
I  object to planning application no 20201183 for the following 
reasons: 

 
 

 The application is contrary to the Site Allocations Document DMD (2016)     
The developer has ignored the recommendations for site REP1. 
This document states that: 
“Land off Broomhill Lane, Reepham is allocated for residential development and 
community facilities (……including a sports hall).” 
The developer has failed to follow these recommendations and now proposes to build 
the sports hall on a different site, adjacent to the school car park. 

 

 The Site of Proposal and Loss of Open Playing Fields 
The proposed position of the sports hall, on the existing open playing fields, is 
unfortunate. It will result in the disappearance of further outdoor pitches. (The present 
rugby field on REP1 has already been lost to residential use) 
The sports hall will appear incongruous and isolated in this position which is beyond 
the present line of school buildings, and outside the row of mature trees which at 
present help to mitigate the visual harshness of the existing car park.  

 

 Design 
The discordant architectural forms of the 3 units that make up the sports hall do not 
result in a single, homogeneous building. This separateness is exacerbated by the 
phased development of the proposal. 
Overall, the building, with its inexpensive use of industrial and agricultural 
components, fails to meet the recommendations in Section 12 of the NPPF, relating 
to good design. 

 

 Lack of Parking 
The school car park already lacks sufficient spaces to cater for coaches and existing 
staff cars. 
Many staff park on Whitwell Road and on the verge of Broomhill Lane. 
8 new parking spaces for the sports hall will be inadequate, and will neither cater for 
present school staff, nor the proposed community users. 

 

 The Viability Appraisal. 
This application and that relating to the residential development (20200847) should 
be considered together, as they are both referred to in Savill’s Viability Appraisal. 
The Viability Appraisal for the housing development does not fully explain why REP 1 
is an unsuitable site for the sports hall. 
It is claimed that “due to certain costs” it is necessary for the developer to build 21 
extra dwellings, (above the 120 maximum recommended for the site), and 13% less 
affordable homes, (when the minimum threshold is 33%.). 
The developer assumes that the recommendations in the Site Allocations Document 
can be interpreted in any way to achieve maximum profits, even to the extent of 
depriving funds from the evidently mediocre sports hall.  
The viability of the development should be re-appraised to establish why there is a 
financial necessity to increase the number of market homes, to decrease the number 
of affordable homes, and to ascertain why the under-funded sports hall is to be built 
on an inappropriate site? 

 
 

 

 


