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Section 4 - Unsatisfactory design for the northern part of the site

BANG understands the need to replace Tapton Hall of residence on the northern part
of the site and we welcome this redevelopment, provided that the design of the new
buildings is compatible with the Broomhill Conservation Area, and a high proportion

of the accommodation is for families.

Sheffield’s UDP policies BE5, BE15 and BE16 require that the development of this
site should preserve and enhance the character of the Conservation Area.
Broomhill's conservation area management plan states that ‘Major new development
should aspire to the quality of design and execution, related to its context, which may
be valued in the future. This neither implies nor precludes working in traditional or
new ways, but will normally involve respecting values established through

assessment of the significance of the area’.

In terms of context, the location of the site provides a multiplicity of examples of
housing styles in its immediate vicinity. To the west and south are the large,
individually-designed Victorian villas of Taptonville Road and Crescent, built at very
low densities of less than 10 per hectare. To the north and east, there are several
roads with small Victorian terraced houses, finished in brick or stone in a range of
designs, and built in straight lines at high densities of ~50 per hectare. Examples of
this high-density housing are found in Lydgate Lane, Spooner Road, Hoole Road and
Pisgah House Road (Figure 4.1). To the west, between Crookes Road and the site
boundary, there is an enclave of late Georgian cottages in short terraces or pairs,
built in a differing orientations with no dominant street pattern. These cottages are
built from brick with a rendered finish, around small gardens and courtyards.
Photographs of examples of the nearby cottages are shown in Figure 4.2.

The ‘design concept’ for the development produced for the appellants discusses
‘context’ but its discussion is almost entirely referenced to just two streets —
Taptonville Road and Hallamgate Road. As we have seen, these streets are low-
density areas with large detached villas. Yet this has formed the design context for a
proposed development of 95 new houses and apartments on the northern part of the

site — an area of only 1.81 Ha — at a density of 52 ‘units’ per Ha. BANG would argue
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that if the intention is to build a development that reflects the local context, at the
densities proposed it would be better to anchor the design to the higher-density parts
of the conservation area. If this could not be done, an alternative approach worthy of
such a sensitive site might have been an innovative contemporary development; an
opportunity perhaps for Sheffield University to showcase some of its expertise in eco-
friendly design and sustainable building technology.

The appellants’ earlier development proposals (revisions c-d) were reviewed by two
expert groups, the Sheffield Conservation Advisory Group (SCAG), and the Urban
Design Review Panel (UDRP). Both groups were highly critical of the proposals and
felt that they failed to either reflect the design context of the surrounding
Conservation Area, or to propose a high-quality contemporary alternative. The
minutes of the meetings at which the proposals were discussed are attached as
evidence as they provide expert opinion on the inadequacy of the current

development proposals (see Attachments 1 and 2).

Finally, BANG'’s concern that the development should provide predominantly family
housing is based on the desirability of redressing the severe demographic imbalance
in the local population that has been noted in recent census data. This demographic
imbalance has many negative consequences, such as the very high volumes of
traffic associated with the long-distance transportation of children to Broomhill's many
schools. BANG would like to see much more emphasis given to creating a child- and
family-friendly environment on this site so as to contribute to the SDF objectives ‘For
urban areas that look good and work well’ and to support the sustainability of the

wider Broomhill neighbourhood.



Section 4 Figures:

Section 4

Page 28

4.1: Photographs of higher-density Victorian housing in the vicinity of the site

Lydgate Lane

Pisgah House Road

Spooner Road
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4.2: Photographs of Georgian cottages to the east of the site, near Crookes Road
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Section 5: Ecology and protected species

Procedural failings

Sheffield City Council’s website'® gives the following guidance for developers

“

submitting planning applications: “... if they have a significant local ecological
impact, the applicant will be required to submit a Biodiversity survey and report. This
report should: assess the impact; provide details of any mitigation and enhancement
measures proposed; justify any unavoidable impacts; and include proposals for the
long term maintenance and management of any remaining areas of biodiversity

value.”

The appellants’ original planning application for this site was submitted with an
Ecology Report™! prepared by expert consultants following survey work carried out
during the winter of 2004. This preliminary report concluded that further survey work
during the summer months would be needed to make a proper assessment of the
protected species thought to be present on the site. However, no further ecology
report was submitted by the appellants before the development scheme (Revision €e)
went before the LPA planning board in October 2007. Ecology considerations did not
feature in the planning board’s deliberations, and were glossed over by the following
very brief summary in the council planning officer’s report'?: “An Ecological Report
has been submitted in support of the application which addressed the flora and fauna
of the site. It was recommended that, where possible, habitat suitable for breeding
birds are retained, further survey work for protected species is carried out which

would be controlled by conditions and the retention of mature trees.”

It appears therefore that the LPA did not require the appellant to follow its own
guidance in this case. Worse, it was prepared to recommend a planning decision
without a proper assessment of local ecological impact, assuming that these matters
could be dealt with through planning conditions, even where protected species were
thought likely to be present. In fact the appellants had commissioned further ecology
survey work on the site in June 2007, though this later and much fuller report was not
submitted to the council prior to the planning board meeting and LPA decision. A

1% sheffield City Council website, guidance on plamgnapplications viebpages
* Baker Shepherd Gillespie Ecology report 20@6x link
12 Officer's report to planning boartjox link
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copy of the later 2007 Ecology Report was obtained by BANG early in 2008, by
means of an FOI request to Sheffield University. Subsequently the LPA was also
given a copy of the updated Ecology Report by the appellant, following a meeting
between the two parties in March 2008, and it has recently been made publicly

available through Sheffield’s Idox system™®.

The later Ecology Report verifies the presence of great-crested newts on the site and
also states that bat roosting sites are likely to be present in some of the trees
proposed for removal, as well as in the buildings. The importance of the site for
nesting birds is also emphasised. The report discusses the impact of the proposed
development on the protected species and makes some general remarks on
mitigation measures that are likely to be required, however it stops short of including
the detailed method statements that are required as part of a mitigation plan
(according to the guidance cited below).

English Nature (now called Natural England) has published detailed guidance on
these issues in the form of ‘Great Crested Newt mitigation guidelines’. In the section

headed ‘Roles and responsibilities’*

, this guidance states that the developer’s
responsibilities include:
“Providing a sound and objective assessment of the potential impact of
proposed development on great crested newt populations;
Where necessary, designing and undertaking a mitigation scheme that meets
planning and licensing requirements, and in particular will ensure as far as
possible the long term future of any populations affected”.
Figure 1 in the English Nature guidance is a process flowchart that makes it clear
that the impact assessment and mitigation plans should be submitted before planning
decisions are made, so that the LPA is able to properly discharge its obligations. The
English Nature guidelines state (in paragraph 1.3) that “The presence of a protected
species is a material consideration when the authority is considering a developmental
proposal”. National planning policy PPS9 also refers to protected species and
states that “Planning authorities should refuse permission where harm to the species

or their habitats would result unless the need for, and benefits of, the development

13 Tapton Halls, Broomhill, Ecology report, June 2pBaker Shepherd Gillespiklox link 1; Idox link 2.
14 Great crested newt mitigation guidelin&nglish Nature.
!5 National planning polic?PS9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation -Pana)1(
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clearly outweigh that harm.” This policy seems difficult to apply without a proper

consideration of the significance of the populations of protected species on this site.

To summarise, the evidence in this case is that the developer failed to submit
adequate information to the LPA to enable the impact of the development on
protected species, and proposed mitigation measures, to be given the consideration
that PPG9 requires. The LPA also apparently failed to give any serious weight to the
presence of protected species in its deliberations on the application, or to the

significance of this finding in the local context.

Protected species on the site

Sheffield City Council has published Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAP) for the
protected species verified to be present on this site, including great-crested newts'®
and bats"’.

According to the Sheffield LBAP for pipistrelle bats, these animals are widespread in
the suburban area surrounding the site. However the 2007 Ecology Report highlights
that there may be winter hibernation sites in the buildings on the site, including in the
student residence blocks due for demolition. Summer roosts and maternal roosts
may also be present in some of the trees that will be disturbed or cut down to make
way for the new buildings. As well as the resident bat population, the site is thought

likely to be an important feeding site for bats that roost off-site.

The great-crested newt population on the site is isolated and hence likely to be
vulnerable to disturbance during redevelopment. The Sheffield LBAP for great-
crested newts states that confirmed breeding populations of these newts are only
present at two sites on Sheffield’s urban fringe, at a considerable distance from this
site. The existence of a longstanding small population of the newts this close to the
centre of Sheffield is therefore of great wildlife interest, even if these newts were
deliberately introduced when the Gardens were established. Furthermore, this newt
population has been the subject of detailed academic study over a period of some
years. Its isolation from the ‘green networks’ along Sheffield’s river valleys may in

'8 Great-Crested Newt Local Biodiversity Action Pl2BAP
7 pipistrelle Bat Local Biodiversity Action Pl4rBAP
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fact be one of the reasons for its long-term survival as this reduces the risk of
predation on eggs and larvae.

Information obtained by BANG from Natural England confirms that great-crested
newts are very rarely found on development sites in the Sheffield conurbation. Since
the year 2000, only four great-crested newt licenses have been applied for, two of
them relating to the same site (see Table 5.1). All of the licenses for the Sheffield

area relate to development sites at a considerable distance from the Tapton site.

Table 5.1: Great-Crested Newt licenses issued for S heffield postcodes 2000-
2008

Year No. of licenses | License Development site
numbers
2000 0
2001 0
2002 0
2003 2 issued for EPSL 91 Wentworth Business Park,
the same site | and Grid reference SK335 993.
EPSL 344
2004 0
2005 0
2006 0
2007 1 issued EPSL 2360 Former Rail Sidings, Rotherham
Road. Grid Ref. SK438 847.
1 application EPSL 2423 New Street, Grid reference
(not issued) SK445 819
2008 0 so far

The appellants’ 2007 Ecology Report makes it clear that the viability of the great-
crested newt population on the site is at risk through loss or inappropriate
management of its habitat. According to the Sheffield great-crested newt LBAP, the
newts require “A diverse terrestrial habitat of mixed scrub and rough pasture... and
corridors of suitable habitat to aid dispersal (hedges and ditches)”. This is exactly the
sort of existing habitat that will be lost within the Experimental Gardens if this
development goes ahead, threatening the viability of the newt population within the

site, unless it is managed appropriately post-development.

BANG would like to see much more weight given to the importance of retaining the
great-crested newt population on this site, and to the encouragement of this urban
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newt population to thrive and multiply through skilled urban habitat management. We
have consulted the Sheffield Wildlife Trust over the ecology findings on the site, and
they have confirmed that they would like to be involved in the design and
implementation of any mitigation measures proposed, and in the longer-term
management of the site. We would like to see the LPA adhering to the ‘Proposed
Actions’ in Sheffield’s great-crested newt LBAP in this case; in particular to “Ensure
that all ponds and surrounding terrestrial habitat with potentially viable populations
are identified in all reviews of the Unitary Development Plan”. We consider that the
confirmed presence of great-crested newts on this site is one of the many reasons
why the Experimental Gardens should be designated a ‘Site of Importance for Nature

Conservation’ in Sheffield’s Development Framework (see Section 6).

To conclude, BANG's view is that the “need for, and benefits of” building 22 houses
within the Experimental Gardens does not outweigh the harm that will be done to this
urban breeding population of great-crested newts - possibly unique in Sheffield; to
the other wildlife populations on site, and to one of only 80 Botanic Gardens in the
UK (see Section 6). Broomhill is already a densely-populated area and there are
currently more that 230 empty residential properties in the Broomhill Ward®® alone,
should more people wish to join our community. However Broomhill lacks
opportunities for its residents to enjoy nature and wildlife, and can ill afford to see its

ecological resources degraded.

18 |nformation supplied from Council Tax records dhApril 2008
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Section 6: Biodiversity and nature conservation

One of the 13 Challenges for the Future proposed for the SDF in the Core Strategy

is: ‘A city that prizes its green environment’. This includes the following objectives:

S13.1 Natural and landscape features, including valleys, woodlands, trees,
watercourses and wetlands, safeguarded and enhanced.

S13.2 Biodiversity and wildlife habitats enhanced and protected throughout urban
and rural areas.

S13.3 Areas and features of particular ecological or geological value protected and
enhanced.

S13.4 Open space protected and improved and, where necessary, created.

S13.5 Access to natural areas and countryside improved.

BANG would like to see these laudable objectives applied to the Tapton
Experimental Gardens. In this evidence we aim to demonstrate a) that the
Experimental Gardens is a green space of considerable local ecological value that
merits protection; and b) that the UDP and SDF policies for the green environment
provide a rationale for the refusal of planning permission, for that part of the

appellants’ scheme that involves building houses within the Experimental Gardens.

Biodiversity value of the site

At the heart of this site there is an established Botanic Garden, extending to
approximately 0.6 hectares and with planting that dates back over more than 50
years. According to the DEFRA list of the UK’s botanic gardens®®, the Tapton
Experimental Garden is one of only eighty botanic gardens in the country, and it
contains more than 2000 species of labelled plants and trees. The garden is also
listed in the International database of botanic gardens held by Botanic Gardens
International®®. The most recent development scheme (Revision f) would result in the
loss of the majority of this garden’s area and the destruction of much that remains —

See Figure 6.1.

9 DEFRA website: Botanic Gardens and ex-situ cdbiecof the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ngtn
Ireland.Weblink
% Botanic Gardens Conservation International webgiteblink
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The exotic trees within the Botanic Garden are its most visually striking plant
specimens, though not all of them were described in the original incomplete tree
survey** commissioned by the appellants. The landscaping scheme proposed for the
site post-development would retain a prominent grouping of mature exotic conifers
that has been planted just south of the Ha-ha. However the majority of the labelled
specimen trees in the southern part of the Botanic Garden would be lost under the
new buildings, or cleared in the course of construction and replaced with grassed
areas around the new buildings. The updated and more comprehensive 2008 tree
survey??, describing the southern part of the Botanic Garden, states that “Numerous
smaller trees can be found in this area and, whilst not visually significant, these are
mostly rare specimens and therefore carry an importance greater than their size
would suggest”. Photographs of just a few of the areas of interesting trees and plants

that will be lost are included in Figure 6.2.

Although trees dominate the visual scene within the Botanic Garden a major part of
its nature conservation interest relates to the wide range of shrubs, climbers and
ground-cover plants that are also present. Smaller specimen plants have been
planted in related species groups to facilitate the comparison of plant forms. Emeritus
Professor David Alan Walker FRS, a leading academic in Sheffield University Plant
Sciences Department for many years, has told BANG that the garden also contains
special planting beds with particular soil characteristics to allow the cultivation of
exotic plants from diverse ecosystems, for example arctic environments. Schematic
plans of the planting scheme were published in the Open Day leaflet that is included
at Attachment 4.

This rich and varied flora supports in its turn an unusually abundant wildlife
population for a site so close to the city centre (see Section 5). The fact that the
gardens have become somewhat neglected in recent years has almost certainly
added to their wildlife value for birds, mammals and amphibia. The Local Biodiversity
Action Plans for urban birds® and gardens® recognise the enhanced biodiversity
value of ‘untidy’ urban gardens and seek to protect such habitats from loss to

L Tapton Halls Sheffield Tree Survey, Popplewell dsates 2005tdox link

22 Tapton Halls Sheffield Revised Tree Survey, PoppleAssociates 2008dox link
3 Urban birds Local Biodiversity Action PlarBAP

4 Gardens and Allotments Local Biodiversity ActiolafPLBAP



