
who have to drive their children to school to drop them in nearby streets 
and allow them to walk to school, as the overall environment in Tombland 
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will be significantly safer, with much greater space for pedestrian 
movement. 
 

Business Servicing 
 

18. Tombland is surrounded by businesses operating from historic buildings 
with little or no servicing provision. Currently, many businesses service 
from the street, one-wheel up on the narrow pavements, to the detriment 
of pedestrians. However, a number of businesses raised concerns through 
the consultation that the amount of servicing space and its location was 
not suitable or adequate, and provided details of their servicing 
requirements. As a consequence of this, the scheme has been revised to 
increase the number of loading bays by providing an additional off-
carriageway bay on the western side. This will make the footway adjacent 
to the loading bay very narrow when it is occupied but it will not be 
occupied for most of the time. If loading vehicles cause an obstruction to 
pedestrians when the scheme is operating then it would be possible to 
introduce a time restriction. A new service bay is also being proposed 
within the “Tombland Triangle”. It is also recommended that the current 
parking and taxi rank arrangements are altered to provide increased levels 
of parking during the day because the current taxi rank is hardly used, and 
could be significantly reduced in size. 
 

Princes Street Cobbles 
 

19. There were several suggestions that the cobbles in Princes Street should 
be removed for the benefit of cyclists. This is outside the scope of this 
project, which is focussed on the northern part of Tombland, with minor 
traffic management changes elsewhere. Any alteration of this historic 
cobbled street would require very careful consideration to ensure that its 
historic quality was not damaged. 
 

Design issues, paving, bollards 
 

20. During the consultation, an artist’s impression of how the scheme could 
look was presented to help people to understand the proposals. This 
impression was based upon the draft plans for the area and the scheme 
had not been fully developed. The scheme will need to be subject to full 
detailed design before construction and issues relating to the choice of 
bollard, the nature of the paving and the final detailing will all require 
refinement.  
 

Landscaping and loss of tree 
 

21. The tree currently in the centre of the island in Tombland was planted by 
the Norwich Society in 1993. Although the tree is reasonably healthy, it is 
routinely damaged by high sided vehicles due to its location. Its removal 
and replacement with enhanced tree planting is supported by the Council’s 
arboricultural team, particularly in view of the other benefits of the scheme 
in terms of hard and soft landscaping. Some respondents have asked for 
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the tree to be replanted elsewhere, but this is unlikely to be practical 
because it was planted in a sewer ring and would be expensive to move 
with little guarantee that it would survive. New planting is much more likely 
to establish effectively and would be the better option.  
 

Two-way cycling in the “Tombland Triangle” 
 

22. Concerns have been raised that the “Tombland Triangle” street sections 
are not wide enough to allow for contra flow cycling. The north-south arm 
of the triangle is 5.77m wide, and the east-west arm is 6.45m, although 
both arms have parking areas, which reduce the useable width to 3.97m 
(3.37 when the loading bay is in use by a large vehicle, but this is expected 
to be for limited periods only) and 4.45m respectively. Manual for Streets 
advises that 4.1m is an adequate width for two cars to pass at low speed, 
so there should be no issue at all on the east-west arm. There is no advice 
on the minimum width for contraflow cycling, but Transport for London 
suggest a minimum of 3.5m (2m carriageway, 1.5m cycleway) on lightly 
trafficked streets and there is nearly half a metre more than this available 
most of the time. Consequently, the concerns that have been raised are 
not justified.  
 

Scheme should cover the whole of the Tombland area 
 

23. Tombland is divided into three quite distinctive areas. The northern square, 
surrounded by the Erpingham Gate, Augustine Steward House and the 
Maids Head Hotel, which connects though a narrower street section to the 
substantial southern square. Ideally, the whole area should be redesigned 
at the same time, but this is not currently affordable within existing 
budgets. The southern square deserves very significant changes that are 
beyond the scope of highway budgets and improvements, but the current 
project for the northern square will allow a significant re-prioritisation of the 
space away from vehicular movement towards walking and cycling, which 
would be consistent with any scheme for the southern square. 
 

Road width 
 

24. The carriageway width proposed for Tombland is 6m, with selective 
widening to ensure that buses can get around the bends without traversing 
onto the opposite side of the road. This has been questioned by some 
consultees.  
 

25. Manual for Streets advises that streets should no longer be designed by 
assuming ‘place’ to be automatically subservient to ‘movement’. They 
should be considered in combination, with their relative importance 
depending on the street’s function within a network. It is only by 
considering both aspects that the right balance will be achieved. It also 
says that bus routes should be a minimum of 6m wide for two directional 
travel.   
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26. In view of the importance of Tombland as a public space, the current bus 
routing via Magdalen Street, and the provision of improved off carriageway 
loading facilities, a width of 6m is considered appropriate. Providing a 
wider carriageway would reduce the width available for extending the 
currently inadequate pavements, reduce the width of the proposed cycle 
track below acceptable standards and potentially remove the opportunity 
to create off-carriageway service areas.   

 
Conclusions 
 
27. The scheme has been significantly amended following consultation in 

order to address legitimate concerns that have been raised. The project is 
a critical component of the Push the Pedalways programme to create a 
great new cross-city cycle route and will make Tombland and Palace 
Street much better places to spend time on foot or on a bike, without 
undermining their ability to carry large flows of traffic.  
 

Implementation 
 
28. Technical details of the scheme will be worked up with the aim of 

commencing on site in late spring 2015. Any objections to the further 
consultation on the recommended changes to the waiting restrictions in the 
“Tombland Triangle” will be reported to the January meeting
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Appendix 1 – Tombland & Palace Street proposals 
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Appendix 1 – Tombland & Palace Street proposals 

Page 50 of 72



Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Issue Number 
of times 

raised 

Officer Response 

Total number of responses 100 This is broken down below into supporters and objectors. However, 
many comments received were suggestions or comments/questions. 
This is why the figures do not add up 

Support scheme  33 Level of support welcomed (comments are included in the analysis) 

Object to scheme 23 Issues raised are included in the analysis 

Generally Support scheme (except moving of 
crossing) 

14 Officers recognise that for many people, whilst supporting the 
general aims of the scheme, the crossing is a particular issue. These 
comments re included in the overall levels of concern about the 
moving of the crossing in the comment above. See Report 

Object to light controlled crossing being moved 20 See paragraphs 6 - 9  

Cycle Lane will be dangerous for 
pedestrians/other traffic 

18 See paragraphs 12 - 14 

Pinch points/narrowings in Palace Street will 
cause congestion 

11 See paragraph 15 

Two way cycling in Tombland Triangle 
dangerous/ will cause congestion 

11 See paragraph 22 

Loading facilities in Tombland will not be 
adequate 

8 See paragraph 18 

Support 20mph 6 Support noted 

Area not suited as a cycle route - cyclists should 
be diverted elsewhere 

6 See paragraph 4 

Cyclists should be allocated road space 5 See paragraph 5 

Removal of roundabout is 
unnecessary/retrograde step 

5 See paragraph 16 

Will be a visual improvement 5 Support noted 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Issue Number 
of times 

raised 

Officer Response 

Loss of exiting tree/landscaping regrettable 5 Replacement landscaping will take place in Tombland, and the 
precise details have yet to be worked up.  

Scheme should include wider area (all of 
Tombland) 

5 It is agreed that this is desirable, but it is not affordable within 
current budgets. Scheme will act as a template for any 
improvements in the main Tombland square 

Removal of roundabout is welcomed 5 Support noted 

Reduction in carriageway width welcome 4 Support noted, See paragraphs 24 - 26 

Courtesy crossings difficult/ dangerous to use 4 See paragraphs 10 & 11 

Scheme is a waste of money 4 Tombland is both a critical part of the cycle network and an 
important historic meeting point. Scheme aims to balance the needs 
of all users with this historic space 

Access to Erpingham Gate an improvement/ will 
protect historic gateway 

4 This was one of the aims of the scheme 

Concerns about shared areas 4 See paragraphs 6-14 

Bollards are unsuitable (design) 3 Detailed design had yet to take place. Bollards were shown for 
demonstration proposes only 

Scheme should not include speed ramps 3 Speed ramps are multifunctional, and are required to slow traffic.  

Side streets will become rat runs because of 
increased congestion 

3 See paragraph 15 

T junction will cause congestion in palace Street 3 See paragraph 16 

Coach bay on Palace Street won't be adequate 3 Norwich School, who use the bay most, confirm that they can 
manage their coaches so that there is only one there at a time 

Do not agree with narrowing of carriageway 3 See paragraph 24-26 

Support contraflow cycling 2 Support noted 

Cycle path not necessary 2 See paragraph 4 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Issue Number 
of times 

raised 

Officer Response 

School drop off should be catered for 2 It is not appropriate to design an area around a short term issue 
such as the dropping off of children by car. The more this is 
accommodated, the greater the issue will become. 

Concern that area will not be suitable for 
disabled people 

2 The needs of disabled people will be taken into account in the 
detailed design.  

Princes Street cobbles should be removed 2 This is outside the scope of this project, but in any case, would be 
inappropriate in this historic street 

Consultation inadequate 2 Letters were written to everyone in the area, and we held a drop in 
session in the Cathedral, and the proposals were on extended 
display in City Hall 

Support courtesy raised crossings/traffic 
calming 

2 Support noted 

Scheme has not been based on evidence 2 See report and consultation material 

Concerns about conflict in Erpingham Gate 2 There are no changes within Erpingham Gate, which is beyond the 
highway boundary 

Motorists should be considered and take priority 2 This is a key City Centre location where the needs of all users need 
to be taken into account 

Extended pedestrian areas will enhance area 
and setting of Edith Cavell memorial 

2 Support noted 

Light controlled crossings inappropriate in urban 
areas 

1 Light controlled crossings are appropriate in locations of high traffic 
flow, and are particularly valued by the blind community 

Concern about detail of cycle path termination in 
Bishopgate 

1 Detailed design work has yet to be done on this scheme 

Concerned about implications for those with 
impaired vision 

1 We are in discussions with the NNAB, to ensure that the scheme is 
detailed appropriately to help blind people 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Issue Number 
of times 

raised 

Officer Response 

Where will the bus stops be 1 The bus stop will remain in their present location (slightly adjusted 
position) 

Priority should be to traffic into Palace Street 
rather than Wensum Street 

1 See paragraph 16 

Parking on Bull Close Road should be removed 1 This is outside the scope of this project 

Cycle routes should not be severed by the NDR 1 This is outside the scope of this project 

National Cycle route along Bracondale/ King 
Street is unsatisfactory 

1 This is outside the scope of this project, but the long term aspiration 
is to move the national Cycle route via Riverside and the deal 
Ground 

Improvements for cyclists are inadequate 1 The scheme aims to balance the needs of all users 

Streetscape inappropriate to area 1 The scheme is being designed to complement the historic setting 

Should be allowed to drop off/ deliver on cycle 
path 

1 This would undermine the purpose of providing the cycle path. It is 
not intended for car parking 

design will attract anti-social behaviour 1 Detailed design work has yet to be done on this scheme 

Would like to see bollards extended into Palace 
Street 

1 There is insufficient width to extend the bollards into palace street, 
without severely compromising both the footway and the cycle path 

Scheme will prevent access to Princes Street 1 Access to princes Street will not be compromised 

Pedestrian crossing will cause delays to traffic 1 The timing of any junction or crossing is managed to minimise 
impact 

Object to loss of parking on palace Street 1 Alternative parking is available in the area, particularly in the 
evening, whn most car parks have plenty of space 

Wants traffic lights at Princes Street junction 1 These are being suggested 

Scheme needs to be considered in a wider 
context from a cycling perspective 

1 The scheme is an integral part of the ‘Push the Pedalways’ 
programme, and a number of routes meet in Tombland 

More soft landscape needed 1 Detailed design work has yet to be done on this scheme 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 

Issue Number 
of times 

raised 

Officer Response 

will scheme increase risk of flooding 1 The area is already mostly hard landscaped. New planting areas will 
provide additional natural drainage 

Would like to see Tombland completely 
pedestrianised 

1 Noted 

Maintenance will be an issue 1 Maintenance issues will be considered as part of the detailed design 

Support removal of parkin on Palace Street 1 Support noted 
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Appendix 2 – Consultation responses 
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Appendix 3a – Tombland revised proposals 
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Appendix 3b – Palace Street revised proposals 
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Report to  Norwich highways agency committee Item 

 23 September 2014 

7 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Push the Pedalways – Heathgate to Valley Drive  

 

Purpose  

To inform members of the results of the consultation on the highway elements of the 
Heathgate to Valley Drive section of the pink pedalway which include a 20mph restriction 
for Gurney Road (part of), Britannia Road and improvements to Gurney Road and 
Mousehold Avenue.    

Recommendation  

Members are recommended to  

1. Note the consultation responses 
 

2. Ask the Head of development services to arrange for the necessary statutory 
processes to implement the advertised proposal for a 20mph zone in Gurney 
Road, Britannia Road and Vincent Road. 

Corporate and service priorities 

The report helps to meet the corporate priority of a safe and clean city and the service 
plan priority to implement the Local Transport Plan and Norwich Area Transportation 
Strategy. 

Financial implications 

These proposals are funded by the Department for Transport’s cycle city ambition fund. 
The 20mph zone forms part of the planned works on Gurney Road which in total will cost 
£110,000. 

Ward/s: Thorpe Hamlet, Sewell & Crome 

Cabinet member: Cllr Stonard, cabinet member for environment, development and 
transport.  

Contact officers 

Linda Abel   Senior transportation planner 
   t: 01603 212190  e: lindaabel@norwich.gov.uk 
 

Background documents 

Consultation letters and emails received. 
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Report  

Background 

1. Members will be aware that the city council has received £3.7M of cycle city ambition 
grant funding from the Department for Transport to fund the Push the Pedalways 
programme of cycling infrastructure improvements. These are concentrated on the 
pink pedalway between the hospital / research park to Salhouse Road, along with 
some important, strategic links to that route such as Magdalen Street. This funding is 
supplemented by £2M of local funding contributions. 

2. The programme consists of a number of individual projects and this report 
concentrates on project 15, Heathgate to Valley Drive.  

Heathgate to Valley Drive 

3. This project comprises of many sections. At Heathgate a footway / cyclepath is under 
design to give direct access through Mousehold Heath to Gurney Road. 

4. Where the pink pedalway reaches Gurney Road at its junction with Beech Drive and 
Britannia Road, it is proposed to widen the existing footpath on the west side of 
Gurney Road to its junction with Mousehold Avenue and convert this to a shared 
footway / cycleway. At the Mousehold Avenue junction a raised table is proposed to 
aid crossing Mousehold Avenue for cyclists and pedestrians to access the existing 
shared cycleway / footway leading to Valley Drive. 

5. It is proposed to extend the existing 20mph zone on Gurney Road to 100m south of 
its junction with Beech Road / Britannia Road this will include necessary speed 
cushions and raised tables to ensure compliance. Britannia Road and Vincent Road 
are also proposed to be in the 20mph zone as this is part of the Orange pedalway 
and forms an important local route for cyclists. Recent speed surveys have concluded 
that physical traffic calming would not be necessary on Britannia and Vincent Road. 

6. An overview of the scheme is shown on the plan attached as appendix 1 

7. A proposed Speed Restriction Order for the 20mph zone on Gurney Road, Britannia 
Road and Vincent Road was advertised on 19 August 2014 along with a notice of the 
proposed speed humps and conversion of footway to cycle track / footpath.  

8. Three objections to the 20mph zone were received from local residents. One resident 
of Britannia Road was concerned with the cost of the 20mph installation and 
considered drivers will not comply in Britannia Road. Physical traffic calming was 
requested. One resident of Mons Avenue objected to raised tables and speed 
cushions as they can hinder cyclists and damage vehicles. It was suggested provision 
of a footpath on the Gurney Road end of Britannia Road and double yellow lines 
outside the football playing fields on Gurney Road would be beneficial. The third 
objector from Sprowston objected to the overall blanket use of 20mph limits in the city 
as in their opinion it is not a proven way to improve road safety.  

9. One resident of Britannia Road was in agreement with the introduction of a 20mph 
zone but considered traffic calming was needed on Britannia Road due to night 
visitors to St James Hill car park.  
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10. There were no comments received to the notice of footway conversion on Gurney 
Road.    

Discussion 

11. All proposed traffic calming in this scheme is designed to Department for Transport 
(DfT) standards and will be suitable for all traffic travelling at 20mph. Provision of a 
footpath on Britannia Road between Gurney Road and No.1 Britannia Road is outside 
the brief for this scheme and at the moment there is no budget available to consider 
this request. Double yellow lines are only considered for road safety reasons or traffic 
management. There has been no recorded traffic collisions caused by parking on 
Gurney Road by the football fields and there have been no other reports of traffic 
congestion in this area, therefore it is not considered appropriate to install double 
yellow lines in this area.  

12. DfT guidelines encourage local traffic authorities to consider 20mph schemes in 
residential areas and in other areas with high pedestrian and cyclist movement. The 
relationship between speed and likelihood of collision as well as severity of injury is 
complex, but there is a strong correlation. As a general rule for every 1mph reduction 
in average speed, collision frequency reduces by around 5%. (DfT circular 01/2013).  

13. In the past many complaints have been received from residents and local councillors 
concerned with the speed of some traffic on Britannia Road. However this has mainly 
been night time traffic and part of unsocial behaviour activities in the area. It is not 
possible to address this anti-social behaviour by transportation management alone. 

14. As stated previously and agreed at the July meeting of this council, the average traffic 
speed recorded on Britannia Road recently was 23.8mph. This survey was carried out 
in the west section of Brittania Road where the traffic is not hindered by parked cars 
and therefore would be travelling at a greater speed than the east section where the 
road is relatively narrow with cars parked on both sides. 

15. The recommendations from the Department for Transport is that in areas where the 
average speed limit is at or below 24mph a 20mph speed limit without physical traffic 
calming may be introduced. It is felt appropriate to include Britannia Road and 
Vincent Road within the 20mph zone on Gurney Road but without physical traffic 
calming, just repeater signs. 

The way forward 

16. Members are recommended to agree the introduction of the 20mph zone in Gurney 
Road, Britannia Road and Vincent Road with associated traffic calming as advertised. 
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Appendix 1 – Overview of proposals 
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Report to  Norwich highways agency committee Item 

 
23 October 2014 

8 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Push the Pedalways programme update 

 

 

Purpose  

To update the committee on the progress of the Push the Pedalways programme of 
cycling infrastructure improvements. 

Recommendation  

To note the content of this report. 

Corporate and service priorities 

The report helps to meet the corporate priority a prosperous city, a safe and clean city 
and a city of character and culture and the service plan priority to implement the Norwich 
Area Transport Strategy. 

Financial implications 

The budget for the  Push the pedalways programme is £5.5M. £3.7M of this comes from 
the Department for Transport’s cycle city ambition fund, with local contributions from the 
County council, the City council, Broadland district council, Norfolk public health, the 
clinical commissioning group and the UEA. 

Ward/s: All wards 

Cabinet member: Councillor Stonard – Environment and transport  

Contact officers 

  

Joanne Deverick, Transportation and network manager 
Joannedeverick@norwich.gov.uk 
 
Duncan Cole, Pedalways programme  manager 
Duncancole@norwich.gov.uk                               

01603 212461 

  

Background documents 

None  
 

Page 63 of 72

mailto:Joannedeverick@norwich.gov.uk
mailto:Duncancole@norwich.gov.uk


Report  

Background 

1. In June 2012 a cycle network for greater Norwich was launched following consultation 
with local cycling groups. It covers the whole urban area and consists of seven 
strategic routes called pedalways. Five pedalways are radial, crossing the city and 
meeting in the city centre at St Andrew’s Plain. The other two are orbital and encircle 
the city, one in the inner city and the other on the edge. Each pedalway has a colour 
on the map and signs to help cyclists follow the routes. Neighbourhood routes fill in 
the gaps in the pedalway network. 

2. In January 2013 the City Council was invited by the Department for Transport to apply 
for a cycle city ambition grant. An application was submitted in April for a programme 
of 22 projects called Push the Pedalways that focus on the improvement of the pink 
pedalway. In the west of the city the pink pedalway connects the Norwich and Norfolk 
Hospital, UEA and the Norwich Research Park to the city centre via The Avenues, 
Avenue Road, Park Lane, Essex Street and Vauxhall Street. In the east it connects 
the city centre to growth areas on Salhouse Road in Broadland Council’s area via 
Heathgate, Mousehold and Heartsease. 

3. The cycling infrastructure is being designed to a very high standard so that people 
who do not currently feel able to cycle will find it an attractive and safe option for their 
journeys around the city. All the design proposals are being evaluated against the five 
criteria of cohesion, directness, safety, comfort and attractiveness. Along the whole 
route cyclist will either have separate space from vehicles or share with vehicles 
travelling less than 20mph. It will especially appeal to women, children and older 
people who are under-represented in the cycling population.   

4. The application was supported financially by the Norwich Clinical Commissioning 
Group and Norfolk County Council’s public health service as part of the Healthy 
Norwich Initiative. Norfolk county council are providing funding through the Local 
Transport Plan budget Broadland Council also provided funding. The application was 
endorsed by UEA, South Norfolk Council, Norfolk and Norwich Hospital, Norwich 
Research Park, Norwich BID and the Norwich Cycling Campaign.  

5. In August 2013 the government confirmed that we were one of eight successful cities 
and would receive £3.7m. This is combined with £2m of local funding, including 
contributions from the Norwich Clinical Commissioning Group, Norfolk County 
Council, Broadland Council and the City Council.  

6. The programme is scheduled to be completed by the end of September 2015 and 
more than half the time has elapsed. A lot has been accomplished but there is a huge 
amount left to do. It is therefore a good time to update members of the committee on 
the status of the programme and its component projects. 

Projects 

Project 1 – Norfolk and Norwich Hospital hub 

7. This is an important destination at the west end of the pink pedalway. Two long 
shelters have been provided to cover the cycle parking near the outpatients entrance 

Page 64 of 72



and new cycle stands have been installed near the inpatient entrances. A public cycle 
pump and a notice board are due to be installed.  

Project 2 – North Park Avenue zebra 

8. There is a popular access to the UEA campus and the pink pedalway at the junction 
of North Park Avenue and Bluebell Road. A zebra crossing on a raised table has 
been installed across Bluebell Road and the 20mph zone on Bluebell Road has been 
extended to the south of North Park Avenue.   

Project 3 – UEA hub 

9. Cycle stands are due to be installed near the Faculty of Education. 

Project 4 – The Avenues 

10.  The proposals for this project include building two 2m wide cycle tracks between 
Bluebell Road and Colman Road that have priority over side roads and providing 
properly surfaced parking spaces with verge protection. A new pedestrian crossing is 
proposed at the junction with Colman Road and cyclists would be have dedicated 
signals that released them several seconds earlier than vehicles. A 20mph area is 
proposed for neighbourhood adjacent to The Avenues with traffic calming on George 
Borrow Road, North Park Avenue and Bluebell Road. The statutory consultation 
ended on 10 October and the results are being analysed prior to bringing a report to 
this committee in November.    

Project 5 – Earlham Road (Gypsy Lane – Christchurch Road) 

11. This project on the green pedalway was cancelled in order to ensure there was 
sufficient money to undertake the Tombland and Palace Street project to the 
necessary standard. 

Project 6 – Earlham Road (Alexandra Road – Park Lane) 

12.  The zebra crossing on Earlham Road has been put on a raised table to make in safer 
by slowing traffic on Earlham Road. This helps pedestrians and cyclists on the orange 
pedalway as they head towards the connection with the pink pedalway at the junction 
with Avenue Road.   

Project 7 – Adelaide Street 

13. The orange pedalway runs along Adelaide Street but cyclists must dismount at the 
doctor’s surgery. A connection across the surgery car park is planned.  

Project 8 – Park Lane – Vauxhall Street 

14. The proposals for this project include removing most of the traffic from Park Lane, Mill 
Hill Road and Avenue Road that are on the pink and orange pedalways by stopping 
traffic driving through the junction of Park Lane and Avenue Road; removing parking 
from the north side of Avenue Road, replacing the crossing on Unthank Road and 
allowing cycling in both directions on Essex Street and Rupert Street. The statutory 
consultation ended on 26 September and the results are being analysed prior to 
bringing a report to this committee in November.  
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Project 9 – Vauxhall Street – Bethel Street 

15.  This project is connected to the St Stephens and Chapel Field North project. It 
involves reconstructing the toucan crossing over Chapel Field Road at the end of 
Vauxhall Street to provide more room for cyclists to ride separately from pedestrians, 
more space on the shared use path around the edge of the Grapes Hill roundabout, 
new entrances and path in Chapelfield Gardens and the transformation of Little 
Bethel Street into a traffic free cycle street. This project is due to be substantially 
complete by 7 November. The reconstruction of the toucan crossing is planned for 
early 2015.  

Project 10 – Market hub 

16. New cycle stands have been installed next to the Guildhall near the taxi rank and the 
cycle store under City Hall has been refurbished. New cycle stands, including stands 
for cargo bikes and special bikes for disabled people, are planned for Malthouse 
Road near Marks and Spencer. A public pump and notice board may also be 
installed.  

Project 11 – Magdalen Street and Cowgate contraflow 

17. This project was approved at your committee meeting in July and construction is due 
to begin in January.  

Project 12 – St Andrews Plain hub 

18. Extra cycle stands have been installed in St Andrews Plain. More stands and a notice 
board may be installed.  

Project 13 – Tombland and Palace Street 

19. A report seeking approval for this project is on the agenda for this meeting. 

Project 14 – Gilders Way – Cannell Green 

20. The pedestrian refuge on Barrack Street between the junctions with Gilders Way and 
St James Close is being enlarged so that it can be used by cyclists on the pink 
pedalway travelling between Gilders Way and St James Close. It is intended that 
when the St James Place development is completed a better signal controlled 
crossing for cyclists and pedestrians will be provided on Barrack Street to the west of 
the junction with St James Place.  

Project 15 – Cannell Green – Valley Drive 

21. Planning permission and Mousehold Conservators’ approval has been obtained for a 
new ramp and path to be constructed from St James Close to the open space above 
the Heathgate flats on the alignment of the historic Dragoon Street. The path will 
connect to Gurney Road near the Rangers House. A raised table will be constructed 
on Gurney Road near the junction with Britannia Road to support an extension of the 
20mph limit on Gurney Road. The 20mph zone will also include Britannia Road and 
Vincent Road. The path alongside Gurney Road between Britannia Road and 
Mousehold Avenue will be widened so that it can be shared by cyclists and 
pedestrians. Lighting will be installed along the whole route including Valley Drive. 
The use of motion sensitive lighting is being explored. 
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Project 16 – St Williams Way 

22. Improvements for cyclists are planned at the Thunder Lane / St Williams Way 
signalled junction along with measures to improve and extend the on carriageway 
cycle lanes. This project is in Broadland Council’s area and therefore not within the 
jurisdiction of this committee. 

Project 17 – Munnings Road – Greenborough Road 

23. New tree-lined and lit cycle and pedestrian paths are currently being constructed 
across the Heartsease Towers recreation ground to link Munnings Road to Lishman 
Road by the most direct route. A raised table is being constructed at the junction of 
Sale Road and Lishman Road. The proposals for a cycle crossing point on Woodside 
Road and a 20mph speed limit in the Greenborough Road area are within Broadland 
Council’s area and therefore not within the jurisdiction of this committee.  

Project 18 – Salhouse Road 

24. As part of the planned new development a off carriageway cycle track will be provided 
alongside Salhouse Road. This project is in Broadland Council’s area and therefore 
not within the jurisdiction of this committee. 

Project 19 – 20mph areas 

25. 20mph zones are being introduced along the length of the pink pedalway and in the 
residential areas 400m either side of it., Traffic calming will be installed where 
necessary. The west section is under consultation along with project 4 The Avenues 
and responses will be reported to November NHAC. The extension to the 20mph 
zone in the Gurney Road area was advertised recently and the responses are part of 
a separate report to this committee. The city centre and Heartsease areas will be 
consulted on separately.  

Project 20 – Cycling in pedestrianized areas 

26. This project has been cancelled. 

Project 21 – Directional signage and clutter removal 

27. Wayfinding signs are being installed across the pedalway network to help cyclists find 
their way to all the destinations on the network. Redundant signs and other street 
furniture are being removed in the vicinity of the new signs. Some clutter has been 
removed on Bluebell Road and The Avenues. Signs will be installed on the blue 
pedalway in November. The other pedalways will follow. 

Project 22 – Automatic cycle counters 

28. This is the monitoring and evaluation element of the programme. Additional automatic 
and manual monitoring points are being established to provide good cycle count data 
to measure changes in cycling activity on the pink pedalway resulting from Push the 
Pedalways.  
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Report to  Norwich highways agency committee Item 

 23 October 2014 

9 Report of Head of city development services 

Subject Major road works – regular monitoring  

 

Purpose  

This report advises and updates members of current and planned future roadworks in 
Norwich.    

Recommendation  

To note the report. 

Corporate and service priorities 

The report helps to achieve the corporate priorities of a strong and prosperous city and 
the service plan priority to coordinate programmes to achieve best value.  

Financial implications 

There are no direct financial consequences from this report   

Ward/s: All wards 

Cabinet member: Cllr Stonard – Environment development and transport  

Contact officers 

Joanne Deverick, Transportation & network manager 
joannedeverick@norwich.gov.uk 
 

01603 212461 

Glen Cracknell, Senior technical officer 
glencracknell@norwich.gov.uk 
 

01603 212203 

Background documents 

None  
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Report  

Background 

1. Roadworks are a source of frustration and inconvenience to road users but they are 
an essential operation and need to be managed carefully to minimise their impact on 
the travelling public. 

2. There are 2 main originators of roadworks; The Highway Authority and public utility 
companies. Norfolk County Council has a responsibility to improve and maintain the 
highway, while the public utility companies have a responsibility to provide and 
maintain their infrastructure, the vast majority of which is located under the highway. 
From time to time developers are also required to work in the highway, carrying out 
improvements to facilitate access to their developments. 

3. The table attached as appendix 1 sets out the current works that are have been 
completed since your last meeting, are currently in progress or are planned for the 
future on the A, B and C class roads within the city. More detailed roadworks 
information is provided online via the electronic local government information network 
at http://norfolk.elgin.gov.uk  

4. The more significant works are highlighted below. 

Chapel Field North and St Stephens Street 

5. The work to make Chapel Field North two way for buses and access and to remove 
general traffic from St Stephens Street is nearing completion and the new traffic 
management arrangements will become fully effective on the morning of Friday 7 
November. 

Push the pedalways programme   

6. A report on the progress of the Push the Pedalway scheme is on this agenda. The 
design work for the majority of the schemes is nearing completion and work will begin 
on constructing the major schemes in the new year. At your next meeting a full 
programme of works will be included in this report.
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Works in progress 

Location Lead 
Authority  

Type of scheme Traffic management Due for 
completion  

Remarks 

Chapel Field 
North & St 

Stephens Street 
County Highway improvement 

Closure of Chapel 
Field North and 
associated other 

measures 

July – 
November 

2014 

Works are due for completion on 
7 November 

 

 

Works completed since last report 

Location Lead 
Authority  

Type of scheme Traffic management Due for 
completeion  

Remarks 

Ipswich Road 
between 

Tuckswood 
Lane and 

Locksley Road 

County Resurfacing 
Two way temporary 
lights with side road 

closures  

11-15 August 
2014 

 

Sprowston 
Road 

City Drainage scheme Road closure 
4 – 24 August 

2014 
 

Harpsfield 
&Chapel Break 

Road, 
Bowthorpe 

County Resurfacing 
Partial sequential 

closures 
1-5 September 

2014 
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Planned future works 

 

Location Lead 
Authority  

Type of scheme Traffic management Anticipated 
dates  

Remarks 

Heartsease 
Roundabout 

County Resurfacing 

A1042 (Heartsease 
Lane and St Williams 
Way) remain open. 
Plumstead Road, 

Plumstead Road East 
& Harvey Lane remain 

open,  

27-31 October 
2014 

Plumstead Road and Plumstead 
Road East will be closed . 

Magdalen 
Street contra 
flow cycling 

scheme 

City Highway improvement 

Closure of Magdalen 
Street between 

Edward Street and Bull 
Close Road 

January to 
March 2015 
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