SAVE VICTORIA BATHS CAMPAIGN GROUP

FINAL STATEMENT – SUMMARY

All 3 Design Options present exciting opportunities to rebuild both the Leisure Centre and develop the surrounding area.  As was made clear at the Working Group meeting, the main choice is between Options A & C.  The campaign is concerned that there are both key risks and inherent flaws in Option C which fatally undermine it’s suitability for development.  Some of these risks are obstacles which will be time-consuming and expensive to overcome, but of even greater concern are the inherent flaws which threaten to blight both the centre and the successful regeneration of the Sneinton Market area.

They are:

1. The potential for capital overspend.  Option C is both the most expensive Option and it commits the Council to a programme of development that once started cannot be scaled down.  Option A is the cheapest and by utilising the existing shell of the building allows for flexibility around development to accommodate rising costs.  
2. Planning constraints.  Option C relies on being able to demolish buildings that are judged to make a significant contribution to the Conservation Area, which will need to go all the way to the Secretary of State for planning permission and will most likely involve a planning inquiry.  If demolition goes ahead, the current proposals for development both of the Leisure Centre and surrounding development are at odds with CABE, the Council’s own Urban Design Guidance, the City Masterplan and the recent Gehl Neighbourhood Development Plan. There is no scope in Option C to get around this by redesign.  Option A carries none of these restraints.

3. Public outcry.  Despite the many conversation the Campaign has had with both Councillors and Council officials, we maintain that there is great amount of public affection for the Leisure Centre and conversely little proven support for Option C.  Option C entails the wholesale demolition of a treasured building which may alienate the very people the Council needs to engage with to make the new Leisure Centre a success.  The Leisure Centre will have to shut for a long time to enable Option C to be built.  There is no opportunity for phased development.  There is a real possibility that this demolition and the subsequent creation of a large tract of derelict land will coincide with the Council elections.  Option A removes the necessity of having to undertake large scale demolition by rebuilding the Leisure Centre around the existing shell and preserving the Girder Hall.

4. Design flaws.  Option C has a number of design aspects which make it unfit for purpose.  It doesn’t allow for integration with the Sneinton Market as it presents a blank brick wall all the way down Gedling St, with screened glass above which you can’t see through (for privacy reasons). This is not a problem that can be designed out, it results from the basic approach of placing the pool hall facility on this part of the site. Option C has a very complicated roof structure with many internal gutters, which has been shown in other Leisure Centres to present a high risk of creating problems with drainage, damp and structural integrity.  It relies on massive internal moving screens to keep swimming sessions private if needed, which will add considerable expense and operational difficulty.  Option A has none of these drawbacks.  By keeping the Girder Hall it allows for the potential of new retail units to be created along Gedling St which will create an “active frontage”- an essential element of the badly-needed Sneinton Market renewal; the existing pool halls are already placed to capture sunlight and need no complicated roofing to do so.  The pool halls already separated to enable private swimming where needed.

5. Environmental Damage.  Option C entails demolishing everything except the clock tower.  This demolition squanders the embodied energy within the existing structure resulting in damaging carbon emissions from the manufacture and construction of the new building.  Carbon emissions are typically three times higher when building from scratch.  This is at odds with the Council’s own Carbon Management Programme.  The demolition would also result in a large amount of landfill waste; as a result Option C does not fit with DEFRA’s Waste Strategy for England or their Strategy for Sustainable Construction.  Option A by contrast involves replacing only a quarter of the existing structure, which will remove all of the existing problem areas and create an exciting new centre with minimal environmental impacts.

Option A is not refurbishment but an exciting proposal to rebuild the Leisure Centre using the best parts of the existing shell.  It has numerous advantages over Option C, is a considerably less risky undertaking and has an equal potential to be a vibrant, new centre that will attract and retain new users.

Yours sincerely,

Mat Anderson

For and On Behalf of the Save The Victoria Baths Campaign.
