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Section 7: Historic Gardens within the site

National planning policy® states that local planning authorities should protect
nationally registered parks and gardens in preparing development plans and
determining planning applications. During the 1990’s the City Council created a
Local Schedule of historic parks and gardens — both public and private — to which this
policy applies, including both sites on the national Register and sites of local
importance. Since this local list was first published in Supplementary Planning
Guidance®!, work has continued, albeit at a slower pace, to identify new local historic
parks and gardens sites for inclusion in the Schedule. The UDP Background Paper
no.4 concerning the Local Schedule® states (in Para. 4.10) “If, as a result of further
research, any other parks or gardens are found to meet the criteria for inclusion on
the Local Schedule, they will be added to the list by means of occasional reports to
the Committee and consultation with the same groups as for the Council’s
supplementary planning guidance.” It is clear therefore that new sites can be added

to the Schedule at any time.

The case for including the Experimental Gardens in Sheffield’s Local Schedule of
Historic Parks and Gardens has been made very convincingly by Joan Sewell, whose
report on the site describes the further research she has carried out, and gives an
appraisal of the Tapton site against the criteria for inclusion. Mrs Sewell’s report and
recommendations have been formally submitted for the Council’s consideration via

the Broomhill, Sharrow and Nether Edge Area Panel.

However Historic Parks and Gardens do not need to be included in the Local
Schedule in order to be protected from inappropriate development through the
application of UDP policy BE21, which states that “The character, setting and
appearance of Historic Parks and Gardens will be protected”. The UDP defines
'Historic Parks and Gardens' as: “public or private parks and gardens which have a
historic layout, landscape or architectural features.” Hence while those historic parks

and gardens appearing in the Local Schedule are guaranteed protection by the

% planning Policy Guidance Note PPG15, PlanningthedHistoric Environment, 1994.

%1 Sheffield City Council Unitary Development Plarupplementary Planning Guidance ldistoric Parks and
Gardens1998

%2 UDP Policy Background paper no.4, Sheffield’s biigt Parks and Gardens. 1998. Paragraph 4.10.



Section 7 Page 45

application of policy BE21, the policy should also be applied to all development sites
that can be shown to meet the definition of ‘Historic Parks and Gardens’, whether or

not they are already in the Schedule or under active consideration for inclusion.

Sheffield’s SDF will also seek to protect Historic parks, gardens and cemeteries
through ‘preferred option’ policy PHEG, which states that “Historic Parks, Gardens
and Cemeteries will be protected and, wherever possible, their restoration and
enhancement will be encouraged. Development that would damage their features,
character, setting or appearance, or which might prejudice future restoration, will not
be permitted.” The SDF gives the same definition for ‘Historic Parks and Gardens’ as
the UDP above, additionally defining ‘Features’ as “— may include buildings,

sculpture, water features, paths, seats, railings, walls, rockwork etc”.

The proposed development scheme for the Experimental Gardens will certainly wipe
out the remaining historic features within it, damage its character, setting and
appearance, and remove all hope of the future restoration of the Tapton EIms
gardens. For these reasons BANG would like to see permission refused for any new
building on the southern part of this site.
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Section 8: Developments in Local Open Space

National planning policy PPG17°® requires local authorities ‘to develop policies to
protect open spaces that are of ‘particular value’ to the local community, which may
include: small open spaces, which can be used for informal recreation; open spaces
that are important as a community resource; and areas of open space that are of
particular benefit to wildlife and biodiversity’. This is a good description of the

Experimental Gardens.

The Botanic Garden at the heart of this site is a much-valued area of informal open
space that has been enjoyed by the many thousands of residents of Tapton Hall
since it opened in 1969. The Hall has doors opening from its ground floor communal
areas onto the grounds, from where open footpaths lead into the Botanic Gardens
and Pisgah House garden. In previous years, accommodation brochures published
by the University boasted of the garden setting of Tapton Hall, and invited both
students and visitors to make use of the Botanic Garden for recreational purposes;
e.g. “Tapton Hall of Residence is located next to the University’s Botanical Gardens —
providing ideal photo opportunities” **. Alan Wellings, a Broombill resident, was a
warden at Tapton Hall for several years (1971 To 1991), and confirms that the
gardens were in regular use by residents, by conference attendees and other visitors,
and as a venue for concerts and social events. Furthermore the rear entrance to the
garden was frequently open during the working day and local residents often visited
the garden informally. This practice has continued up to the present, although less

often of late as the numbers of people working in the gardens has declined.

For several years the Experimental Gardens were also formally opened to the wider
public on a regular basis, at least as recently as 1998, in which year the visitors’

brochure® attached to this evidence was produced. No charge was made to visit the
gardens and the open days were reported to be well-attended by the local residents

who retained this brochure.

% planning Policy Guidance Note 1@pen Space, Sport and Recreation (ODPM, 20023 Phar
% The University of Sheffield - Sheffield Accommodation Guide 2004 — 2005. Weblnk

% Botanic Garden open day brochure. A copy is agtdatt the end of this evidence.
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The Botanic Garden is not specifically identified as an open space in the Sheffield
UDP. This is because the UDP only identifies larger open spaces that are in Local
Authority ownership. However, the UDP recognises the value of smaller informal
open spaces (whether in public or private ownership) in policy LR8, which states
“Development in local open spaces will not be permitted where... residents do not

have easy access to a Community Park.”

It can be demonstrated that residents of Broomhill living on or close to this site have
no alternative community park within an easily accessible distance. BANG has
commissioned work to estimate the population living within 400m of the rear entrance
to the Botanic Garden on Hoole Road, this being the distance that is recommended
as the catchment area of an accessible open space in national guidance PPG17. The
resident population was calculated from census data, scaling the number of people
within the relevant census area by the fraction of domestic postal addresses lying
within the circular catchment. The results in Figure 8.1 estimate that the local
population within this catchment area is more that 3500 people; there is no
community park or other informal open space in the area, with the exception of one
very tiny space (much smaller than 0.1Ha) at the southern end of Parkers Lane.
Furthermore, most of the residential addresses within the catchment area are flats

and small houses with little or no private outdoor space.

These data are consistent with the wider picture in the Broomhill neighbourhood that
has identified it as an area suffering a ‘severe quantitative shortage of open space’,
according to the open space targets set out in UDP policy LR11. Areas meeting the
definition for a ‘severe quantitative shortage’ are shown in UDP map 21, and they

include the catchment area around this site.

The new Strategic Development Framework (SDF) for Sheffield, currently in
development, introduces lower targets for open space provision than the UDP,
however Broomhill is still an area with a severe quantitative shortage under the new
definitions in SDF policies SOS2 and POS1. The SDF proposals map identifies many
more open spaces than the UDP map, including some small informal open spaces in
private ownership in the Broomhill area. Only one of these is (just) within 400m from

the Hoole Road entrance to the Experimental Gardens. The SDF background
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report®® on open space provision states that ‘the desired outcome of the City Policies
is that where need is greatest, open space will be retained’. SDF policy POS6 cites
three factors to be considered when assessing developments affecting small informal
open spaces; these are its contribution to integrity of the design or character of the
townscape; an identified severe quantitative shortage in the same local area; and
accessibility of an alternative local park. The Experimental Gardens tick all three of

these boxes.

Finally, although it is not strictly pertinent to planning considerations, it should be
noted that a Community Trust has recently been formed in Broomhill (the Broomihill
Community Gardens Trust) with the specific purpose of managing informal open
spaces in the area, without calling on funding and resources from the local authority,
whose priorities understandably lie in the City’s more deprived neighbourhoods. The
long history of community activism and fundraising in Broomhill augers well for the
success of the Community Gardens Trust, who would welcome the opportunity to
manage the open space on the Tapton Hall site. The Trust have also written to Miller
Homes to enquire about purchasing Pisgah House and its garden from the developer
at its current market price, to enable Pisgah House garden to continue to be used for

the benefit of the community.

% Sheffield Development Framework: City PoliciesfBreed Options: Open space, sport and recreatiaft dr
background report, 2007. Para 2/8eblink
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Section 8 Figures:

8.1: Catchment area and estimated residential population within 400m of the

Experimental Gardens Hoole Road entrance
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Attachment 1: Sheffield Conservation Advisory Group minutes

SHEFFIELD CONSERVATION ADVISORY GROUP
Extract from minutes of the Meeting held 27th Febru ary, 2007

6.CONSERVATION AREAS
The Group considered the following applications for planning permission
affecting a conservation area and made the observation stated:-

Tapton

Demolition of existing Student Halls of Residence, erection of 99
apartments and 34 dwellinghouses with associated ca r parking (amended
scheme) on land at Crookes Road and Taptonville Roa d (Case No.
05/03130/FUL).

The presentation on the application was made by Rob Thompson, Urban
Design and Conservation Team, Development Services.

The Group considered that the proposed scheme would be over- development
of the site and would have a severely damaging impact on the character of the
conservation area. The scale, height and lay out of the proposed development were
all considered inappropriate. The Group felt that a sensitive development at the top
of the site, fronting Crookes Road, could be acceptable, but the proposed
development at the sides and at the bottom of the site represented unacceptable
over-development. It was considered that the development, as proposed, would
have an adverse impact on the historic arboretum, which formed a botanical and
arboricultural resource of outstanding importance, and which was considered
invaluable to the character of this particular site.

The Group recommended that (a) a request be made to the relevant Council
Officer to give consideration to (i) adding the site to the scheduled list of historic
gardens and (ii) apply for a Tree Preservation Order in respect of the whole site, at
the earliest opportunity; and

(b) a letter be sent to the Chair of the North and West Planning and Highways
Board (Councillor Ibrar Hussain), with a copy to the Vice Chancellor of the University
of Sheffield, expressing the Group’s concerns about the application and reminding
him of the importance of this particular site and requesting that all possible action is
taken to stop anyone gaining access to the site to remove any trees.
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Attachment 2: Sheffield Urban Design Review Panel

Urban Design Review Comments

Tapton Hall, Crookes Road and Taptonville Road

Review Date: ?8une 2007

General

The Panel agreed with the design team thatafiesesit an outstanding opportunity,
but felt that the current proposals failed e Hehieequired quality of development
on such an important site.

Permeability and layout

The Panel accepted that the site is challengiequaed an exceptional design
response. It questioned the layout and theweays &ncourage the streets and
spaces to be used, and the general feeling wees sblatme needed to be clear
about what it was inviting people to do.

The use of cul de sac had the effect of disgoooagment through the site, and the
spaces appeared to feel private. Whilst thiatstiatiett not to gate the development
was noted, the Panel remained of the view thatetitedesign encourages an
implied private and exclusive space, and &yauthreduires further consideration in
order to explore how to achieve structured pigrmeabi

The Panel observed that the existing crescemtoonilléaCrescent enabled
movement by facilitating movement in and obt aadclusion was that the
proposed arrangement of streets and spacegwiag toachieve this.

The Panel considered that there was an uncem&ataiiship between the
southernmost buildings on Taptonville Roadadjatémd properties on Taptonville
Crescent, particularly in relation to overtbekiogs of mature trees and the level
changes.

Architecture

The efforts to understand the context througbtageaphic survey and buildings
appraisal were welcomed. There was signifieantecgmessed, however, that the
development appeared to be neither a literaeresgua surrounding context, nor a
genuinely modern response.

The Panel was not convinced by the current agpdoaeie firmly of the view that
for a traditional approach to work properly,egsemtsal to undertake detailed
measurement to faithfully translate the propodiatetails of the neighbouring
buildings. The survey work appeared to indithéedb@text had been studied but
the lessons were not truly learned.

It is critical that this is properly translatetialgpammatic form so that detail such as
proportions, set backs, reveals and overhangsuaiyk The Panel concluded that
if these measurements and details could nasdx thal preference would be to
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adopt a more contemporary approach; and refatesththteam to examples of
award winning housing developments.

The Panel recommended that the conceptual idddsestheveloped in 3D before
finalising the detailed architectural treatmenappeared to be no evidence of 3D
work, which the Panel considered to be an essenfideveloping the plan and the
scale of buildings.

There was significant concern about the statieshtyneeth regard to materials,
coupled with the elevational drawings that appdackchte a wide range of

approaches, including render, stone, shingleghfuglazing and tiled roofs. The
Panel were of the view that the overridingveasitefkt restricted palette of stone
and slate roofs, and considered that there avasasoned justification expressed
for the approach shown.

The Panel were of the view that further workessaryén relation to the detailed
approach. The glazed cores to the apartmehibtern developed with pitched
roofs, and it was felt that this was unnecessary.

Conclusion

The Panel appreciated the degree of work thegrhaedertaken to date, but
considered that without considerable furtherdworgravement the project would
not realise an acceptable scheme. There weE@nsigl@ments that needed to be
reconsidered at a fundamental level, particididipn to the degree and quality of
the permeability and the architectural approach.

The overall architectural approach needed toniite@¢dm fully, either through a
faithful and accurate translation of the sugroantBmt, or a sympathetic modern
approach. Both approaches needed to be mimdfusigiificant context and
character evident in the conservation area.

Please keep us informed of future design det®lopmen

Sheffield Urban Design Review
Panel

c/o Urban Design Team
Howden House
1 Union Street

Sheffield

S12SH

Email: planningudep@
sheffield.gov.uk
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Attachment 3: Sheffield University Press Release

Sheffield pledges to help save nation’s gardens

The University of Sheffield and some of the UK's leadi  ng wildlife and horticultural organisations are
today joining Natural England in signing a wildlife gardening manifesto to save the nation’s
gardens, particularly those in towns and cities.

Dr Ken Thompson, honorary senior lecturer in the Department of Animal and Plant Sciences at the
University, will sign the manifesto on behalf of the University at an event in London today (Wednesday 18
July 2007). Sheffield has been at the forefront of research that has demonstrated the value of gardens for
wildlife, and is the only University in the UK to make the pledge. It marks a commitment by the University to
take action in supporting the role gardens play in providing habitats for wildlife and providing easy access to
nature.

This action follows a recent ICM Poll, commissioned by Natural England. The Poll found that 45% of 18-34
year olds do not feel they are well informed about wildlife gardening and 37% of 18-24 year olds said they
would like to do more but don’t know how.

Dr Ken Thompson said: "Gardens act as a food supermarket for many visiting and breeding animals. They
are rich in biodiversity, help balance the water table and allow children and adults to encounter wildlife. The
University wants to make this pledge because cutting edge environmental research is at the top of our
agenda and we recognise the importance of gardens in both aiding our research and as valuable resource
for learning and enjoyment.”

Sir Martin Doughty, Chair of Natural England, said: "The gardens of England are under threat. In London,
front gardens with an area 22 times the size of Hyde Park are now paved over and lost, reducing havens for
wildlife, increasing the impact of flash flooding and contributing to climate change.

"Through this manifesto, Natural England is calling to action businesses, the public sector and the public to
play their part and give gardens a future — for the benefit of our own health and the survival of declining
species, such as hedgehogs, frogs and bumblebees, that live on our doorsteps."

Joan Ruddock, Minister for Biodiversity, said: "This manifesto will help improve gardening advice to
encourage people to manage gardens in a way that benefits wildlife. This is essential because as our
climate changes, the network of gardens could help wildlife to adapt and migrate throughout the country.

"It is inspiring to see leading wildlife and horticultural organisations working together to highlight the
importance of gardens for both wildlife and for people’s health and well-being."
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Attachment 4: Botanic Gardens open day leaflet
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