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FAO Mr C Judson: 

Dear Mr Judson,

I hereby register my objection to the proposed sports hall development at Reepham 
High School (application 20201183)

As with the other linked proposals for the Broomhill Lane housing development (to 
which I also object), there are clearly many issues with the proposal that must result in it 
being rejected. Key issues for this proposal include:

1. 
Divergence from REP1 Site Allocation

No compelling rationale has been given for the major divergence from the 
adopted REP1 site allocation, resulting in the proposed sports hall being 
moved outside the REP1 boundary

The only reason given when this point was raised at the ‘consultation’ 
event in February was that the new location is the school’s preference, 
because access through the school car park for the public would be easier.

I find it hard to believe this was purely the school’s decision given the 
consequential financial benefit to the developer of the Broomhill Lane 
housing development. However, even this rationale seems baseless. It 
would be perfectly viable to provide safe public access to the hall via 
Broomhill Lane in its originally proposed position, and community access 
through an already busy school car / coach park does seems very 
problematic on safety and security grounds

Given the consequences of such a major change versus adopted site 
allocation, a high threshold should be applied for the rationale for the 
change. That is clearly not achieved with this proposal

2. 
Further loss of playing fields

The REP1 proposals already require a loss of around 30% of the School’s 
current playing field area. The change in the location of the sports hall 
proposed would trigger a further loss of around 15%-20% of the remaining 
playing fields, meaning an overall loss of around 40% of playing fields 



versus today.

Thus, rather than improving sports provision at the school, this 
development would result in a major loss of provision, which should surely 
be resisted

3. 
Extending the built-up area

The proposal would significantly extend the built-up area of Reepham to 
the south in a way that has previously been, and should now be, deemed 
unacceptable

Such a development risks setting precedent resulting in further creeping 
development over time and hence should be rejected. 

When the current site allocations were being considered, nearby site 
proposals were rejected on the basis of being outside of the built-up area, 
and so surely the same rule should be applied here

4. 
Visual impact

The proposed location of the development will dramatically increase the 
detrimental visual impact of the sports hall compared with the location 
agreed in the REP1 allocation 

The hall would be highly visible from the adjacent road and across a wide 
area given its elevation and proximity to Whitwell Road, causing 
detrimental impact across a wide area.

The development is proposed to be located beyond the existing mature 
tree line which forms a boundary to the school site and the built-up area. 
The additional tree screening proposed, if ever actually implemented, 
would not provide effective cover for well over a decade

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed design is entirely unsympathetic 
to its surroundings and does nothing to mitigate and minimise its visual 
impact. For example, while the choice of cheap materials is no doubt 
driven by insufficient funding contributions from the housing developer, it is 
hard to comprehend why large high-level glazing panels have been 
included. After dark, these will result in significant and highly visible light 
pollution visible across a wide area, while their inclusion must surely drive 
up the build cost and funding requirement significantly. 



The school’s poor record on managing light pollution (for example, external 
floodlights left on across the site through the night and when the site is not 
in use), does not bode well for any intention to minimise visual impact of 
this new development. 

5. 
No clarity on community use

A key part of the ‘sweetener’ that saw REP1 approved in the current site 
allocations was the promise that the hall would be for community use.

The proposal gives no assurance or detail of what community use would 
be provided, and hence there is risk that this element would not be 
delivered and maintained even if the hall is constructed.

Connected application issues

There appears to be a very high risk that even if approved, this development may never 
be implemented. My understanding from the ‘consultation’ event in February is that 
despite developer funding promises, part of the funding still needs to be secured by the 
School, and the school would need to fund maintenance and operating costs. It is not 
clear that such funding is available and committed. Moreover, the High School 
Headteacher has gone on record in the EDP stating that the hall is unlikely to be built 
for at least 5 years ‘if at all’. 

If the sports hall is not delivered, as seems likely at least within any meaningful 
timeframe, the basis on which the REP1 housing development on Broomhill Lane was 
accepted in the current Site Allocations dissolves. 

Given this situation, it is surely critically important that the overall nature of the REP1 
allocation and the way forward for its delivery is now reviewed. If binding assurances 
that all elements of REP1 are delivered in a suitable timeframe cannot be secured  
(including maximum housing volume, affordable housing proportion, sports hall delivery 
and location), alternative options for the REP1 site should be sought and the community 
should be fully engaged in determining the solution. A consultation process should now 
consider:

1. 
Is there pressing community need for a sports hall that merits the negative 
aspects of increased housing development? Neither the housing developer nor 
the school have demonstrated such need so far. The Town Council have not 
raised this as a priority for the town, and none of the comments on the planning 
application submitted by residents to date voice any support for the need.



2. 
Could developer funding instead be better deployed in improvement of existing 
community facilities, for example Stimpsons Piece? It may be considered far 
better that we concentrate on getting the most benefit out of our existing 
community assets rather than stretching too thin with multiple facilities that are 
then under-used and cannot be maintained. 

3. 
Would it be preferable to reduce the financial burden on the housing developer of 
community investment funding as part of REP1, in return for reducing the housing 
volume to be delivered (at REP1 and across Reepham, i.e. not just ‘shift the 
problem’ within the town), and instead retain more of the current green space 
within REP1 for community and school benefit? This is particularly important to 
consider given the multiple issues with the housing development’s impact on the 
local community and environment (including traffic, parking, wildlife, 
drainage/flood).

I trust Broadband Council officers and the Planning Committee will give full 
consideration to the points raised above and those voiced by many other residents in 
connection with this application and the associated Broomhill Lane development. These 
applications are a cause of great concern for the community, with the potential for a 
lasting negative impact on the town, and hence are a prime opportunity for stakeholders 
in the decision-making process to demonstrate the high value placed on community 
input in planning decisions.

Regards,

The Grain Store
Mill Road
Reepham




