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1. Introduction 

1.1 Breckland Council is developing an evidence base for indoor sports facilities to support the 
development of local planning policy for the Breckland Council Local Plan. The Council has 
decided to apply the Sport England facility planning model (fpm) to consider the supply, demand 
and access to sports halls in 2016 and projected forward to 2031.  

1.2 This fpm assessment includes the projected growth in population and the location of new 
residential development across Breckland. Plus the option to consider changes in the current supply 
of sports halls in Breckland.  

1.3 There are four assessments (known as runs) and these also include any committed changes in sports 
halls provision in the neighbouring authorities which will impact on Breckland and have been 
notified to Breckland Council.  

1.4 This report sets out the findings from this fpm assessment. The findings and options for future 
provision of sports halls will be integrated into the full evidence base for all seven facility types in 
the Breckland study for indoor sports and recreational facilities.  

1.5 The fpm analysis is based on four separate modelling runs that include: 

• Run 1 – supply, demand and access to sports halls based on the population in Breckland and 
the neighbouring authorities in 2016.This includes known committed changes in the sports 
hall supply in the neighbouring authorities.  

• Run 2 – as run 1 but also including the option to close the existing sports halls at 
Attleborough and Swaffham and open new sports halls on the same sites by 2020. The 
rationale being that the evidence base work to date identified a need for sports halls at these 
locations. The existing sports halls opened in 1981 at Swaffham and 1982 at Attleborough. 
The age, size and condition of the sports halls are limiting their use and attractiveness to 
participants. Given these findings, it was considered more beneficial to model the need for 
replacement sports halls at the current time with a projected replacement by 2020, rather than 
assume these centres could continue operating until 2031 and base the assessment of need on 
that date.   

• Run 3 – as run 2 but based on the projected population in 2031 in Breckland, plus the 
neighbouring authorities and the residential development in  Breckland  

• Run 4 as run 3 but which also tests the option of a new sports hall in Dereham of 4 
badminton court size, located at Northgate High School and opening by 2031.The rationale 
being the work to date has identified there may be a need for further sports hall provision in 
Dereham but the impact of population change up to 2031 should be part of that assessment.  

The study area  

1.6 Customers of sports halls, as with swimming pools, do not reflect local authority boundaries and 
whilst there are management and pricing incentives for customers to use sports facilities located in 
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the area in which they live, there are some big determinants as to which sports halls people will 
choose to use.  

1.7 These are based on: other facilities on the same site, such as a studio which means participants can 
also undertake exercise and dance classes as well as play hall sports; the programing of the sports 
halls and with activities that are available at times which fit with the lifestyle of residents; and most 
importantly the age and condition of the facility and inherently its attractiveness. If there are 2 or 
more sports halls in the same area residents may choose to use a more modern venue, even if means 
a longer journey, if  that sports hall has modern changing accommodation  a sprung timber floor 
and a good quality lighting system.  

1.8 Consequently, in determining the supply, demand and access to sports halls for Breckland, it is very 
important to take full account of these factors, plus sports halls in the neighbouring local authorities 
to Breckland. In particular, to assess the impact of overlapping catchment areas of facilities located 
in Breckland and those located outside the authority. The nearest facility for some Breckland 
residents may be outside the authority (known as exported demand) and for some residents of 
neighbouring authorities their nearest sports hall could be in Breckland (known as imported 
demand). 

1.9 To take account of these impacts a study area is established which places Breckland at the centre of 
the study and includes all the neighbouring authorities to Breckland. The study assesses the impact 
of the catchment area of the sports halls in this study area and how demand is distributed across the 
study area and across boundaries. A map of the study area is set out below. 

Map 1.1: Study area map for the Breckland Council sports halls study  
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Report structure, content and sequence 

1.10 The findings for Breckland for runs 1 - 4  are set out in a series of tables with the difference in 
findings between the runs set out The headings for each table are: total supply; total demand; 
supply and demand balance; satisfied demand; unmet demand; used capacity (how full the facilities 
are); and local share. A definition of each heading is set out at the start of the reporting.  

1.11 Maps to support the findings are also included. The maps presented in the report are based on the 
findings for that section/heading and mainly based on the options for changing the provision of 
sports halls. 

1.12 A summary of key findings and conclusions is set out at the end of the main report. 

1.13 Appendix 1 sets out the sports halls included in the assessment. Appendix 2 is a description of the 
facility planning model and its parameters.   
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2. Sports Halls Supply  

Total Supply  

Table 2.1: Sports Hall Supply Breckland 2016 - 2031 

      

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Total Supply 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Number of halls 7 7 7 8 

Number of hall sites 6 6 6 7 

Supply of total hall space expressed as main court equivalents 25.7 27.7 27.7 31.7 
Supply of hall space in courts, scaled by hours available in the 
peak period 

22. 25.1 25.1 28.6 

Supply of total hall space in visits 6,005 6,839 6,839 7,811 

Courts per 10,000 population 1.9 2.1 1.9 2.1 

 

2.1 Definition of supply – this is the supply or capacity of the sports halls which are available for 
public and club use in the weekly peak period. The supply is expressed in number of visits that a 
sports hall can accommodate in the weekly peak period and in numbers of badminton courts. 

2.2 As Table 2.1 shows, in runs 1 - 3 there are 7 sports halls on 6 sites but with replacement sports halls 
in Attleborough and Swaffham in runs 2 and 3. In run 4 there are 8 sports halls on 7 sites with the 
option to include a new sports hall in Dereham by 2031. 

2.3  In terms of total numbers of badminton courts, there is a supply of just fewer than 26 badminton 
courts in run 1 for 2016. This increases by 2 courts in runs 2 and 3 because the Attleborough 
replacement sports hall is a larger 6 court hall than the current 4 court hall.  In run 4 total supply 
increases by a further 4 courts to just fewer than 32 in total with the option to include a new sports 
hall in Dereham. 

2.4 The difference between the total supply of badminton courts and the effective supply of courts for 
community use is around 3 badminton courts in each of the four runs. The reason for the difference 
is the variable and lower amount of hours for community use at Wayland Academy and Dereham 
Neatherd High School, reviewed under the used capacity heading. 

2.5 The provision of sports halls in Breckland is extensive in scale, with all but one of the existing sites 
being a 4 badminton court size sports hall. This size of sports hall can accommodate the full range 
of indoor hall sports at the community level of activity.  The exception is the Wayland Academy 
sports hall which is a 3 badminton court size sports hall.   

2.6 The details of the sports hall sites in Breckland is set out in Table 2.2 overleaf. Run 4 is selected 
because it identifies the total potential future supply.  This shows a 6 court hall at Attleborough 
because that is the size of the option for the replacement sports hall.  
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Table 2.2: Run 4 Sports hall supply Breckland 2031 

Name of Site Type Dimensions Are
a 

No of 
courts 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site 
Year 

Refurb 

Weigh
t 

Factor 

Car % 
Deman

d 

Public 
Transpo

rt % 
Demand 

Walk % 
Demand 

BRECKLAND       64% 90% 3% 7% 
BRECKLAND LEISURE CENTRE 

AND WATERWORLD 
Main 36 x 18 648 4 1974 2013 36% 88% 2% 10% 

DEREHAM LEISURE CENTRE Main 
 

594 4 2007 
 

80% 87% 4% 9% 
DEREHAM NEATHERD HIGH 

SCHOOL 
Main 

 
594 4 1975 2009 25% 89% 4% 8% 

NEW ATTLEBOROUGH SPORTS 
HALL 

Main 34 x 27 932 6 2020 
 

95% 91% 3% 7% 

NEW SPORTS HALL IN DEREHAM Main 34 x 20 690 4 2031 
 

100% 91% 3% 6% 
NEW SWAFFHAM SPORTS HALL Main 34 x 20 690 4 2020 

 
95% 93% 2% 5% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY Main 27 x 17 459 3 1960 
 

21% 90% 4% 7% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY 
Activity 

Hall 
18 x 10 180 

       

 

2.7 The average age of the Breckland sports hall sites in 2016 for run 1 is 34 years. Two of the oldest 
sports hall have been modernised, the Breckland Centre in Thetford (1974) and modernised in 2013 
and Dereham Neatherd High School (1975) and modernised in 2009.The oldest venue is Wayland 
Academy (1960) and this is unmodernised.   

2.8 Facilities are only part of an explanation or influence on hall sports participation. However, Sport 
England research shows as with swimming pools, provision of modern sports halls with proactive 
development programmes does increase participation.  The Attleborough sports hall is not 
promoted for community use because of its age and condition  

2.9 Based on a measure of badminton courts per 10,000 population, Breckland has 1.9 courts per 
10,000 population in 2016. Breckland has the lowest supply of badminton courts based on this 
measure when compared with all the neighbouring authorities. The next lowest is in Kings Lynn 
and West Norfolk and North Norfolk at 2.3 courts per 10,000 population. The highest provision is 
in St Edmondsbury at 5.2 courts per 10,000 population. 

2.10 By 2031 and based on the population growth and including the new sports hall option in Dereham, 
Breckland has 2.1 courts per 10,000 population. This is the joint lowest level of provision with 
Forest Heath and North Norfolk. The highest provision being still in St Edmondsbury at the same 
5.2 courts per 10,000 population.   

2.11 The findings for all authorities for both years is set out in Table 2.3 overleaf.  

2.12 The required provision in Breckland will be based on the supply and demand assessment. Table 2.3 
is simply providing the comparative local authority findings based on this measure of badminton 
courts per 10,000 population.  
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Table 2.3 Badminton courts per 10,000 population for all authorities in the study area 2016 
and 2031 

Supply in courts per 
10,000 population Breckland Broadland Forest 

Heath 

King's 
Lynn & 

West 
Norfolk 

Mid 
Suffolk 

North 
Norfolk 

St Edmundsbury South 
Norfolk 

EAST 
TOTAL 

Number of halls 2016 7 11 5 10 9 6 18 16 641 
Number of hall sites 

2016 
6 7 3 6 8 5 10 11 428 

2016 courts per 
10,000 population 

1.9 3.2 2.7 2.3 3.4 2.3 5.2 4.4 4.2 

2031 courts per 
10,000 population 

2.1 2.9 2.3 2.1 3.1 2.1 5.2 3.8 3.8 

Sports hall locations 

2.13 Map 2.1 overleaf shows the location of the sports halls in Breckland in run 4 in 2031 with the 
option to include a new sports hall in Dereham.  The sports hall locations and catchment areas are 
important in determining the amount of demand which is inside and outside the catchment area of 
each site. If there is significant unmet demand outside catchment, it is important to identify the 
scale and location. (Set out under the satirised and unmet demand headings).  

2.14 The key finding with the location of the venues is the distances between the sites. This is a 
reflection of the size and location of the main settlements in the authority. It does mean that for 
nearly all venues apart from the option of 2 venues in Dereham, there are almost unique 20 minute 
drive time catchment areas. This is quite an unusual finding and the implications of this distribution 
and catchment area of sports halls will also be assessed under the satisfied demand and unmet 
demand headings.   
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Map 2.1: Run 4 Location of sports hall in Breckland 2031.  
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3. Demand for Sports Halls  

Table 3.1: Demand for sports halls Breckland 2016 - 2031 

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Total  Demand 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Population 135,334. 135,334. 149,215. 149,215. 

Visits demand – visits 7,813. 7,813. 8,291. 8,291. 

Equivalent in courts – with comfort factor included 35.8 35.8 38. 38. 

% of population without access to a car 15. 15. 15. 15. 

 

3.1 Definition of total demand – it represents the total demand for sports halls by both genders and for 
14 five-year age bands from 0 to 65+. This is calculated as the percentage of each age band/gender 
that participates. This is added to the frequency of participation in each age band/gender, so as to 
arrive at a total demand figure, which is expressed in visits in the weekly peak period. Total 
demand is also expressed in numbers of badminton courts.   

3.2 The population in Breckland in 2016 is 135,334 people and is projected to be 149,215 people in 
2031, a 10.2% increase between the two years. The total demand for sports halls by Breckland 
residents in 2016 is 7,813 visits in the weekly peak period of weekday evenings and weekend days. 
This demand equates to just fewer than 36 badminton courts. 

3.3 The total demand for sports halls is projected to increase to 8,291 visits in the weekly peak period 
by 2031. This is a 6.1% increase in demand for sports halls between the two years. So the 10.2% 
increase in the population growth is generating a 6.1% increase in demand for sports halls. The 
reason the demand increase is not higher is most likely because of the ageing of the resident 
population between 2016 and 2031. It could be there are fewer participants in the main age bands 
for hall sports participation in 2016 than in 2031 (Appendix 2 sets out the details of the 
participation rates and frequencies of participation for both genders and for each age range). 

3.4 The findings on the percentage of the population who do not have access to a car is set out under 
total demand and this is 15% of the Breckland population in both years. The East Region figure is 
17.7% and for England it is 24.9% of the population who do not have access to a car. 

3.5 The Breckland finding illustrates that around a sixth of residents will find it difficult to access a 
sports hall, if there is not a venue within the 15 minute public transport catchment area of a sports 
hall, or, the even smaller 20 minutes/1 mile walk to catchment area of a sports hall.   

3.6 The data is identifying that in both 2016 and 2031, some 91% of all visits to sports halls are by car 
(20 minutes’ drive time catchment), 6% of visits in both years are by walkers (20 minutes/1mile 
walk to catchment area) and 3% of visits in both years are by public transport (15 minutes 
catchment area).   
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3.7 The location and scale of demand for sports halls in run 3 for 2031 is set out in Map 3.1 overleaf.  
The amount of demand is set out in 1 kilometre grid squares and is colour coded. Purples squares 
have values of between 0 – 0.2 of one badminton court, mid blue is 0.2 – 0.4 of one badminton 
court, light blue is 0.4 – 0.6 of one badminton court, turquoise is 0.6 – 0.8 of one badminton court, 
yellow is 0.8 - 1 badminton court and beige is 1 – 2 badminton courts. Most of the squares are 
purple and so the lowest values. Most of the demand not surprisingly is located in the five main 
towns.  
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Map 3.1: Run 3 location and scale of demand for sports halls Breckland 2031 
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4. Supply and Demand Balance for Sports Halls  

Table 4.1: Supply and Demand Balance Breckland 2016 - 2031 

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

 Supply/Demand Balance 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Supply -  Hall provision (courts) scaled to take account of 
hours available for community use 

22 25.1 25.1 28.6 

Demand  -  Hall provision (courts) taking into account a 
‘comfort’ factor 

35.8 35.8 38 38 

Supply / Demand balance -13.8 -10.7 -12.9 -9.4 

 
4.1 Definition of supply and demand balance – supply and demand balance compares total 

demand generated within Breckland for sports halls with the total supply of sports halls 
within Breckland. It therefore represents an assumption that ALL the demand for sports halls 
in Breckland is met by ALL the supply of sports halls in Breckland (Note: it does exactly the 
same for the other local authorities in the study area). 

4.2 In short, supply and demand balance is NOT based on where the sports halls are located and 
their catchment area extending into other authorities. Nor, the catchment areas of sports halls 
in neighbouring authorities extending into Breckland.  Most importantly supply and demand 
balance does NOT take into account the propensity/reasons for residents using facilities 
outside their own authority.   

3.8 The more detailed modelling based on the CATCHMENT AREAS of sports halls across 
local authority boundaries is set out under the Satisfied Demand, Unmet Demand and Used 
Capacity headings.  

4.3 The reason for presenting the supply and demand balance is because some local authorities 
like to see how THEIR total supply of sports halls compares with THEIR total demand for 
sports halls. Supply and demand balance presents this comparison. 

4.4 When looking at this closed assessment, the supply of sports halls in 2016 for community 
use is 22 badminton courts, increasing to 25 courts in runs 2 and 3 with the larger sports hall 
in Attleborough and then just fewer than 29 courts in run 4 with the Dereham new sports hall 
option.  

4.5 Demand for sports halls is just fewer than 36 courts in runs 1 and 2 and 38 courts in runs 3 
and 4. 

4.6 So there is negative supply and demand balance in all four runs. It being lowest in run 4 in 
2031 with the new sports hall option in Dereham and highest in run 3 without this option and 
based on the 2031 population. 

4.7 This is however the closed assessment and the findings for the interaction of supply, demand 
and access to sports halls inside and outside Breckland and based on their catchment areas 
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needs to be set out. This will establish how much of the Breckland demand for sports halls 
can be met, how much unmet demand there is and where it is located.  

4.8 The supply and demand balance findings for the neighbouring authorities are set out in 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3 for the 2016 and 2031. There are negative balances in both years in the 
same five authorities in both years, with positive balances St Edmondsbury and South 
Norfolk. 

Table 4.2 Run 1 Supply and demand balances for all authorities in the study area 2016 

Supply/Demand Balance 2016 Brecklan
d 

Broad
land 

Forest 
Heath 

King's 
Lynn & 

West 
Norfolk 

Mid 
Suffolk 

North 
Norfolk 

St 
Edmun
dsbury 

South 
Norfolk 

EAST 
TOTAL 

Supply - Hall provision (courts) 
based on hours available for 

community use 
22.0 30.3 10.9 28.6 25.8 19.2 37.8 39.7 1,916.7 

Demand - Hall provision 
(courts) taking into account a 

‘comfort’ factor 
35.8 33.4 18.4 40.3 26.5 25.8 30.5 35.3 1,680.4 

Supply / Demand balance - 
Variation in courts compared to 
the minimum required to meet 

demand 

-13.8 -3.1 -7.5 -11.7 -0.7 -6.6 7.3 4.4 236.3 

 
Table 4.3 Run 3 Supply and demand balances for all authorities in the study area 2031 

 

Supply/Demand Balance 2031 Brecklan
d 

Broad
land 

Forest 
Heath 

King's 
Lynn & 

West 
Norfolk 

Mid 
Suffolk 

North 
Norfolk 

St 
Edmunds

bury 

South 
Norfolk 

EAST 
TOTAL 

Supply - Hall provision (courts) 
based on hours available for 

community use 
28.6 30.3 10.9 28.6 25.8 19.2 41.1 39.7 1,926.7 

Demand - Hall provision 
(courts) taking into account a 

‘comfort’ factor 
38 34.1 21.0 41.8 26.8 26.3 30.8 38.9 1,810.4 

Supply / Demand balance - 
Variation in courts compared to 
the minimum required to meet 

demand 

-9.4 -3.8 -10.1 -13.2 -1.0 -7.1 10.3 0.8 116.3 
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5. Satisfied Demand for Sports Halls 

Table 5.1: Satisfied demand for sports halls Breckland 2016 - 2031 

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Satisfied Demand 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Total number of visits which are met (visits) 6,430 6,490 6,783 6,920 

% of total demand satisfied 82.3 83.1 81.8 83.5 

Total Annual Throughput (visits per year) 367,404 455,535 464,033 507,397 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by car 91.1 90.8 91.1 90.1 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by foot 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.8 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by public transport 2.8 2.9 2.8 3.1 

Demand Retained (visits 4,993 5,433 5,650 5,958 

Demand Retained -as a % of Satisfied Demand 77.7 83.7 83.3 86.1 

Demand Exported (visits 1,437 1,057 1,134 962 

Demand Exported -as a % of Satisfied Demand 22.3 16.3 16.7 13.9 

 
5.1 Definition of satisfied demand – it represents the proportion of total demand that is met by 

the capacity at the sports halls from residents who live within the driving, walking or public 
transport catchment area of a sports hall. 

5.2 The finding for 2016 is that 82.3% of the Breckland total demand for sports halls can be met. 
This increases to 83.1% in run 2 with the slightly larger sports hall option at Attleborough. In 
run 3 with increased demand from the 2031 population satisfied demand is the lowest of the 
four runs at 81.8%. Finally in run 4 with the new sports hall in Dereham option, satisfied 
demand is 83.5% of total demand.  

5.3 So across the four runs the level of satisfied demand is quite high with over eight out of ten 
visits to a sports hall being accommodated. It is not higher because the Breckland demand 
for sports halls across each of the four runs does exceed supply. 

5.4 The impact of the new sports hall options in runs 2 and 4 is to increase satisfied demand by 
0.8% in 2016 and 1.7% in 2031.   

5.5 Car travel is the dominate travel mode (20 minutes’ drive time catchment area) to sports 
halls with  91% of all visits in runs 1 - 3 and decreasing by 1% in run 4 with the Dereham 
sports hall option. The decrease is because of the increased access to the Northgate High 
School site location option for the walkers to sports halls. 

5.6 The percentage of visits by walkers (20 minutes/1mile catchment area) is 6.1% in runs 1 and 
3 and increases to 6.8% in run 4. 

5.7 Similarly, there is little variation in the percentage of visits by public transport (15 minutes 
catchment area), with it being just below 3% in runs 1 – 3 and slightly higher in run 4 at 
3.1% of all visits n the weekly peak period. 
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Retained demand  

5.8 There is a sub set of the satisfied demand findings which are about how much of the 
Breckland demand is retained at the Breckland sports halls. This is based on the catchment 
area of sports halls and residents using the nearest sports hall to where they live - known as 
retained demand.  

5.9 Retained demand is very high and so this means the sports hall locations and their catchment 
areas are very well placed in relation to the location of the Breckland demand for sports 
halls. This was illustrated by map 3.1 showing the distribution of demand for sports halls is 
concentrated in the five main towns in the authority.  

5.10 In run 1, in 2016 the total retained demand at Breckland’s sports halls is 4,993 visits out of 
the 6,430 visits by Breckland residents to sports halls. This retained demand represents 
77.7% of the total Breckland demand which is met in 2016. Put another way, just under eight 
out of ten visits to a sports hall by a Breckland resident is to a sports hall in the authority.   

5.11 Retained demand increases quite significant in run 2 with the option of the new and slightly 
larger sports hall at Attleborough and the option of a new sports hall at Swaffham. Retained 
demand in run 2 is 83.7% of the total Breckland demand for sports halls which is met. This 
represents an increase of 6% over the run 1 percentage. The reason for the increase is 
because the sports halls are new and they have a draw effect of modern and accessible sports 
hall, when compared with the existing sports halls. 

5.12 The impact of the increase in demand from population growth in run 3 is that retained 
demand only decreases by 0.4% to 83.3% of the total Breckland demand for sports halls 
being met in the authority. The Dereham sports hall option creates the highest level of 
retained demand at 86.1% of the total Breckland satisfied demand being retained – a very 
high level of retained demand.    

Exported demand 

5.13 The residual of satisfied demand, after retained demand is exported demand. In run 1 the 
finding is that 22.3% of the Breckland demand is being exported, then in run 2 it decreases to 
16.3% and increases to 16.7% in run 3. In run 4 which has the highest supply of sports halls 
exported demand is the lowest at 13.9% of the Breckland demand for sports halls which is 
met being outside the authority being exported.     

5.14 The destination and scale of the Breckland exported demand for run 3 is set out in Map 5.1 
overleaf. The yellow chevron represents the number of visits which are exported and met in 
neighbouring authorities.  

5.15 The findings are that the highest export of demand is to South Norfolk at 441 visits in the 
weekly peak period and which is 6% of the total 16.7% of demand exported by 2031 in run 
3. So even with the option of a new and larger sports hall at Attleborough, there is still some 
6% of the Breckland demand for sports halls in 2031 which is located closer to the 
Wymondham sports halls than the Attleborough site.  

5.16 After South Norfolk, the biggest export of demand is to Forest Heath at 241 visits (4% of 
exported demand) in the weekly peak period Then 176 visits (3%) goes to St Edmondsbury, 



 

15 

then 115 visits (2%) to Broadland, with 78 visits (1%) to North Norfolk and very minor 
exports to Mid Suffolk of 17 visits and finally 10 visits are exported to Kings Lynn and West 
Norfolk in the weekly peak period. 
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Map 5.1: Run 3 Export of Breckland satisfied demand for sports halls 2031  
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6. Unmet Demand for Sports Halls  

Table 6.1: Unmet demand for sports halls Breckland 2016 - 2031 
 

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

 Unmet Demand 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Total number of visits in the peak, not currently being met (visits) 
 

1,384 1,323 1,507 1,370 

Unmet demand as a % of total demand 
 

17.7 16.9 18.2 16.5 

Equivalent in Courts - with comfort factor 
 

6.3 6.1 6.9 6.3 

% of Unmet Demand due to: 
    

Lack of Capacity - 29.3 26.1 31.9 28.7 

Outside Catchment - 70.6 73.9 68.1 71.3 

 
6.1 The unmet demand definition has two parts to it - demand for sports halls which cannot be 

met because (1) there is too much demand for any particular sports hall within its catchment 
area; or (2) the demand is located outside the catchment area of any sports hall and is then 
classified as unmet demand.    

6.2 Unmet demand in run 1 for 2016 is 17.7% of total demand and which equates to 1,384 visits 
per week in the weekly peak period and which, in turn, equates to just over 6 badminton 
courts. 

6.3 Unmet demand in run 2 is only slightly lower at 16.9% of total demand, 1,323 visits and 
again just over 6 badminton courts.  

6.4 In run 3 with the 2031 population, unmet demand increases only slightly to 18.2% of total 
demand, 1,507 visits and just fewer than 7 badminton courts. Finally in run 4 unmet demand 
is the lowest at 16.5% of total demand. 1,370 visits but still over 6 badminton courts.   

6.5 In summary, unmet demand is virtually unchanged at 6 badminton courts in all four runs. 
The total supply of badminton courts for community use is 25 in run 1, then 27 in runs 2 and 
3 and 31 courts in run 4. 

6.6 In terms of the different types of unmet demand, the amount of demand outside catchment is 
by far the larger, it ranges from 68% of total unmet demand in run 3 to just below 74% in run 
2. In terms of badminton courts, this is 4 badminton courts across the four runs.  

6.7 Unmet demand because of lack of sports hall capacity represents between 26% of total 
unmet demand in run 2 to just below 32% in run 3. This represents around 2 badminton 
courts in each run. This type of unmet demand is reviewed under the used capacity of sports 
hall in the next section.   

6.8 Unmet demand outside catchment will always exist because it is not possible to get universal 
geographic coverage, whereby all areas of an authority are inside the catchment area of a 
sports hall. The 20 minute drive time catchment is 20 minutes, for public transport it is 15 
minutes and for walking it is 20 minutes/1mile.  
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6.9 The findings can be set out by reference to what is termed aggregated unmet demand for 
sports halls. This assessment identifies the total unmet demand in one kilometre grid squares 
across Breckland in units of badminton courts. It aggregates the total unmet demand based 
on the catchment area of a sports hall for each one kilometre grid square.  

6.10 This process allows identification of how unmet demand varies across Breckland and the hot 
spots or clusters of unmet demand, this is set out in maps 6.1 for runs 1 and 4 as these 
represent the current situation and when unmet demand is lowest. It has to be remembered 
that across all of Breckland, unmet demand only totals 6 badminton courts and so the values 
in the squares are quite low.  

6.11 Maps 6.1 overleaf is the aggregated unmet demand map for sports halls in 2016 in run 1 and 
Map 6.2 is the map for 2031 in run 4 with the Dereham sports hall option included. The 
amount of unmet demand is colour coded. Light blue squares have aggregated unmet 
demand of between 0.2 – 0.4 of one badminton court, turquoise squares have a value of 
between 0.4 – 0.6 of one court, dark green squares 0.6 – 0.8 one court, light green squares 
0.8 – 1 badminton court and beige squares have a value of between 1 – 2 courts. 

6.12 Unmet demand is highest in the periphery of the authority to the south and west with slightly 
more beige squares in run 1 when compared to run 4.  After these areas, aggregated unmet 
demand is highest in the area north of Dereham in both runs, with more light green squares 
in run 1 and more blue squares in run 4.  

6.13 It is not a surprise to find that there are no hot spots of aggregated unmet demand, given the 
total amount outside the catchment area of a sports hall across Breckland is only 4 
badminton courts.  
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Map 6.1 Run 1 aggregated unmet demand for sports halls Breckland 2016 
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Map 6.2 Run 4 Aggregated unmet demand for sports halls Breckland 2031. 
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6.14 As mentioned unmet demand outside catchment will always exist because it is not possible 
to get universal geographic coverage where all demand is inside catchment. Especially in a 
rural area such as Breckland with many small and dispersed settlements. 

6.15 To provide context for how accessible the Breckland sports halls are to residents, Map 6.3 
overleaf shows the number of sports halls Breckland residents can access based on the 20 
minutes’ drive time catchment area of the sports hall locations (this is sports halls located 
both inside and outside the authority). Run 4 is selected because it has the highest sports hall 
supply and is based on the 2031 population. There is however very little variation between 
the four runs. 

6.16 In Map 6.3 for the car drive catchment, around 90% of the authority is shaded cream and 
residents in these areas have access to between 1 - 10 sports halls. 

6.17 In the areas shaded grey residents in these areas are outside the drive time catchment area of 
any sports hall. It could also be there is very little population in these areas. The brown areas 
around each sports hall site is the extent of the 20 minute/1mile walk to catchment area of 
the sports halls.   
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Map 6.3: Run 4 access to sports halls based on the car travel catchment area of pools Breckland 2031 



 

23 

7. Used Capacity (how full are the sports halls?)  

Used Capacity - How full and well used are the sports halls? 
 
Table 7.1: Used capacity of sports halls Breckland 2016 - 2031 
  

Breckland RUN 1 RUN 2 RUN 3 RUN 4 

Used Capacity 2016 2016 2031 2031 

Total number of visits used of current capacity (visits) 5,303 5,994 6,109 6,502 

% of overall capacity of halls used 88.3 87.6 89.3 83.2 

% of visits made to halls by walkers 7.4 6.8 6.8 7.2 

% of visits made to halls by road 92.6 93.2 93.2 92.8 

Visits Imported; 
    

Number of visits imported (visits) 310 560 459 544 

As a % of used capacity 5.8 9.3 7.5 8.4 

Visits Retained: 
    

Number of Visits retained (visits) 4,993 5,433 5,650 5,958 

As a % of used capacity 94.2 90.6 92.5 91.6 

 
7.1 Definition of used capacity - is a measure of usage at sports halls and estimates how well used/how 

full facilities are. The facilities planning model is designed to include a ‘comfort factor’, beyond 
which, in the case of sports halls, the venues are too full. The model assumes that usage over 80% 
of capacity is busy and the sports hall is operating at an uncomfortable level above that percentage.   

7.2 In all four runs the used capacity of the sports halls is above the 80% sports halls full comfort level. 
The range is 83.2% of capacity used in run 4 with the highest supply of sports halls to 89.3% in run 
3 with the 2031 population. 

7.3 In 2016 the authority wide average is 88.3% of sports hall capacity used at peak times.  

7.4 These are the authority wide findings and the estimated used capacity for each of the individual 
sports hall sites are set out in Table 7.2 overleaf and this is for run 4. 
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Table 7.2: Run 4 used capacity of the Breckland sports halls 2031 

Name of Site Type Dimensions Area No of 
courts 

Year 
Built 

Year 
Refurb 

Weight 
Factor 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

% of 
Capacity 
Not Used 

BRECKLAND     1998  64% 83% 17% 
BRECKLAND LEISURE 

CENTRE AND 
WATERWORLD 

Main 36 x 18 648 4 1974 2013 36% 100% 0% 

DEREHAM LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 
 

594 4 2007 
 

80% 100% 0% 

DEREHAM NEATHERD 
HIGH SCHOOL 

Main 
 

594 4 1975 2009 25% 27% 73% 

NEW ATTLEBOROUGH 
SPORTS HALL 

Main 34 x 27 932 6 2020 
 

95% 100% 0% 

NEW SPORTS HALL IN 
DEREHAM 

Main 34 x 20 690 4 2031 
 

100% 100% 0% 

NEW SWAFFHAM SPORTS 
HALL 

Main 34 x 20 690 4 2020 
 

95% 100% 0% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY Main 27 x 17 459 3 1960 
 

21% 22% 78% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY 
Activity 

Hall 
18 x 10 180 

      

7.5 As table 7. 2 shows the used capacity of the individual sports hall sites varies slightly.  The 
Breckland centre in Thetford, the Dereham centre, and then the new sports halls at Attleborough, 
Swaffham and Dereham are all at 100% of capacity used at the peak times. Then there is quite a 
lower estimated used capacity at the education venues, with Dereham Neatherd High School at 
25% and Wayland Academy at 21% of sports hall capacity used at peak times.  

7.6 There are several reasons why the percentage of used capacity can vary and it is important to set 
these out and not just view the percentage figures. The reasons are: 

• The amount of demand located in the catchment area of a sports hall, this will vary and 
impact on how well used any particular sports hall. This could be the explanation for the 
high used capacity at Thetford and at Attleborough. They are the areas of the authority with 
the highest demand for sports halls and there are no competing sports halls in Breckland the 
catchment area of these centres. 

• The age and condition of the sports hall. Older sports halls have less appeal   and customers 
maybe accustomed to more modern sports halls with a sprung timber floor, high quality 
lighting and modern changing accommodation. This could explain the reasons for the lower 
estimated used capacity at the two education venues. They are the oldest sites in run 4, with 
the Neatherd High School sports hall having opened in 1975 and was modernised in 2009. 
The Wayland Academy venue opened in 1960 and according to the data has not been 
modernised. Also the Wayland Academy site is also a smaller 3 court sports hall.   

• Another factor is the size of a sports hall. A 6 badminton court size sports hall can have a 
lower percentage of used capacity but accommodate more visits than a 4 badminton court 
size sports hall which may have a higher percentage of used capacity. This however does not 
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appear to apply in Breckland as the largest sports hall at Attleborough also has the joint 
highest percentage of used capacity.  

• The type of sports hall programme and also a programme that does or does not fit into the 
times residents can use it, so there is less of a draw. The education venues are only 
programmed and available for club not public use. So this will reduce the potential usage of 
the centres and is likely to be another reason for the lower used capacities at these venues. 

Imported demand 

7.7 Imported demand is reported under used capacity because it measures the demand from residents 
who live outside Breckland but the nearest sports hall to where they live is inside the authority. So 
if they use the venue nearest to where they live this becomes part of the used capacity of the 
Breckland sports halls.  

7.8 In all four runs imported demand is very low. In run 1 the total imported demand into Breckland 
and which is part of the used capacity of the Breckland sports halls in the weekly peak period is 
5.8% of the total used capacity of the Breckland sports halls. In run 2 in the imported demand 
increases to 9.3% in part because of the draw of the new and bigger sports halls at Attleborough 
and the new sports hall at Swaffham. 

7.9 In run 3 based on the 2031 population imported demand is 7.5% of the used capacity of the 
Breckland sports halls. Then finally in run 4 with the option for the new sports hall in Dereham, the 
imported demand is 8.4% of the used capacity of the Dereham sports halls. So across the four runs 
the range of imported demand is 5.8% in run 1 to 9.3% of the used capacity of the sports halls in in 
run 2. 

7.10 Map 7.1 is for run 4 with the 2031 demand for sports halls and the option of the new sports hall in 
Dereham. The purple chevron line is the amount of demand imported into Breckland from each 
neighbouring authority in run 4. The highest imported demand is from South Norfolk at 272 visits 
of the total 544 visits which are imported into Breckland in run 4. Then 173 visits in the peak 
period are imported from Kings Lynn and West Norfolk. So over 80% of the total imported 
demand is from these two authorities. Most likely because of the draw effect of the Attleborough 
and Swaffham sports halls. 

7.11 This is followed by 50 visits from Broadland, 22 visits from North Norfolk and 22 visits imported 
from St Edmondsbury in the weekly peak period.  
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Map 7.1: Run 4 Import of demand for sports halls Breckland 2031  
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8. Local Share of Facilities  

Table 8.1: Local share of sports halls Breckland 2031 

Local Share 
2016 2016 2031 2031 

Local Share: <1 capacity less than demand, 1> capacity greater 
than demand 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.6 

 
8.1 Local share has quite a complicated definition - it helps to show which areas have a better or worse 

share of facility provision. It takes into account the size and availability of facilities as well as 
travel modes. Local share is useful at looking at ‘equity’ of provision. Local Share is the available 
capacity that can be reached in an area divided by the demand for that capacity in the area. A value 
of 1 means that the level of supply just matches demand while a value of less than 1 indicates a 
shortage of supply and a value greater than 1 indicates a surplus. 

8.2 In run 1 Breckland has a local share of 0.6 and this increases to 0.7 in run 2 because both runs are 
based on the 2016 population but there is a larger sports hall in run 2 located at Attleborough. In 
run 3 local share is 0.5 and it decreases because of the impact of the increase in demand from 
population growth in 2031 and no change in sports hall supply. In run 4 for 2031 local share is .0.6 
and increase over run 3 because of the option to provide a new sports hall in Dereham.   

8.3 The distribution of local share and how it varies across the authority is set out in Map 8.1 overleaf. 
This is for run 4 with the 2031 population.  

8.4 Local share is highest in the areas/squares shaded yellow (share is between 0.8 – 1.00), this is in the 
Dereham area and to the north of Dereham. For the rest of the authority there is a local share value 
of between 0.60 – 0.80 shaded beige, then light pink 0.60 – 0.40 and darker pink, 0.40 – 0.20. 
There is a small area to the east of the authority, close to the South Norfolk boundary where there is 
local share with squares shaded green and with values of 1. – 1.2.   

8.5 Local share of access to sports halls is  lowest in the Watton area and to the south east of the 
authority where there are areas shaded light and dark  pink and have values of between 0.6 – 0.4 
and  0.40 – 0.30. So in these areas residents only have between 60% - 30% of access to sports halls 
when compared with the national average of access to sports halls.   
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Map 8.1: Run 4 Local share of sports halls Breckland 2031 
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9. Summary of key findings and conclusions 

9.1 The fpm study sets out to assess the future supply, demand and access to sports halls across 
Breckland and a wider study area which includes all the neighbouring authorities to Breckland The 
study is based on four  different sets of analysis (runs) with changes in sports hall supply and based 
on the 2016 and 2031 population. The runs are: 

• Run 1 – supply, demand and access to sports halls based on the population in Breckland and 
the neighbouring authorities in 2016.This includes known committed changes in the sports 
hall supply in the neighbouring authorities.  

• Run 2 – as run 1 but also including the option to close the existing sports halls at 
Attleborough and Swaffham and open new sports halls on the same sites by 2020. The 
rationale being the evidence base work to date identified a need for sports halls at these 
locations. The existing sports halls opened in 1981 at Swaffham and 1982 at Attleborough. 
The age, size and condition of the sports halls are limiting their use and attractiveness to 
participants. Given these findings, it was considered more beneficial to model the need for 
replacement sports halls at the current time with a projected replacement by 2020, rather than 
assume these centres could continue operating until 2031 and base the assessment of need on 
that date.   

• Run 3 – as run 2 but based on the projected population in 2031 in Breckland,  plus the 
neighbouring authorities and including the residential development in Breckland  

• Run 4 - as run 3 but which also tests the option of a new sports hall in Dereham of 4 
badminton court size, .located at Northgate High School and opening by 2031.The rationale 
being the work to date has identified there may be a need for further sports hall provision in 
Dereham but the impact of population change up to 2031 and increases in demand should be 
part of that assessment 

9.2 To try and condense the extensive findings from these four runs into one table. Table 9.1 set outs 
the key data and headline findings for the most important topics. This is highlighted with a question 
and answer approach and with the typeface in red. This allows the key findings and the differences 
between each run to be identified.  

9.3 This is followed by a non-technical description of the main findings and overall recommendations.  
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Table 9.1 Sports halls runs 1 – 4 summary of key findings  

Total Supply RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Number of halls  7. 7. 7. 8. 

Number of hall sites 6. 6. 6. 7. 

Supply of total hall space expressed as main court equivalents 25.7 27.7 27.7 31.7 

Supply of hall space in courts, scaled by hours available in the pp 22. 25.1 25.1 28.6 

Supply of total hall space in visits 6,005. 6,839. 6,839. 7,811. 
How does the number of badminton courts per 10,000 population differ and which 
runs have the highest supply?     

Courts per 10,000 population 1.9 2.1 1.9 2.1 

     

Total  Demand 
RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Population 135,334 135,334 149,215 149,215 

Visits demand – visits 7,813 7,813 8,291 8,291 

Equivalent in courts – with comfort factor included  35.8 35.8 38. 38 

% of population without access to a car 15 15 15 15 

     

Supply/Demand Balance 
RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Supply -  Hall provision (courts) scaled to take account of hours available for community 
use 

22 25.1 25.1 28.6 

Demand  -  Hall provision (courts) taking into account a ‘comfort’ factor 35.8 35.8 38 38 

How does supply and demand balance differ (ie  positive balance  where supply is 
greater than demand  (= +) and a negative balance, demand greater than supply (= - 
) 
 
Which run provides the best balance between supply and demand?  

    

Supply / Demand balance  -13.8 -10.7 -12.9 -9.4 

     

Satisfied Demand RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Total number of visits which are met (visits) 6,430. 6,490. 6,783. 6,920. 
What % of the Breckland total demand is satisfied demand (and in which run is this 
highest?) 

    

% of total demand satisfied   82.3 83.1 81.8 83.5 

Total Annual Throughput (visits per year) 367,404.5 455,535.4 464,033.7 507,397.9 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by car 91.1 90.8 91.1 90.1 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by foot 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.8 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by public transport 2.8 2.9 2.8 3.1 

Demand Retained (visits 4,993. 5,433. 5,650. 5,958. 
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What % of met demand is retained within Breckland and in which run is this 
highest? 

    

Demand Retained -as a % of Satisfied Demand  77.7 83.7 83.3 86.1 

Demand Exported (visits) 1,437. 1,057. 1,134. 962. 

What % of Breckland’s satisfied demand is exported and in which run is this lowest?     
Demand Exported -as a % of Satisfied Demand  22.3 16.3 16.7 13.9 

 
     

Unmet Demand RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Total number of visits in the peak, not currently being met visits) 1,384. 1,323. 1,507. 1,370. 
How much unmet demand is there as a % of total demand and in which run is this 
lowest?     

Unmet demand as a % of total demand 17.7 16.9 18.2 16.5 

Equivalent in Courts - with comfort factor 6.3 6.1 6.9 6.3 

What is the source of unmet demand?         
Lack of Capacity - 29.3 26.1 31.9 28.7 

Outside Catchment - 70.6 73.9 68.1 71.3 

Outside Catchment: 70.6 73.9 68.1 71.3 

  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a car 48.1 50.3 48.1 51.2 

  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 22.5 23.6 20. 20.1 

Lack of Capacity: 29.3 26.1 31.9 28.7 

  % Unmet demand who do not have access to a car 10.4 9.9 11.5 10.6 

  % of Unmet demand who have access to a car 18.9 16.2 20.5 18.1 

     

Used Capacity RUN 1 
2016 

RUN 2 
2016 

RUN 3 
2031 

RUN 4 
2031 

Total number of visits used of current capacity (visits) 5,303. 5,994. 6,109. 6,502. 

How full are the Breckland sports halls (%?)?     

% of overall capacity of halls used 88.3 87.6 89.3 83.2 

% of visits made to halls by walkers 7.4 6.8 6.8 7.2 

% of visits made to halls by road 92.6 93.2 93.2 92.8 

Visits Imported;         
How much of the usage of the Breckland sports halls is imported (%)     

Number of visits imported (visits) 310. 560. 459. 544. 

As a % of used capacity 5.8 9.3 7.5 8.4 

Visits Retained:         

Number of Visits retained (visits) 4,993. 5,433. 5,650. 5,958. 

As a % of used capacity 94.2 90.6 92.5 91.6 

     
Key findings  

9.4 A lot of the findings from Table 9.1 indicate that Run 4 with the 2031 population and inclusion of 
the option to develop a new sports hall in Dereham by 2031 is the best option. This is because it is 



 

32 

the run which has the highest supply of sports halls and the start position is that the demand for 
sports halls by Breckland residents does slightly exceed supply. 

9.5 It is important however to consider the findings in the round because the key strategic 
consideration is the supply and demand for sports halls across Breckland. For example could the 
supply of sports halls be increased to meet demand by increasing access to the existing venues, or, 
is there a need to increase provision over and above what already exists. 

9.6 The next set of findings describe the key findings across all four runs to provide this rounded 
assessment. 

What is the sports halls provision in Breckland?  
 

9.7 In 2016 the supply of sports halls across Breckland is 7 sports halls on 6 sites. This equates to total 
supply of just fewer than 26 badminton courts. Some 22 courts are available for community use in 
the weekly peak period (weekday evening and weekend days). The difference being the two supply 
figures is because of the more limited hours for community use at some of the school sites.  

9.8 The sports halls provision in Breckland is extensive in scale, with all but one of the existing sites 
being a 4 badminton court size sports hall. This size of sports hall can accommodate the full range 
of indoor hall sports at the community level of activity.  The exception is the Wayland Academy 
sports hall which is a 3 badminton court size sports hall.  

9.9 The average age of the Breckland sports hall sites in 2016 is 34 years, so quite an old stock of 
sports halls. Two of the oldest sports hall have been modernised, the Breckland Centre in Thetford 
(1974) and modernised in 2013 and Dereham Neatherd High School (1975) and modernised in 
2009.The oldest venue is Wayland Academy (1960) and this is unmodernised.  As mentioned in the 
introduction, the sports hall at Swaffham opened in 1981 and the Attleborough centre opened in 
1982.   

What is the supply and demand for sports halls across Breckland in 2016 and 2031? 
 
9.10 When looking at simply comparing the 2016 Breckland supply of sports halls with the Breckland 

demand for sports halls for community use, the total supply is just fewer than 26 badminton courts 
and the available supply for community use is 22 badminton courts in the weekly peak period. The 
demand for sports halls from Breckland residents in 2016 is for just fewer than 36 badminton 
courts in the weekly peak period. To repeat however this is simply comparing the Breckland supply 
with the Breckland demand, not based on the location and catchment area of sports halls across 
boundaries.  

9.11 The population in Breckland in 2016 is 135,334 people and is projected to be 149,215 people in 
2031, a 10.2% increase between the two years. The total demand for sports halls by Breckland 
residents in 2016 is 7,813 visits in the weekly peak period. This is a 6.1% increase in demand 
between the two years.  

9.12 The reason the demand increase is not higher is most likely because of the ageing of the resident 
population between 2016 and 2031. It could be there are fewer participants in the main age bands 
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for hall sports participation in 2016 than in 2031.  So the increase in demand from population 
growth is being offset by the ageing of the resident population.  

What are the options for meeting the demand for sports halls?  

9.13 The baseline finding is of demand for sports halls exceeding supply. Also the age of some of the 
existing sports halls, (the Swaffham sports halls opened in 1981 and the Attleborough centre in 
1982) plus their condition, means their use and attractiveness to participants is very limited. Given 
both of these findings it was decided to model changes in the sports hall provision, with 
replacement sports halls at both sites, and with an opening date of 2020.  

9.14 Taking this approach, rather than assume these centres could continue operating until 2031 and 
base the assessment of need on that date.  The scale of the replacement centre in Attleborough is 
increased from a 4 to a 6 badminton court size sports hall, again based on the 2016 evidence base 
work. The replacement centre in Swaffham is the same 4 courts but a larger centre with more run 
off space between courts. (The current Swaffham centre is 32m x 17m and the new centre is 
modelled on a 34.5m x 20m hall). 

9.15 Again, based on the 2016 findings on supply and demand, it was decided to also model  an 
additional 4 badminton court size sports hall in Dereham, a possible location being Northgate High 
School and to be opened by 2031. 

9.16 The options for Watton were considered but it was decided not to model provision options in the 
town. The town is on the edge of the drive time catchments area of the centres in Dereham, 
Swaffham and Thetford. This is not good accessibility for the residents of Watton as the sites are 
on the edge of the drive time catchments. There are sports halls in Watton at the Watton Sports 
Centre and a smaller sports hall at Wayland Academy. Both these centres are in need of 
modernisation. The option for Watton would be to re-provide one of these centres with a four court 
sports hall of 34.5m x 20m and to ensure there is a committed programme of access for community 
and club use at the chosen venue.  

9.17 How much of the Breckland demand for sports halls can be met?     

9.18 This is based on the location and catchment area of sports halls and includes sports halls in 
neighbouring authorities where the catchment area extends into Breckland.    

9.19 The findings are that in in 2016 some 82% of the Breckland total demand for sports halls can be 
met. This increases to 83% with the slightly larger sports hall option at Attleborough and the new 
sports hall in Swaffham options. In 2031 with increased demand from the 2031 population satisfied 
demand is the lowest at just below 82%. Finally the option of the new sports hall in Dereham leads 
to an estimate of 83% of total demand being met.  

9.20 So across the options form 2016 to 2031 satisfied, or, met demand is quite high with over eight out 
of ten visits to a sports hall being accommodated. Car travel is the dominate travel mode (20 
minutes’ drive time catchment area) to sports halls with between 90% - 91% of all visits  

9.21 The percentage of visits by walkers (20 minutes/1mile catchment area) averages 6%. The 
percentage of visits by public transport (15 minutes catchment area), averages 3% in both years.  
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How much of the Breckland demand for sports halls is retained in Breckland?  

9.22 This is based on the catchment area of sports halls and residents using the nearest sports hall to 
where they live - known as retained demand.  

9.23 Retained demand is very high and in 2016 total retained demand is 77% of the total Breckland 
demand which is met. Put another way, just under eight out of ten visits to a sports hall by a 
Breckland resident is to a sports hall in the authority. 

9.24 Retained demand increases quite significantly with the option of the new and slightly larger sports 
hall at Attleborough and the option of a new sports hall at Swaffham. Retained demand is just 
under 84% of the total demand for sports halls by Breckland residents which is met. This represents 
an increase of over 6% over the 2016 percentage. The reason for the increase is because the sports 
halls are new and they have a draw effect of modern and accessible sports halls, when compared 
with the existing venues. Retained demand increases to 83% by 2031 and to 86% with the option of 
the new sports hall in Dereham. 

9.25 Overall, the retained demand findings are showing that the location and catchment area of the 
sports halls in both 2016 and 2031 are very well placed to retain the vast majority of the Breckland 
demand for sports halls. Changes in the location of the sports halls is unlikely to increase the level 
of the Breckland demand for sports halls met inside the authority.    

How much of the Breckland demand for sports halls is exported and where does it go? 

9.26 The residual of satisfied demand, after retained demand is exported demand. The range of exported 
demand is 22% of the Breckland demand exported in 2016, reducing to 14% by the time of the 
option of the new sports hall in Dereham. With this option, exported demand equates to 4 
badminton courts. 

9.27 The destination and scale of the Breckland exported demand for this option shows that the highest 
export of demand is to South Norfolk at 40% of the total 14% of demand exported. Then 25% is 
exported to Forest Heath, with 19% exported to St Edmondsbury, 9% to Broadland. 5% to North 
Norfolk and the balance to Kings Lynn and West Norfolk and Mid Suffolk. 

9.28 So even with the option of a new and larger sports hall at Attleborough, there is still some 
Breckland demand for sports halls in 2031 which is located closer to the Wymondham sports halls 
sites than the Attleborough site, it is however small in scale at around 1 badminton court. 

How much unmet demand for sports halls is there? 

9.29 Unmet demand has two definitions, demand which cannot be met because (1) there is too much 
demand for any particular sports hall within its catchment area; or (2) the demand is located outside 
the catchment area of a sports hall and is then classified as unmet demand.    
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9.30 Unmet demand in 2016 equates to just over 6 badminton courts and is unchanged in 2031.  In terms 
of the different types of unmet demand, the amount of demand outside catchment is by far the 
larger, it being between 70% - 71% of total unmet demand and just over 4 badminton courts.  

9.31 Unmet demand outside catchment will always exist because it is not possible to get universal 
geographic coverage whereby all areas of an authority are inside the catchment area of a sports 
hall. This is especially true in an area with such a large land area as Breckland. The 20 minute drive 
time catchment is 20 minutes, for public transport it is 15 minutes and for walking it is 20 
minutes/1mile.  

9.32 The key finding is not that unmet demand from this definition exists but the scale and if it is 
concentrated in any one area? Unmet demand is highest in the periphery of the authority to the 
south and west of Breckland and the Forest Heath and Kings Lynn and West Norfolk boundaries, it 
totals between 1 – 2 badminton courts.  Unmet demand because of lack of sports hall capacity 
represents around 2 badminton courts.   

9.33 How full are the sports halls? 

9.34 In 2016 and in 2031 with the new sports hall provision options, the used capacity of the sports halls 
is above the 80% sports halls full comfort level which is a Sport England measure.  The range is 
88% of capacity used in 2016 to 83% with the new sports hall in Dereham option. These are the 
authority wide findings and the estimated used capacity for each of the individual sports hall sites 
does vary.  

9.35 The Breckland centre in Thetford, the Dereham Centre and then the new sports halls at 
Attleborough, Swaffham and Dereham are all at 100% of capacity used at the peak times. There are 
lower estimated used capacity at the education venues, with Dereham Neatherd High School at 
27% and Wayland Academy at 22% of sports hall capacity used at peak times.  

9.36 There are several reasons why the percentage of used capacity can vary and it is important to set 
these out and not just view the percentage figures. The reasons are:  

• The amount of demand located in the catchment area of a sports hall, this will vary and 
impact on how well used any particular sports hall. This could be the explanation for the 
high used capacity at Thetford and at Attleborough. They are the areas of the authority with 
the highest demand for sports halls and there are no competing sports halls in the catchment 
area of these centres. 

• The age and condition of the sports hall. Older sports halls have less appeal and if 
participants can access more modern sports halls with a sprung timber floor, high quality 
lighting and modern changing accommodation, then older venues can become a disincentive 
to participate, resulting in lower usage. This could explain the reasons for the lower 
estimated used capacity at the two education venues. They are the oldest sites with the 
Neatherd High School sports hall having opened in 1975 and was modernised in 2009. The 
Wayland Academy venue opened in 1960 and according to the data has not been 
modernised. Also the Wayland Academy site is also a smaller 3 court sports hall.   
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• The type of sports hall programme and also a programme that does or does not fit into the 
times residents can use it, so there is less of a draw. The education venues are only 
programmed and available for club use not public use. So this will reduce the potential usage 
of the centres and is likely to be another reason for the lower used capacities at these venues.  

Overall summary  

9.37 The evidence base work preceding the facilities planning model work (fpm) had identified a need 
for a replacement and larger sports hall in Attleborough, plus a replacement sports hall in 
Swaffham.  

9.38 Based on the age of the current venues and the supply and demand findings, it was decided to 
model the impact of replacing these centres by 2020. The fpm findings do justify the provision of 
these new venues with a 6 badminton court sports hall in Attleborough and a 4 court sports hall in 
Swaffham. 

9.39 The fpm work has also identified that the demand for sports halls by Breckland residents does 
exceed supply in 2016 and in 2031. This is based on the 2016 demand, the projected population 
growth, and the residential development up to 2031, all contributing to the increase in demand for 
sports halls. The provision option of a new 4 badminton court size sports hall in Dereham, located 
on an education site is supported by the fpm assessment.  

9.40 Unmet demand for sports halls based on the catchment area of sports halls (and including sports 
halls in neighbouring authorities, where their catchment area extends into Breckland), means that 
unmet demand equates to around 6 badminton courts in both 2016 and in 2031. Of this total, 4 
courts is created by demand located outside the catchment area of a sports halls and 2 courts from 
lack of sports hall capacity.  

9.41 The unmet demand from lack of access is dispersed across the authority and is highest in the 
periphery of Breckland in the south and west of the authority but only between 1-2 badminton 
courts. The reminder is dispersed in low values across the authority. There is no one area of 
Breckland that has sufficient unmet demand from lack of access to consider further provision of 
sports hall sites to those that exist, or, have been modelled.  

9.42  A modern supply of sports halls does have a “draw effect” and leads to more of the Breckland 
demand being retained inside the authority. This, along with the projected increase in demand from 
population growth is creating the projected high usage level of the sports halls.   

Conclusions from the fpm assessment  

9.43 Overall, the fpm assessment does support the need for the provision of replacement sports halls at 
Attleborough and Swaffham and with a larger sports hall at Attleborough by 2020. This is based on 
the demand now and the age of the existing venues which is limiting their potential to meet 
demand.  

9.44 Furthermore, the fpm assessment does support the need for increased provision of a further 
community size four badminton court size sports hall in Dereham by 2031 and located on a school 
site. This is based on the projected increase in demand for sports halls up to 2031. 
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9.45 Modernisation of a sports hall in Watton will enhance the quality of the sports hall provision in the 
town. This could be either the Wayland Academy sports hall or the Watton Sports Centre sports 
hall. Finally, continued modernisation of the sports halls at Dereham Leisure Centre and the 
Breckland Leisure Centre in Thetford will be part of the Council’s contract with the facility 
management company.    



 

38 

Appendix 1: Sports halls across the study area included in the assessment. 
Run 4 2031 

Name of Site Type Dimensions Area 

No 
of 

cour
ts 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site 
Year 
Refur

b 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

% of 
Capacity 

Not 
Used 

Car % 
Demand 

Public 
Transport 

% 
Demand 

Walk % 
Demand 

BRECKLAND       83% 17% 90% 3% 7% 
BRECKLAND LEISURE 

CENTRE AND 
WATERWORLD 

Main 36 x 18 648 4 1974 2013 100% 0% 88% 2% 10% 

DEREHAM LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 
 

594 4 2007 
 

100% 0% 87% 4% 9% 

DEREHAM NEATHERD 
HIGH SCHOOL 

Main 
 

594 4 1975 2009 27% 73% 89% 4% 8% 

NEW ATTLEBOROUGH 
SPORTS HALL 

Main 34 x 27 932 6 2020 
 

100% 0% 91% 3% 7% 

NEW SPORTS HALL IN 
DEREHAM 

Main 34 x 20 690 4 2031 
 

100% 0% 91% 3% 6% 

NEW SWAFFHAM 
SPORTS HALL 

Main 34 x 20 690 4 2020 
 

100% 0% 93% 2% 5% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY Main 27 x 17 459 3 1960 
 

55% 45% 90% 4% 7% 

WAYLAND ACADEMY 
Activity 

Hall 
18 x 10 180 

        
BROADLAND       73% 27% 86% 6% 8% 

AYLSHAM HIGH SCHOOL Main 33 x 18 594 4 1960 
 

54% 46% 92% 2% 6% 
AYLSHAM HIGH SCHOOL Main 27 x 18 486 

        
BOB CARTER CENTRE Main 

 
594 4 1979 2008 76% 24% 89% 5% 7% 

HELLESDON HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 2007 
 

81% 19% 86% 9% 5% 

HELLESDON HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

HELLESDON HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

LANGLEY 
PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

Main 
 

810 5 1980 
 

69% 31% 79% 7% 14% 

SPROWSTON SPORTS 
HALL & SWIMMING 

POOL 
Main 33 x 17 561 4 1960 

 
78% 22% 80% 6% 14% 

SPROWSTON SPORTS 
HALL & SWIMMING 

POOL 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

TAVERHAM HALL 
PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 2009 
 

42% 58% 95% 4% 2% 

TAVERHAM HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 2007 
 

100% 0% 91% 3% 6% 

KINGS LYNN & WEST 
NORFOLK       77% 23% 87% 5% 8% 

DOWNHAM MARKET 
LEISURE CENTRE 

Main 37 x 18 659 4 1994 
 

100% 0% 94% 2% 4% 

KING EDWARD VII 
ACADEMY 

Main 33 x 17 561 4 1991 
 

87% 13% 84% 6% 10% 

KING EDWARD VII 
ACADEMY 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

KINGS LYNN ACADEMY Main 33 x 17 561 4 1985 1995 56% 44% 84% 6% 10% 

KINGS LYNN ACADEMY 
Activity 

Hall 
18 x 10 180 

        
LYNNSPORT & LEISURE 

PARK 
Main 36 x 32 1152 8 1991 2002 82% 18% 85% 7% 9% 

LYNNSPORT & LEISURE Activity 
 

37 
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Name of Site Type Dimensions Area 

No 
of 

cour
ts 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site 
Year 
Refur

b 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

% of 
Capacity 

Not 
Used 

Car % 
Demand 

Public 
Transport 

% 
Demand 

Walk % 
Demand 

PARK Hall 
SMITHDON HIGH 

SCHOOL 
Main 27 x 17 459 3 1970 2006 60% 40% 91% 3% 6% 

SMITHDON HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

ST CLEMENTS HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Main 27 x 17 459 3 1980 
 

100% 0% 87% 3% 11% 

NORTH NORFOLK       89% 11% 92% 3% 5% 
CROMER SPORTS 

CENTRE 
Main 33 x 18 594 4 1980 2005 91% 9% 88% 5% 7% 

FAKENHAM SPORTS & 
FITNESS CENTRE 

Main 
 

594 4 2004 
 

100% 0% 95% 2% 3% 

GRESHAMS HIGH 
SCHOOL 

Main 40 x 19 760 5 1960 
 

78% 22% 94% 3% 3% 

NORTH WALSHAM 
SPORTS CENTRE 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 1987 2008 91% 9% 90% 3% 7% 

NORTH WALSHAM 
SPORTS CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

STALHAM SPORTS 
CENTRE 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 1980 2007 88% 12% 92% 2% 6% 

SOUTH NORFOLK 
    

 
 

48% 52% 89% 4% 7% 
EASTON SPORTS & 

CONFERENCE CENTRE 
Main 37 x 18 666 4 1998 

 
31% 69% 91% 5% 4% 

FRAMINGHAM EARL 
HIGH SCHOOL SPORTS 

CENTRE 
Main 33 x 18 594 4 2005 

 
69% 31% 93% 4% 3% 

FRAMINGHAM EARL 
HIGH SCHOOL SPORTS 

CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall  

180 
        

FRAMINGHAM EARL 
HIGH SCHOOL SPORTS 

CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall  

180 
        

HETHERSETT ACADEMY Main 33 x 18 594 4 1975 2006 27% 73% 85% 5% 10% 

HETHERSETT ACADEMY 
Activity 

Hall 
17 x 9 153 

        
HETHERSETT OLD HALL 

SCHOOL 
Main 33 x 17 561 4 1955 

 
23% 77% 89% 4% 7% 

HETHERSETT OLD HALL 
SCHOOL 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

HINGHAM SPORTS AND 
SOCIAL CLUB 

Main 27 x 18 486 3 1990 2004 46% 54% 90% 2% 7% 

HOBART HIGH SCHOOL Main 33 x 18 594 4 2006 
 

94% 6% 86% 3% 12% 
LANGLEY SCHOOL Main 33 x 17 561 4 1946 

 
25% 75% 96% 3% 1% 

LONG STRATTON 
LEISURE CENTRE 

Main 35 x 17 595 4 1983 2010 100% 0% 93% 1% 6% 

WYMONDHAM COLLEGE Main 33 x 17 561 4 1970 2001 26% 74% 89% 2% 9% 

WYMONDHAM COLLEGE 
Activity 

Hall 
18 x 10 180 

        
WYMONDHAM LEISURE 

CENTRE 
Main 40 x 21 840 6 1992 2015 75% 25% 86% 4% 10% 

YMCA (TROWSE) Main 
 

594 4 0 
 

62% 38% 87% 8% 6% 
FORSET HEATH 

      
100% 0% 91% 2% 7% 

BRANDON LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 1991 2002 100% 0% 92% 2% 6% 

DOME LEISURE CENTRE Main 33 x 18 594 4 1984 
 

100% 0% 95% 1% 3% 

DOME LEISURE CENTRE 
Activity 

Hall  
180 
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Name of Site Type Dimensions Area 

No 
of 

cour
ts 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site 
Year 
Refur

b 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

% of 
Capacity 

Not 
Used 

Car % 
Demand 

Public 
Transport 

% 
Demand 

Walk % 
Demand 

NEWMARKET LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 32 x 18 576 4 2009 
 

100% 0% 77% 3% 20% 

NEWMARKET LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

MID SUFFOLK       79% 21% 93% 2% 5% 
CLAYDON HIGH SCHOOL Main 33 x 18 594 4 1960 2010 39% 61% 83% 4% 13% 
DEBENHAM SPORTS AND 

LEISURE 
Main 32 x 17 544 4 1988 2007 42% 58% 93% 2% 5% 

FINBOROUGH SCHOOL Main 
 

594 4 2014 
 

100% 0% 93% 3% 3% 
HARTISMERE SPORTS 

CENTRE 
Main 

 
486 3 1981 

 
94% 6% 98% 1% 1% 

HARTISMERE SPORTS 
CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall  

324 
        

MID SUFFOLK LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 1973 2001 100% 0% 86% 4% 10% 

STOWUPLAND SPORTS 
CENTRE 

Main 
 

486 3 1975 
 

90% 10% 91% 3% 5% 

THURSTON COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE 

Main 
 

594 4 1974 2005 100% 0% 94% 2% 4% 

WATTISHAM STATION Main 
 

486 3 2001 
 

65% 35% 92% 2% 7% 
St EDMONDSBURY 

      
66% 34% 86% 4% 10% 

BURY ST EDMUNDS 
COUNTY UPPER SCHOOL 

Main 30 x 18 540 3 1960 2004 52% 48% 79% 5% 16% 

BURY ST EDMUNDS 
COUNTY UPPER SCHOOL 

Activity 
Hall  

180 
        

CASTLE MANOR 
ACADEMY 

Main 27 x 17 459 3 1975 
 

44% 56% 79% 4% 18% 

CASTLE MANOR 
ACADEMY 

Activity 
Hall  

180 
        

CASTLE MANOR 
ACADEMY 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

CULFORD SPORTS AND 
TENNIS CENTRE 

Main 51 x 18 918 6 1992 
 

41% 59% 95% 3% 2% 

HAVERHILL LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Main 45 x 18 810 5 1971 2015 81% 19% 84% 4% 12% 

HAVERHILL LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall 

17 x 9 153 
        

HAVERHILL LEISURE 
CENTRE 

Activity 
Hall 

17 x 9 153 
        

HOWARD MIDDLE 
SCHOOL 

Main 
 

486 3 1970 2012 51% 49% 74% 5% 21% 

KING EDWARD VI 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND 

SPORTS COLLEGE 
Main 33 x 17 561 4 1972 2005 66% 34% 85% 6% 10% 

KING EDWARD VI 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND 

SPORTS COLLEGE 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

KING EDWARD VI 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND 

SPORTS COLLEGE 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

KING EDWARD VI 
CHURCH OF ENGLAND 

SPORTS COLLEGE 

Activity 
Hall 

18 x 10 180 
        

MORETON HALL 
PREPARATORY SCHOOL 

Main 33 x 18 594 4 1985 
 

86% 14% 84% 4% 12% 

RAF HONINGTON Main 33 x 18 594 4 1995 2009 100% 0% 89% 1% 10% 
SAMUEL WARD Main 

 
486 3 1978 

 
42% 58% 88% 4% 9% 
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Name of Site Type Dimensions Area 

No 
of 

cour
ts 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site 
Year 
Refur

b 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

% of 
Capacity 

Not 
Used 

Car % 
Demand 

Public 
Transport 

% 
Demand 

Walk % 
Demand 

ACADEMY 
SKYLINER SPORTS 

CENTRE 
Main 34 x 20 690 4 2017 

 
100% 0% 91% 3% 5% 

STOUR VALLEY 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL 

Main 45 x 35 1575 3 1956 2011 94% 6% 91% 3% 6% 
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Appendix 2 – Model description, Inclusion Criteria and Model 
Parameters 
 
Included within this appendix are the following: 

• Model description 

• Facility Inclusion Criteria 

• Model Parameters 

Model Description 

1. Background 

1.1 The Facilities Planning Model (FPM) is a computer-based supply/demand model, which has been 
developed by Edinburgh University in conjunction with sportscotland and Sport England since the 
1980s.  

1.2 The model is a tool to help to assess the strategic provision of community sports facilities in an 
area. It is currently applicable for use in assessing the provision of sports halls, swimming pools, 
indoor bowls centres and artificial grass pitches. 

2. Use of FPM 

2.1 Sport England uses the FPM as one of its principal tools in helping to assess the strategic need for 
certain community sports facilities. The FPM has been developed as a means of: 

• assessing requirements for different types of community sports facilities on a local, regional 
or national scale; 

• helping local authorities to determine an adequate level of sports facility provision to meet 
their local needs; 

• helping to identify strategic gaps in the provision of sports facilities; and 

• comparing alternative options for planned provision, taking account of changes in demand 
and supply. This includes testing the impact of opening, relocating and closing facilities, and 
the likely impact of population changes on the needs for sports facilities. 

2.2 Its current use is limited to those sports facility types for which Sport England holds substantial 
demand data, i.e. swimming pools, sports halls, indoor bowls and artificial grass pitches. 

2.3 The FPM has been used in the assessment of Lottery funding bids for community facilities, and as 
a principal planning tool to assist local authorities in planning for the provision of community 
sports facilities. For example, the FPM was used to help assess the impact of a 50m swimming pool 
development in the London Borough of Hillingdon. The Council invested £22 million in the sports 
and leisure complex around this pool and received funding of £2,025,000 from the London 
Development Agency and £1,500,000 from Sport England1. 

 

                                                 
1 Award made in 2007/08 year. 
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3. How the model works 

3.1 In its simplest form, the model seeks to assess whether the capacity of existing facilities for a 
particular sport is capable of meeting local demand for that sport, taking into account how far 
people are prepared to travel to such a facility. 

3.2 In order to do this, the model compares the number of facilities (supply) within an area, against the 
demand for that facility (demand) that the local population will produce, similar to other social 
gravity models.    

3.3 To do this, the FPM works by converting both demand (in terms of people), and supply (facilities), 
into a single comparable unit. This unit is ‘visits per week in the peak period’ (VPWPP).  Once 
converted, demand and supply can be compared. 

3.4 The FPM uses a set of parameters to define how facilities are used and by whom. These parameters 
are primarily derived from a combination of data including actual user surveys from a range of sites 
across the country in areas of good supply, together with participation survey data. These surveys 
provide core information on the profile of users, such as, the age and gender of users, how often 
they visit, the distance travelled, duration of stay, and on the facilities themselves, such as, 
programming, peak times of use, and capacity of facilities.   

3.5 This survey information is combined with other sources of data to provide a set of model 
parameters for each facility type. The original core user data for halls and pools comes from the 
National Halls and Pools survey undertaken in 1996. This data formed the basis for the National 
Benchmarking Service (NBS). For AGPs, the core data used comes from the user survey of AGPs 
carried out in 2005/6 jointly with Sportscotland.  

3.6 User survey data from the NBS and other appropriate sources are used to update the models 
parameters on a regular basis.  The parameters are set out at the end of the document, and the range 
of the main source data used by the model includes: 

• National Halls & Pools survey data –Sport England 

• Benchmarking Service User Survey data –Sport England 

• UK 2000 Time Use Survey – ONS 

• General Household Survey – ONS 

• Scottish Omnibus Surveys – Sport Scotland 

• Active People Survey - Sport England 

• STP User Survey - Sport England & Sportscotland 

• Football participation -  The FA 

• Young People & Sport in England – Sport England 

• Hockey Fixture data -  Fixtures Live  

• Taking Part Survey – DCMS 
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4. Calculating Demand 

4.1 This is calculated by applying the user information from the parameters, as referred to above, to the 
population2. This produces the number of visits for that facility that will be demanded by the 
population.  

4.2 Depending on the age and gender make-up of the population, this will affect the number of visits an 
area will generate. In order to reflect the different population make-up of the country, the FPM 
calculates demand based on the smallest census groupings.  These are Output Areas (OA)3.  

4.3 The use of OAs in the calculation of demand ensures that the FPM is able to reflect and portray 
differences in demand in areas at the most sensitive level based on available census information.  
Each OA used is given a demand value in VPWPP by the FPM. 

5. Calculating Supply Capacity 

5.1 A facility’s capacity varies depending on its size (i.e. size of pool, hall, pitch number), and how 
many hours the facility is available for use by the community.   

5.2 The FPM calculates a facility’s capacity by applying each of the capacity factors taken from the 
model parameters, such as the assumptions made as to how many ‘visits’ can be accommodated by 
the particular facility at any one time. Each facility is then given a capacity figure in VPWPP. (See 
parameters in Section C). 

5.3 Based on travel time information4 taken from the user survey, the FPM then calculates how much 
demand would be met by the particular facility having regard to its capacity and how much demand 
is within the facility’s catchment.  The FPM includes an important feature of spatial interaction.  
This feature takes account of the location and capacity of all the facilities, having regard to their 
location and the size of demand and assesses whether the facilities are in the right place to meet the 
demand. 

5.4 It is important to note that the FPM does not simply add up the total demand within an area, and 
compare that to the total supply within the same area. This approach would not take account of the 
spatial aspect of supply against demand in a particular area.  For example, if an area had a total 
demand for 5 facilities, and there were currently 6 facilities within the area, it would be too 
simplistic to conclude that there was an oversupply of 1 facility, as this approach would not take 
account of whether the 5 facilities are in the correct location for local people to use them within 
that area. It might be that all the facilities were in one part of the borough, leaving other areas under 
provided.  An assessment of this kind would not reflect the true picture of provision.  The FPM is 
able to assess supply and demand within an area based on the needs of the population within that 
area. 

5.5 In making calculations as to supply and demand, visits made to sports facilities are not artificially 
restricted or calculated by reference to administrative boundaries, such as local authority areas.  
Users are generally expected to use their closest facility.  The FPM reflects this through analysing 
the location of demand against the location of facilities, allowing for cross boundary movement of 

                                                 
2 For example, it is estimated that 7.72% of 16-24 year old males will demand to use an AGP, 1.67 times a week. This calculation is 
done separately for the 12 age/gender groupings.  
3 Census Output Areas (OA) are the smallest grouping of census population data, and provides the population information on which 
the FPM’s demand parameters are applied. A demand figure can then be calculated for each OA based on the population profile. 
There are over 171,300 OAs in England.  An OA has a target value of 125 households per OA.  
     
4 To reflect the fact that as distance to a facility increases, fewer visits are made, the FPM uses a travel time distance decay curve, 
where the majority of users travel up to 20 minutes.  The FPM also takes account of the road network when calculating travel times.  
Car ownership levels, taken from Census data, are also taken into account when calculating how people will travel to facilities.   
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visits.  For example, if a facility is on the boundary of a local authority, users will generally be 
expected to come from the population living close to the facility, but who may be in an adjoining 
authority. 

6. Facility Attractiveness – for halls and pools only 

6.1 Not all facilities are the same and users will find certain facilities more attractive to use than others.  
The model attempts to reflect this by introducing an attractiveness weighting factor, which effects 
the way visits are distributed between facilities. Attractiveness however, is very subjective. 
Currently weightings are only used for hall and pool modelling, with a similar approach for AGPs 
is being developed. 

6.2 Attractiveness weightings are based on the following: 

• Age/refurbishment weighting – pools & halls - the older a facility is, the less attractive it will 
be to users. It is recognised that this is a general assumption and that there may be examples 
where older facilities are more attractive than newly built ones due to excellent local 
management, programming and sports development.  Additionally, the date of any 
significant refurbishment is also included within the weighting factor; however, the 
attractiveness is set lower than a new build of the same year. It is assumed that a 
refurbishment that is older than 20 years will have a minimal impact on the facilities 
attractiveness.   The information on year built/refurbished is taken from Active Places.  A 
graduated curve is used to allocate the attractiveness weighting by year. This curve levels off 
at around 1920 with a 20% weighting.  The refurbishment weighting is slightly lower than 
the new built year equivalent. 

• Management & ownership weighting – halls only - due to the large number of halls being 
provided by the education sector, an assumption is made that in general, these halls will not 
provide as balanced a program than halls run by LAs, trusts, etc, with school halls more 
likely to be used by teams and groups through block booking.    A less balanced programme 
is assumed to be less attractive to a general, pay & play user, than a standard local authority 
leisure centre sports hall, with a wider range of activities on offer. 

6.3 To reflect this, two weightings curves are used for education and non-education halls, a high 
weighted curve, and a lower weighted curve; 

• High weighted curve - includes Non education management - better balanced programme, 
more attractive. 

• Lower weighted curve - includes Educational owned & managed halls, less attractive. 

6.4 Commercial facilities – halls and pools - whilst there are relatively few sports halls provided by the 
commercial sector, an additional weighing factor is incorporated within the model to reflect the 
cost element often associated with commercial facilities.  For each population output area the 
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) score is used to limit whether people will use commercial 
facilities. The assumption is that the higher the IMD score (less affluence) the less likely the 
population of the OA would choose to go to a commercial facility.   

 

7. Comfort Factor – halls and pools  
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7.1 As part of the modelling process, each facility is given a maximum number of visits it can 
accommodate, based on its size, the number of hours it’s available for community use and the ‘at 
one time capacity’ figure ( pools =1 user /6m2 , halls = 6 users /court).  This is gives each facility a 
“theoretical capacity”.    

7.2 If the facilities were full to their theoretical capacity then there would simply not be the space to 
undertake the activity comfortably. In addition, there is a need to take account of a range of 
activities taking place which have different numbers of users, for example, aqua aerobics will have 
significantly more participants, than lane swimming sessions. Additionally, there may be times and 
sessions that, whilst being within the peak period, are less busy and so will have fewer users.      

7.3 To account of these factors the notion of a ‘comfort factor’ is applied within the model.  For 
swimming pools 70%, and for sports halls 80%, of its theoretical capacity is considered as being 
the limit where the facility starts to become uncomfortably busy. (Currently, the comfort factor is 
NOT applied to AGPs due to the fact they are predominantly used by teams, which have a set 
number of players and so the notion of having ‘less busy’ pitch is not applicable.)  

7.4 The comfort factor is used in two ways; 

• Utilised Capacity - How well used is a facility?  ‘Utilised capacity’ figures for facilities are 
often seen as being very low, 50-60%, however, this needs to be put into context with 70-
80% comfort factor levels for pools and halls.  The closer utilised capacity gets to the 
comfort factor level, the busier the facilities are becoming.   You should not aim to have 
facilities operating at 100% of their theoretical capacity, as this would mean that every 
session throughout the peak period would be being used to its maximum capacity. This 
would be both unrealistic in operational terms and unattractive to users. 

• Adequately meeting Unmet Demand – the comfort factor is also used to increase the amount 
of facilities that are needed to comfortably meet the unmet demand. If this comfort factor is 
not added, then any facilities provided will be operating at its maximum theoretical capacity, 
which is not desirable as a set out above.    

8. Utilised Capacity (used capacity) 

8.1 Following on from Comfort Factor section, here is more guidance on Utilised Capacity. 

8.2 Utilised capacity refers to how much of facilities theoretical capacity is being used. This can, at 
first, appear to be unrealistically low, with area figures being in the 50-60% region. Without any 
further explanation, it would appear that facilities are half empty.  The key point is not to see a 
facilities theoretical maximum capacity (100%) as being an optimum position.  This, in practise, 
would mean that a facility would need to be completely full every hour it was open in the peak 
period.  This would be both unrealistic from an operational perspective and undesirable from a 
user’s perspective, as the facility would completely full.  

8.3 For example:  

A 25m, 4 lane pool has Theoretical capacity of 2260 per week, during 52 hour peak period. 
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8.4 Usage of a pool will vary throughout the evening, with some sessions being busier than others 
though programming, such as, an aqua-aerobics session between 7-8pm, lane swimming between 
8-9pm. Other sessions will be quieter, such as between 9-10pm.    This pattern of use would give a 
total of 143 swims taking place.   However, the pool’s maximum capacity is 264 visits throughout 
the evening.  In this instance the pools utilised capacity for the evening would be 54%. 

8.5 As a guide, 70% utilised capacity is used to indicate that pools are becoming busy, and 80% for 
sports halls.  This should be seen only as a guide to help flag up when facilities are becoming 
busier, rather than a ‘hard threshold’. 

9. Travel times Catchments 

9.1 The model uses travel times to define facility catchments in terms of driving and walking.  

9.2 The Ordnance Survey (OS) Integrated Transport Network (ITN) for roads has been used to 
calculate the off-peak drive times between facilities and the population, observing one-way and 
turn restrictions which apply, and taking into account delays at junctions and car parking.  Each 
street in the network is assigned a speed for car travel based on the attributes of the road, such as 
the width of the road, and geographical location of the road, for example the density of properties 
along the street. These travel times have been derived through national survey work, and so are 
based on actual travel patterns of users. The road speeds used for Inner & Outer London Boroughs 
have been further enhanced by data from the Department of Transport. 

9.3 The walking catchment uses the OS Urban Path Network to calculate travel times along paths and 
roads, excluding motorways and trunk roads. A standard walking speed of 3 mph is used for all 
journeys 

9.4 The model includes three different modes of travel, by car, public transport & walking.  Car access 
is also taken into account, in areas of lower access to a car, the model reduces the number of visits 
made by car, and increases those made on foot. 

9.5 Overall, surveys have shown that the majority of visits made to swimming pools, sports halls and 
AGPs are made by car, with a significant minority of visits to pools and sports halls being made on 
foot. 

 

 4-5pm 5-6pm 6-7pm 7-8pm 8-9pm 9-10pm Total Visits 
for the 
evening 

Theoretical max 
capacity 

44 44 44 44 44 44 264 

Actual Usage 8 30 35 50 15 5 143 
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9.6 The model includes a distance decay function; where the further a user is from a facility, the less 

likely they will travel.  The set out below is the survey data with  the % of visits made within each 
of the travel times, which shows that almost 90% of all visits, both car borne or walking, are made 
within 20 minutes.  Hence, 20 minutes is often used as a rule of thumb for catchments for sports 
halls and pools. 

 

 

 

 Facility  Car Walking Public transport 

Swimming Pool 76% 15% 9% 

Sports Hall 77% 15% 8% 

AGP  
Combined 
Football 
Hockey 

 
83% 
79% 
96% 

 
14% 
17% 
2% 

 
3% 
3% 
2% 

  
Sport halls 

 
Swimming Pools  

Minutes Car Walk Car Walk 

0-10 62% 61% 58% 57% 

10-20 29% 26% 32% 31% 

20 -40 8% 11% 9% 11% 
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