
 
 

Planning Application Number 20200847 and the provision of a  
Sports Hall 
 



 
 
The Site Allocations Document REP1 states that “Land off Broomhill Lane ….is allocated for 
residential and community facilities .. including a sports hall)”. 
 
Paragraph 7.4 of Bidwell’s Planning Statement says…”ongoing discussions 
with Reepham High School… have advised… that locating the Sports Hall on land 
allocated by REP1 would be impractical.”   
 
It should not be the school’s prerogative nor the developer’s to contravene the recommendations in 
REP1 regarding the siting of the sports hall.  
This decision adversely impacts on the type and form of the housing provided under application 
20200847. 
 
Was Broadland District Council aware, prior to the housing application,  that REP1 was not to be used 
as the site for the sports hall? The decision to ignore the 2016 site recommendations involves the 
High School, and no decision can be taken on the housing application until the issue regarding the 
sports hall is resolved.  
The School clearly has a role in determining the number of dwellings on REP1, and is being 
pressured by the developer. 
 
Bidwell’s report also states in 7.7 of the Planning Statement  “ the location (on County Council land) 
enables the development of more residential units”  ie. 21 more market dwellings, in excess of the 
maximum of 120 recommended, and also reducing the number of affordable homes to 20%, instead 
of the minimum 33%. 
It continues in 8.4 “ having regard to the circumstances of the proposed development, notably a 
contribution towards the sports hall….the provision of 20% 
affordable housing…is acceptable 
This statement may be acceptable in terms of Lovell’s viability plan, but It fails to meet government 
targets in terms of the provision of social housing. 
 
Bearing in mind Reepham High School’s implicit involvement in the allocation of houses on this 
development, Broadland DC should request the school to submit a planning application for the sports 
hall, as until that application is received, it will be impossible to proceed with the 3 existing Broomhill 
Lane applications. 
  
The sports hall will also have an impact on the already congested traffic movements on Whitwell 
Road, bearing in mind a potential increase of 321 cars from Broomhill Lane 
Also the school would be required (as part of a planning application) to submit a Design and Access 
Statement giving details of additional traffic generated, and how the administration of the hall would 
operate, after school hours. 
 
 A letter has been written to the School Governors and Headmaster asking for clarification on the 
proposed use of the hall, as to whether it is for the sole use of the school, or as set out in the Site 
Allocation Document, a community facility. No response has been received. 
 
The planning process is undermined, when the recommendations attached to an allocated site can be 
distorted to suit the viability report of a profit-lead developer. 
. 
 
In 2016, when considering REP1 (then called PS48-01), the Planning Inspector states 
“this individual site will accommodate between 100 and 120 dwellings.” 
She based her report on a layout by a different developer (see attached drawing) which shows the 
sports hall on the REP1 site and with a much reduced housing allocation. The architect uses the 
much more acceptable form of terraced dwellings to provide social housing, rather than the densely 
packed and energy inefficient detached homes, from which nobody benefits, except the developer. 
 
In 2016 The Planning Inspector also raised concerns over the “soundness” of REP1, particularly 
highway safety. A Main Modification MM7 was recommended, but this has not been considered by 
traffic consultants Rossi Long as part of their Transport Assessments and Travel Plans. Their report 



was compiled in 2013, three years before the Inspector’s report. There is no evidence that Norfolk 
Highways have incorporated the MM7 recommendations into their traffic statement.  
 
The recommendations of REP1 2016 report have been incorrectly interpreted by the developer. 
 
I would be pleased if you would look into these concerns. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

 


