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  Sheffield Plan-Consultation on Main Modifications 
 

To: Strategic Planning 

5th Floor, Howden House, 

Sheffield, S1 2SH 

Email: sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk 

Representation from Wharncliffe Side Let’s Breathe. We are a voluntary, community group formed 

from residents of Wharncliffe Side Village. Our aim is to support local residents in raising their views 

and concerns regarding the proposed development of site NWS31, ‘The Horse Field’ as part of the 

Sheffield Plan, and liaise with Government Officers, The Council and other stakeholders in all issues 

relating to this, on behalf of the local community of Wharncliffe Side.  

 

Dear Planning Inspector,  

We wish to make a representation on the Main Modifications to The Sheffield Plan, and in 

particular, to modifications specifically relating to site allocation NWS31 (land between Storth 

Lane and School Lane S35 0DT). 

Introduction 

There are many factors that affect the viability and deliverability of site NWS31 including but not 

limited to, flood risk, site access and local highway issues. Most of these issues have yet to undergo 

detailed assessment. Development of the site would, without doubt, result in significant negative 

impacts to many local residents, particularly in the area of Health and Wellbeing due to loss of 

amenity of Green and Open Space.  

The council have acknowledged in their Integrated Impact Assessment Update and Addendum 

document, that the current version of the Plan including new Green Belt Allocations, although 

bringing positive effects due to increased building capacity, will also bring with it increased negative 

effects in relation to sustainability, meaning there will be some degree of ‘trade off’.  

If this community is to accept this ‘trade off’, and the negative impacts of it, we are fully justified in 

asking for assurance that robust investigations have been undertaken to ascertain that the site is 

actually suitable and viable for development in the first place, otherwise its Green Belt status will 

have been removed for no discernible reason. 

Secondly, if the development was proved possible, we need to have certainty that mitigations and 

compensation will be comprehensive and designed to meet the needs of all members of this 

community, whilst providing protection for the majority of wildlife on site. Minimal compensation is 

not justified given the negative impacts.  

Main Modifications (MMs) to the Plan can therefore not be considered ‘sound’ unless they provide 

for full investigation of all issues that could impact site viability before the site is promoted for 

sale/development. In addition, MMs need to include enough site-specific detail to ensure that 

mitigations are deliverable, and provide the best possible outcome for the existing community and 

local wildlife.  



A much better alternative exists. This would be to remove Site NWS31 from the allocation 

completely, and instead concentrate on developing one of the ‘Large Windfall Sites’ referred to in 

the Main Modifications (page/policy 19/SA2, 20/SA3&4, 21/SA5, 22/SA6, 24/MM77) or ‘Opportunity 

Sites’ (page 171/173). These are mentioned in the MM’s to the Plan so clearly have already been 

identified as available, and some will be in the same area as site NWS31. More brownfield ‘Windfall’ 

sites will also emerge, especially if the council make another call for sites, which they have indicated 

they intend to do.  

Additionally, recent evidence suggests that the additional Green Belt Allocations might not actually 

be needed, as the demographics of Sheffield are changing. Latest ONS data shows a decline in the 

birth rate and there has also been a significant decline in overseas student numbers (in the 

thousands). These will both have an impact on the amount and also type of building required in this 

city to meet its current and future needs.  

The Main Modifications cannot be considered to be ‘sound’ unless there is certainty that housing 

requirement projections are accurate and have taken into account recent changes and trends in 

demographics that could have an impact on future housing requirements.  

In view of the new evidence, and the IIA update and addendum and its findings on sustainability, 

reassessment of a Brownfield only option is likely justified.  

 

 

The following points relate to MM332 – Main Modifications for proposed Site Allocation NWS31 

(page 141/2) – Conditions on Development. 

 

Loss of Amenity of Green and Open Space (ref. MM332, conditions 1,3) 

The Council acknowledges that: 

“The site is well used and valued by the local community as an informal area of natural greenspace, 

with formal and informal paths. It also provides connections to Glen Howe Park/Wood, Storth Lane 

and areas of Wharncliffe Side south of Tinker Brook.” 

(ref. Sheff. Plan Green Belt Allocations: Compensatory Improvement Opportunities within remaining 

Green Belt) 

They also say that:  

“For Health and Wellbeing, some new site allocations may reduce the overall amenity experienced 

by nearby residents. Although the plan already includes measures to minimise these effects, it is 

unlikely that all remaining negative impacts can be fully avoided.” 

(ref. IIA report Addendum vi, page 38, Mitigation and Enhancement, Health and Wellbeing negative 

effects.) 

Development of this site would result in a significant loss of amenity of this Green Space for local 

residents.  

 



The Main Modifications are not ‘sound’ as they rely on the Council’s compensatory proposals (as 

outlined in Sheffield Plan Green Belt Allocations: Compensatory Opportunities within Remaining 

Green Belt), which are inadequate and do not address the needs of the community. They provide 

little or no compensation for those residents most negatively affected by loss of amenity of Green 

Space, including those with Protected Characteristics. Proposals for Open Space within the site are 

equally unsatisfactory.  

 

Main Modifications are not ‘legal’ as those with Protected Characteristics (including older 

residents; those with disabilities; illness, and reduced mobility; and young children) will lose the 

amenity of local and accessible Green and Open Space, with no suitable and acceptable 

alternative. This would have a negative impact on their Health and Wellbeing and would 

disproportionately harm those from vulnerable groups. This would be a breach of the Equality Act 

2010, which states “Planning decisions must consider how policies affect those with Protected 

Characteristics,” (Public Sector Equality Duty). It also contravenes the councils Integrated Impact 

Assessment Framework principle SA5, that states, “Open Space, Cultural, Leisure and Recreational 

facilities available for all.” 

Evidence 

• Proximity of Compensatory Space – The distance to remaining Green Belt will be significantly 

increased for many residents, particularly those who live in the central area of the village (Don 

Ave, Dixon Drive) and in many cases will exceed the recommended 300m. For many, including 

those with Protected Characteristics, this will be too far to walk.          

• Any Open Space on site is proposed to be on the south side of the site, mainly in the form of 

an ecological buffer, which is once again too far to walk for some residents. The area is much 

less accessible for all, has uneven ground, is overgrown and mostly within the flood plain, so 

is often inaccessible due to waterlogged ground. The experience of this space is very different 

to the rest of the field, being dark, under the trees and with limited view. It is the remote area 

of the field that is not typically visited. 

• Proposed compensation at Glen Howe Park – The area is steep, with woodland, and little 

view. The flood mitigation trees and ponds reduce available Open Space. Remote areas that 

are less safe for the public. Increased walking distance for many residents. 

• Proposed compensation at Wharncliffe Avenue – Mainly sports provision for teens. This will 

be welcomed, however does not compensate most site users. There are safety issues for 

elderly residents and younger children. Increased walking distance for many residents.  

• Proposed compensation, Don Valley trail – very remote from current site, inaccessible for 

many due to distance.  

• Ageing population, with many at, or near retirement. Statistics show larger number of 

residents affected by illness or disability than other areas of city. Local school has additional 

facilities and excellent reputation for SEND provision, resulting in larger than average 

number of children living in village with SEND.  

• Proposed closure of public rights of way during construction will have a large negative 

impact for residents and will disconnect the village. Alternative routes are less accessible 

(steps etc.), remote, less safe, and longer.  

• Most users of the field use the public footpath accessed from Don Avenue.  

• At hearings, the inspector acknowledged the importance of Green/Open Space for residents 

with Protected Characteristics being close to where they live.  



Change Required 

In order to protect the Health and Wellbeing of all residents, the Main Modifications need to state 

that: ‘ There should be an obligation for the council and planning teams to work with local 

community groups and residents to ensure that areas of public amenity Green/Open Space are 

retained on site and located in areas of the site that satisfy, and are appropriate to address, the 

needs of local residents, including those with Protected Characteristics. ‘ 

This should be done at master planning stage at the latest.  

 

 

FLOOD RISK (ref. MM332 condition point 4) 

Site NWS31 is known to have a significant problem with groundwater and drainage. The Level 2 

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) failed to identify this problem. The Main Modifications rely 

on the accuracy of the SFRA, and as this issue could have a major impact on the viability and 

deliverability of the site, without a specific requirement for a detailed ground water assessment, 

the Main Modifications cannot be considered ‘sound’.  

       Evidence 

• There are many examples of residents’ experience of groundwater on the site.  

Large areas of the field are often waterlogged during winter months and any extended 

periods of wet weather. The waterlogged areas can extend significantly up the site and are 

not just confined to areas in or near the flood plain for Tinker Brook.  

• Problems with groundwater are not just confined to the site, but apply to the whole village 

and may be in part due to the existence of underground streams, the large areas of clay soil, 

and the topography of the land. There are currently issues with groundwater affecting the 

village community centre (currently closed as a result). Water has been seen gushing 

through garden walls during wet weather on roads close to the site.  

• Historically, the development on Don Avenue, adjacent to site NWS31 which shares the 

same topography, encountered many problems with drainage during construction, including 

flooding of some nearby houses. Profit margins for the build were claimed to be negatively 

impacted. 

• The site has not yet been assessed with respect to climate change.  

• The Environment Agency has recently funded tree planting on site to act as natural flood 

mitigation. The SFRA identifies larger areas of the site with the potential for further planting. 

This not only illustrates the existence of a problem here, but also could affect site viability.  

 

REQUIRED CHANGE 

Main Modifications should include a requirement for full detailed assessments of groundwater 

and site run off to be carried out BEFORE the site is released for development. Assessment should 

account for worst case scenarios i.e. wet weather conditions. Further investigations should be 

carried out into possible mitigations and their likely success and impact on site viability. Areas 

intended for public footpath access/Open Space should also be assessed for suitability with 

respect to presence of groundwater 



 

 

 

ACCESS OFF DON AVENUE ( ref. MM332 condition 6) 

The access point for the site was only confirmed by the council at the hearings stage of the 

consultation. As such, there has been limited opportunity for residents to make representations 

regarding this.  

There are some complex issues surrounding access off Don Avenue. In order to be found ‘sound’, 

the Main Modifications need to be more specific in relation to these issues. The MM point is also 

not sound as it only specifies one entry point to the site, whereas sites of 100 homes or more 

usually require two access points.  

Evidence 

• There is congestion on Dixon Drive and the Brightholmlee Lane junction to Main Road.  

• Safety issues around school. SEND pupils etc. and children playing out on the surrounding 

estate roads.  

• Future limited parking provision.  

• Access constraints for plant machinery due to narrow roads, parked vehicles and tight 

bends.  Council construction repair works on proposed access roads are currently causing 

large amounts of disruption in the village.   

• Access to residents’ homes including disabled access and emergency vehicles, particularly 

around proposed site entrance. Installation of utilities to site would cut off access to a 

significant number of homes.  

• Land drain and land slippage across the access point to site needs full investigation.   

• Previous development on Don Ave – Building was avoided in the area immediately adjacent 

to site boundary (approx. 5m) due to alleged land unsuitability. This needs investigation.  

• Local road infrastructure may need improvements to cope with heavy plant machinery and 

extra traffic.  

Changes required 

Main Modifications need to specify that: 

-Traffic assessment needs to be detailed and consider safety issues around school and nearby estate 

roads, parking issues, access for plant machinery, impact on junctions etc.  

-A detailed assessment is required to determine impact on access to residents’ homes, including 

disabled access and emergency vehicles.  

-Assessment of Land Drain and Land slippage/ground issues near the proposed site entrance should 

take place.  

(In all cases, possible mitigations should be considered and assessed for Feasibility). 

-A second site access point should be considered from Storth Lane.  

-Retention of some public footpath access across the site during construction should be considered 

in collaboration with local community groups.  



   

 

BIODIVERSITY  (MM332 condition points 8,9,10)  

The Main Modifications are not ‘sound’ in respect of Biodiversity as there is no specific mention of 

Protected Species, despite residents’ presentation of clear evidence of their existence on site, both 

during the previous consultation and at the hearings.  

As the site has been identified as having a high Biodiversity Net Gain value (Ecology Report), and 

the value is likely to increase after Protected Species values are added, in order for the MMs to be 

‘sound’, there should be a commitment for BNG to be delivered on site in the first instance in line 

with BNG hierarchy.  

 

Evidence 

• Residents have presented clear photographic and video evidence of Protected Species on site 

including bats and barn owls.  

• A bat roost exists at the end of Don Avenue adjacent to site (within 5m). 

• Ecology report states requirement for a further detailed investigation of Protected Species. 

• Ecology report recommended retention of some areas of grassland on site where possible. 

• BNG does not currently include values for Protected Species or Watercourse 

Changes Required 

MMs should state that: 

1. Further detailed assessment should be carried out for Protected Species present on site or 

very close to the site and BNG should be adjusted accordingly.  

2. BNG for watercourse should be calculated. 

3. Mitigations should be put into place for all identified Protected Species and their habitats 

including suitable buffers and light restrictions around forage areas and flight paths. This 

should apply to all habitats (bat roosts etc.) identified both on site and within close proximity 

to site.  

4. Some areas of open grassland should be retained.  

AND 

Condition point 10 “where feasible” should be removed so that the statement reads: “Biodiversity    

Net Gain should be delivered on site within these areas in the first case, in line with the BNG 

hierarchy.” 

Yours Sincerely, 

Wharncliffe Side Let’s Breathe (Community Group) 

 

[Primary contact: Julie Harris (Chair)] 
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SHEFFIELD PLAN EXAMINATION
Main Modifications Consultation

Representation on Main Modification MM411 — Site Allocation SES30

Submitted by: Andrew Linfoot
Address: 
Email: 
Date: 25th April 2026
Consultation reference: MM411 / SES30

1. Introduction and Scope

1.1  This representation is submitted in response to the Main Modifications consultation on the 
Sheffield Plan. It relates specifically to Main Modification MM411 — the proposed allocation of 
site SES30, Land between Bramley Lane and Beaver Hill Road, Handsworth, for 827 dwellings 
together with land safeguarded for a secondary school and a multi-faith burial ground.

1.2  This representation does not challenge the principle of the allocation itself, which has been 
determined by the Inspectors. It argues that MM411, as currently drafted, is unsound because 
it is neither justified nor effective in respect of its highway conditions. Specifically:

• The highway conditions in MM411 do not resolve — and explicitly defer — the 
question of transport assessment for all roads adjacent to the site.

• No transport assessment has been completed for Bramley Lane, Sundown Road or 
Richworth Road, all three of which physically border the site.

• MM411 contains no condition restricting vehicular access from Bramley Lane, 
Sundown Road or Richworth Road, in contrast to the explicit restriction applied to 
Carter Hall Lane in the comparable site allocation SS19 elsewhere in the same 
modifications schedule.

• Independent traffic monitoring data collected by the author over 41 days 
demonstrates that Bramley Lane is already operating with persistent and severe 
speed limit non-compliance, making it unfit to serve additional development traffic 
without prior assessment and physical improvement.

1.3  The representation requests a specific main modification to MM411 to resolve the access 
position for Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and Richworth Road before the plan is adopted, 
consistent with the approach already taken for other access roads in the same modifications 
schedule.

2. The Highway Conditions in MM411: Analysis

2.1  The access condition as drafted

2.1.1  The highway conditions in MM411 state, in their entirety, as follows in respect of access:

“Subject to further transport assessment, access to the highways is required 
off Beaver Hill Road.”

“Highways improvements to the Retford Road / Beaver Hill Road junction, 
identified within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, will be required.”

“Contributions may be required to highways improvements at junctions on the  
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strategic and local road network.”

2.1.2  To understand the significance of these conditions it  is necessary to consider the 
physical geography of the site. SES30 is a 35-hectare site bounded on its eastern edge by 
Beaver Hill  Road (B6066) — the only road named in MM411 — and on its western and 
southern edges by three further roads: Bramley Lane, which runs along the western boundary 
and forms part of the site’s own name and address; Sundown Road, which runs along the 
north-western edge of  the site connecting to Bramley Lane; and Richworth Road, which 
traverses  the  south-western  portion  of  the  site  boundary.  All  three  roads  provide  direct 
connections to the residential areas of Handsworth and Woodhouse to the west and south-
west, and all three are entirely absent from the highway conditions in MM411.

2.1.3  It  is  not  credible that  827 dwellings,  a secondary school  and a burial  ground — 
generating  thousands of  daily  vehicle  movements  — could  be constructed on land that 
physically adjoins three roads without those roads being used for access by at least some 
residents, visitors and construction traffic. The site’s own title acknowledges the relationship 
with Bramley Lane. The suggestion that all traffic from a development of this scale will use 
Beaver Hill Road exclusively, with no pressure on any of the three roads forming the western 
and southern  boundaries,  is  implausible  as  a  matter  of  physical  geography and human 
behaviour. The question is not whether these roads will be used — they will — but whether the 
plan is sound in failing to assess and address that use.

2.1.4  These conditions, taken together, have three critical deficiencies. First, the transport 
assessment is explicitly deferred — “subject to further transport assessment” means that no 
completed assessment underpins the access strategy.  Second,  the only named junction 
improvement  (Retford  Road  /  Beaver  Hill  Road)  is  acknowledged  in  the  Council’s  own 
evidence to operate at 98% capacity after mitigation. Third, and most significantly, there is no 
reference whatsoever to Bramley Lane, Sundown Road or Richworth Road, all three of which 
directly adjoin the site boundary.

2.2  The SS19 precedent: the Council knows how to restrict access

2.2.1  Elsewhere in the same modifications schedule,  Main Modification MM429 for  site 
allocation SS19 (White Lane, Gleadless Townend) contains the following condition:

“Subject to further transport assessment work, access to the highway will be 
required from White Lane only. Access from Carter Hall Lane will be limited to  
pedestrian/cycle and emergency access only.”

2.2.2  This demonstrates that where the Council intends to restrict vehicular access from a 
named road,  it  does  so  explicitly  and  unambiguously  within  the  modification  itself.  The 
condition for SS19 names the restricted road and specifies the permitted use (pedestrian/cycle 
and emergency only).

2.2.3  No equivalent condition appears in MM411. Bramley Lane — which appears in the site’s 
own address and title — and Sundown Road are not mentioned at all. The Council’s position 
that there will be no vehicular access from these roads, if that is indeed its position, is therefore 
entirely absent from the plan policy. The absence is not a minor omission: it  means the 
restriction is unenforceable.

2.3  The logical fork: either outcome makes MM411 unsound

2.3.1  The current drafting of MM411 creates an unavoidable logical dilemma. There are only 
two possible positions on Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and Richworth Road access, and 
MM411 is unsound under either:

Position A: The Council intends to restrict access from Bramley Lane, Sundown Road 
and Richworth Road
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If this is the Council’s intention, MM411 is ineffective because the restriction is not stated. The 
SS19 precedent demonstrates what an effective restriction looks like. MM411 contains no 
equivalent wording. A policy intention that is not expressed in the plan policy cannot be 
enforced at planning application stage. The plan is not effective.

Position B: Vehicular access from Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and/or Richworth 
Road is possible

If access via these roads is not restricted, then the highway impact on both roads must be 
assessed and mitigated before the plan is adopted. MM411 contains no transport assessment 
for  these  roads  and  no  identified  improvement  schedule.  The  independent  monitoring 
evidence set out in Section 3 below demonstrates that Bramley Lane is already severely non-
compliant with its speed limit. The plan is neither justified (no evidence base for these roads) 
nor effective (no mechanism to secure improvements).

2.3.2  Given that the site physically abuts both roads, and given that 827 dwellings together 
with a school and a burial ground will generate substantial traffic movements, it is not credible 
that no resident or visitor will ever use Bramley Lane, Sundown Road or Richworth Road for 
access  regardless  of  the  plan’s  intention.  The  practical  reality  is  that  without  physical 
infrastructure preventing it — not merely a policy aspiration — residents will use the most 
convenient available route. A plan that allocates 827 dwellings adjacent to three roads without 
either assessing their capacity or explicitly and enforceably restricting their use is not sound.

3. Independent Traffic Monitoring Evidence: Bramley Lane

3.1  Methodology

3.1.1  In direct response to the absence of any transport assessment for Bramley Lane in the 
Council’s evidence base, the author established an independent continuous traffic monitoring 
system on Bramley Lane in March 2026. The system uses two Reolink TrackMix cameras with 
automated  computer  vision  object  detection  (Frigate  NVR),  recording  all  vehicle  and 
pedestrian movements 24 hours a day.

3.1.2   Vehicle  speeds  are  recorded  when  a  vehicle  passes  through  a  defined  speed 
measurement zone. Speeds are expressed in miles per hour. The monitoring equipment 
consists of mid-range consumer surveillance cameras operating automated computer vision 
object  detection.  As  with  all  camera-based  traffic  monitoring,  the  system  is  subject  to 
environmental factors including reduced visibility in rain, fog or mist, and adverse sun angles at 
certain times of day. These conditions may cause some vehicles to go undetected or produce 
unreliable speed estimates. As a result, the dataset is likely to under-record the total number of 
vehicles and may under-represent extreme speeds. Accordingly, the statistical analysis in this 
representation  is  limited  to  readings at  or  below 40 mph,  which  represents  the  reliable 
operating range of the equipment under normal conditions. The figures presented below are 
therefore a conservative understatement of actual conditions.

3.1.3  Data was collected continuously from 16 March 2026 to 25 April 2026, a period of 41 
days and 22,685 individual  speed readings.  The Sheffield City  Council  approved school 
calendar for 2025/26 confirms the Easter holiday ran from 28 March to 13 April 2026, with 
return to school on 14 April. The monitoring dataset therefore covers two term-time periods — 
16 to 27 March (pre-Easter) and 14 to 25 April (post-Easter) — separated by the 17-day Easter 
holiday. The holiday data represents a more favourable baseline with lower traffic volumes and 
no school-run activity, meaning non-compliance figures during that period are a conservative 
lower bound for normal term-time conditions.
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— its geometry,  gradient,  and absence of  traffic  calming — which induces high speeds 
regardless of the legal limit.

3.3.3  As all figures are derived from readings capped at 40 mph, they are conservative 
estimates. The actual proportion of vehicles exceeding 40 mph, and the actual mean and P85 
speeds, are likely to be higher than the figures presented here.

3.4  Term time versus holiday: the development impact

3.4.1  The monitoring dataset covers two term-time periods — pre-Easter (16–27 March) and 
post-Easter (14–25 April) — separated by the Easter holiday. Both term-time periods show 
materially higher non-compliance than the holiday period, confirming that elevated speeds are 
driven by normal traffic patterns. The 827 dwellings and secondary school proposed for SES30 
will generate traffic closely resembling term-time conditions: commuter trips, school runs, and 
peak-hour movements. The pre-Easter term-time figures — mean speed 30.6 mph, 66.8% 
non-compliance, 27.2% exceeding 40 mph — represent the more established pattern and the 
appropriate baseline for assessing development impact.

3.4.2  The Easter holiday period shows lower figures across all metrics, as expected with 
reduced volumes and no school-run activity. The post-Easter term-time data shows figures 
between the two periods, consistent with the early stage of the summer term. Across all three 
periods, however, non-compliance was recorded every day without exception, and vehicles 
exceeding 40 mph were recorded on all 41 monitoring days. This confirms that speed limit non-
compliance on Bramley Lane is  a persistent  structural  characteristic  of  the road,  not  an 
occasional or seasonal phenomenon.
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5. Requested Modification

5.1  This representation requests that the highway conditions in MM411 be amended to add 
the  following  conditions,  consistent  with  the  approach  taken  in  MM429  (SS19)  and 
proportionate to the independently evidenced existing conditions on Bramley Lane:

Option A (if access restriction is intended):

“Vehicular access from Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and Richworth Road 
will be limited to pedestrian/cycle and emergency access only. Physical 
measures to prevent general vehicular access from these roads shall be 
identified through the masterplanning of the site and secured prior to the 
commencement of any residential development.”

Option B (if access via these roads is not excluded):

“A Transport Assessment of Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and Richworth 
Road shall be completed and submitted as part of the first planning 
application for the site. The Assessment shall address existing traffic 
volumes, vehicle speeds, pedestrian safety, junction capacity and the 
cumulative impact of the proposed development. No residential development 
accessed via Bramley Lane, Sundown Road or Richworth Road shall 
commence until all highway improvements identified in the Assessment have 
been secured by planning condition or legal agreement and delivered.”

5.2  Either option would address the soundness deficiency. Option A reflects the Council’s 
stated position (if it has one) and follows the SS19 precedent exactly. Option B provides an 
evidence-based pathway to development where access via these roads may be permitted, but 
only after the highway impact has been properly assessed and improvements secured. The 
current MM411 wording achieves neither.

6. Conclusion

6.1  Main Modification MM411 is unsound in its current form. The highway conditions as 
drafted fail to address the access position for Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and Richworth 
Road — two roads that physically bound the site and are not mentioned in the modification at 
all. This omission is directly inconsistent with the Council’s own approach in MM429 (SS19), 
where a comparable restriction was stated explicitly.

6.2  Independent traffic monitoring data collected over 41 days and 22,685 speed readings 
demonstrates that Bramley Lane is already severely non-compliant with its 20 mph speed limit. 
During normal term-time conditions, which most closely represent the conditions that will 
prevail once the site is occupied, two thirds of all vehicles exceed the speed limit and more 
than one in four exceeds 40 mph. Even during the Easter school holiday, non-compliance was 
recorded  on  every  single  day  without  exception,  and  vehicles  exceeding  40  mph  were 
recorded throughout the entire monitoring period.

6.3  The modifications schedule must address this gap. A plan that allocates 827 dwellings, a 
secondary school and a burial ground on land adjacent to roads with these existing conditions, 
without either assessing the impact or enforceably restricting access, is not justified, not 
effective,  and not  consistent  with  national  policy.  The requested modification is  modest, 
targeted, and directly consistent with the approach the Council has itself taken for other sites in 
the same consultation document.

SES30 Representation — Andrew Linfoot



I consider Main Modification MM411 (site SES30) to be unsound. It is not justified and 
not effective in respect of its highway conditions. I request that the modification be 
amended to resolve the access position for Bramley Lane, Sundown Road and 
Richworth Road as set out in Section 5 above.

I request to be notified of the Inspectors' final report and the adoption of the Sheffield Plan.

Andrew Linfoot

SES30 Representation — Andrew Linfoot
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Introduction 
 
Joined Up Heritage Sheffield is a charity that seeks to bring together organisations and individuals interested in 
heritage, in all its variety, to promote better understanding, a strategic approach and a better-resourced and better-
connected presentation of heritage. We have published a Heritage Strategy1 that establishes a vision for Sheffield’s 
heritage, which has been adopted by Sheffield City Council and is now included in their work programme2. 
 
Following the publication of plan documents incorporating Main and Additional Modifications, this document gives 
our recommendation and reasoning for updates and corrections. 
 
Note on references 
 
Paragraph and policy numbering in this response is as used in the updated plan documents incorporating the Main 
and Additional Modifications. This is not always consistent with the numbering in the schedules of modifications. 
 
 

 
1 The Heritage Strategy can be found at https://www.joinedupheritagesheffield.org.uk/heritage-strategy. 
2 See resolution 11.2 of the Strategy & Resources Policy Committee meeting of 21st February 2024, available at 
https://democracy.sheffield.gov.uk/documents/g8786/Decisions%20Wednesday%2021-Feb- 
2024%2010.00%20Strategy%20and%20Resources%20Policy%20Committee.pdf?T=2. 
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Summary of recommended changes 
 

Mod Recommendation Reason 

AM1 Add reference to heritage to Foreword. Align Foreword with Aim 8. 

AM40 Add statements about the industrial heritage contribution of rivers in all 
relevant Sub-Areas and Character Areas to 4.10, 4.17, 4.34, 4.44, 4.51, 
4.65, 4.67, 4.69, 4.72 and 4.76, similar to 4.55. 

Consistency across all Sub-Areas and recognition of the 
foundational importance of rivers to the city’s historic identity. 

MM10 Include both designated and non-designated heritage assets in SP1(n). Implement change previously agreed. 

MM20 Include the need for consistency with biodiversity and heritage 
objectives in CA2(f), similar to SA1(m) and others. 

Consistent approach to riverside routes. 

MM27 Include a requirement to ‘Conserve, enhance and capitalise on the area’s 
heritage’ in CA6(g), similar to CA1(j). 

Consistent and accurate reflection of the importance of heritage. 

MM29 Delete word ‘key’ from CA1A(i). Consistency with NPPF and removal of redundant word. 

MM29 Include a requirement to retain and enhance designated and non-
designated heritage assets in all Priority Locations and Catalyst Sites in 
CA2A, CA2B, CA3A, CA3B, CA4A, CA5A and CA5B, similar to CA1A(i). 

Consistent and accurate reflection of the particular importance of 
heritage in sites undergoing regeneration. 

MM27, 
MM29 

Reflect the potential for a Conservation Area in the Wicker area in 
CA2(e) and CA2B. 

Decision of Transport, Regeneration and Climate Policy 
Committee to include this in their work programme. 

MM103 Clarify the meaning of ‘registered historic parks and gardens’ in BG1. Ensure that BG1 protects all historic parks and gardens. 

MM216a Add locally-listed Rivelin and Loxley waterpower sites to Part 2, Map 6: 
Heritage Assets. 

These are not currently shown. 

MM221 Add Grade II-listed buildings at risk and the loss of nationally and locally 
listed buildings to the monitoring framework in Annex C. 

Grade II-listed buildings (other than places of worship) are 
currently excluded. Losses of buildings at risk would currently be 
measured as an improvement. 

MM22, 
MM27, 
MM29, 
MM33, 
AM32 

Correct Conservation Area name to ‘Kelham Island and Neepsend 
Industrial’ in 4.10, CA1(i), 4.13, CA1A(i), 4.14, CA1B(c), CA2(e) and 4.23. 

Variants omitting ‘Industrial’ or ‘Neepsend’ are incorrect. 
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Detailed changes to policies and supporting text 
 
Foreword 
 
Recommendation: Acknowledge the role of heritage in the Foreword. 
 
Aim 8 of the Plan is for a well-designed city with a strong local identity and a reputation for a quality built 
environment and for valuing its heritage assets. AM1 provides a rewritten foreword which touches on most of the 
plan aims. Given the Council’s renewed commitment to realising the benefits of heritage the foreword should also 
refer to their vision for heritage. 
 
SP1 
 
Recommendation: Amend SP1(n) to read ‘Protection, management, and enhancement of designated and non-
designated heritage sites and assets, with a focus on achieving the highest standards of new development whilst 
respecting the industrial and cultural significance of the existing historic environment across Sheffield (see Policy DE1 
and Policy DE9).’ 
 
Recommendations to include both designated and non-designated heritage assets were made in previous 
consultation comments by both Historic England (ref. PDSP.003.004) and JUHS (ref. PDSP.116.002 and 
PDSP.116.003). The list of responses approved by Full Council accepts this change, but it has not been made. As the 
change has already been agreed it should be included as part of MM10. 
 
The previous consultation comment by JUHS also recommended that SP1(n) refer to the ‘historic environment’ 
rather than to the ‘built environment’, to recognise that landscapes and other structures such as watercourses are 
also heritage assets. There was no response to this in the Council’s list, indicating that it was overlooked. Limiting 
scope to the built environment would be inconsistent with the NPPF definition of heritage assets and paragraph 135. 
 
CA1, CA1A, CA1B 
 
Corrections: 

• Amend 4.10, 4.13, 4.14, CA1(j), CA1A(i) and CA1B(c) to refer to the ‘Kelham Island and Neepsend Industrial 
Conservation Area’. 

 
Recommendations: 

• Amend the third sentence of 4.10 to read ‘The role and function of the area is shaped by the River Don, which 
is key to the area’s industrial heritage, and important nearby green assets such as Parkwood Springs and 
Stanley Fields.’ 

• Remove the word ‘key’ from CA1A(i). 
 
The Planning and Highways Committee resolved at their meeting on 10th March 2026 to update the name of the 
Conservation Area to ‘Kelham Island and Neepsend Industrial Conservation Area’, re-inserting the word ‘Industrial’ 
and confirming a previous decision to add ‘Neepsend’ to the name. 
 
AM40 amends paragraph 4.55 to recognise the importance to the industrial heritage of the main rivers in the 
Northwest Sheffield Sub-area. Main rivers across Sheffield make an important contribution in this respect and the 
recommended change ensures that this is also applied to Character Areas in the Central Sub-area. 
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The word ‘key’ in CA1A(i) is never defined, and risks implying that only a subset of heritage assets merit 
consideration in planning decisions. As defined in the NPPF, all heritage assets have a degree of significance meriting 
consideration in planning decisions. MM29 introduces the more precise reference to ‘designated and non-
designated heritage assets’ to replace the looser ‘key heritage buildings’ and the word ‘key’ appears to be left over 
from that. 
 
CA2, CA2A, CA2B 
 
Corrections: 

• Update 4.23 and CA2(e) to refer to the ‘Kelham Island and Neepsend Industrial Conservation Area’. 
 
Recommendations: 

• Amend the third sentence of 4.17 to read ‘The role and function of the area is shaped by the River Don, 
Sheffield & Tinsley Canal and Wicker railway viaduct, which are key to the area’s industrial heritage, and also 
by the Inner Ring Road.’ 

• Amend CA2(e) to read ‘Conserve, enhance and capitalise on the area’s heritage, especially within the Kelham 
Island and Neepsend Industrial and City Centre Conservation Areas and a potential Wicker and Victoria Quays 
Conservation Area, by providing high quality development proposals.’ 

• Append to CA2(f) ‘consistent with biodiversity and heritage objectives.’ 

• Add the following paragraph to CA2A: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets (including the City Centre Conservation Area).’ 

• Add the following paragraph to CA2B: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets (including the Kelham Island and Neepsend Industrial Conservation Area and those within a 
potential Wicker and Victoria Quays Conservation Area).’ 

 
To correct the Conservation Area name and for consistency with AM40, see above. 
 
MM20 modifies SA1(m) to recognise the need for consistency with biodiversity and heritage objectives when 
developing riverside routes, and similar modifications apply to other Sub-Areas. The recommended change ensures 
that this also applies to the explicit provision for riverside routes in Character Area Two. 
 
MM27 and MM29 modify CA1 and CA1A(i) to recognise the need to conserve and retain heritage assets. This is 
equally important in other Priority Locations and Catalyst Sites in the Central Sub-area, and the recommended 
change ensures that this is reflected consistently across all of these. 
 
The Transport, Regeneration and Climate Policy Committee agreed at their meeting on 18th March 2026 to the 
request of the Planning and Highways Committee that they add a Conservation Area Designation for The Wicker and 
Victoria Quays to their work programme. It is important that decisions based on a policy written and examined 
before the committee’s decision do not compromise the historic environment in this area, and so it is strongly 
recommended that the potential for a Conservation Area is reflected in the policies covering that area. 
 
CA3A, CA3B 
 
Recommendations: Add the following paragraph to CA3A and CA3B: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and 
non-designated heritage assets (including the Furnace Hill Conservation Area).’ 
 
For consistency with MM29. 
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CA4, CA4A 
 
Recommendations: 

• Amend 4.34 to read ‘The area is situated to the south and east of the City Centre and lies within the Cultural 
Industries Quarter, City Centre and Norfolk Road Conservation Areas. It has a unique identity given context by 
established residential areas featuring the iconic Grade II* Listed Park Hill Flats; as well as key gateways into 
the city at Sheffield railway station, Sheffield Interchange, and the A61 Arundel Gate. Some of Sheffield’s 
more recognisable landmarks including Park Hill Flats, Ponds Forge, Sheffield Hallam University and the 
former National Centre for Popular Music mark the area as of critical importance to the city. The role and 
function of the area is shaped by major road and rail infrastructure, the South Street Park/Sheaf Valley Park, 
the River Sheaf and Porter Brook. The rivers and Grade II-listed railway station are key to the area’s industrial 
heritage.’ 

• Add the following paragraph to CA4A: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets, including the locally listed Bramall Lane bridge and culvert.’ 

 
For consistency with AM40, see above; and to list the Conservation Areas correctly. 
 
For consistency with MM29, see above. CA4A(c) promotes deculverting of the Porter Brook and is potentially in 
conflict with the need to conserve heritage assets. 
 
The former National Centre for Popular Music is one of the city’s most recognisable landmarks and is of particular 
architectural distinction, so is proposed as an addition to the list of such landmarks. 
 
CA5, CA5A, CA5B 
 
Recommendations: 

• Amend the first sentence of 4.44 to read ‘The City Centre Conservation Area covers a substantial part of the 
area, part of the area lies within the Hanover Conservation Area, and there are a significant number of listed 
buildings.’ 

• Append to 4.44 ‘The topography of the area is shaped by the Porter Brook, which is key to its industrial 
heritage.’ 

• Add the following paragraph to CA5A: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets, including the locally listed Bramall Lane bridge and culvert.’ 

• Add the following paragraph to CA5B: ‘Retention and enhancement of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets.’ 

 
For consistency with AM40, see above; and to list the Conservation Areas correctly. 
 
For consistency with MM29, see above. CA5A(f) promotes deculverting of the Porter Brook and is potentially in 
conflict with the need to conserve heritage assets. Both CA5A and CA5B contain non-designated heritage assets, and 
although no heritage assets are designated today the policies need to accommodate future designations. 
 
CA6 
 
Recommendations: 

• Append to the first sentence of 4.51 ‘which is also key to the area’s industrial heritage’. 

• Amend CA6(g) to read ‘Conserve, enhance and capitalise on the area’s heritage, especially within the John 
Street Conservation Area, by providing high quality development proposals.’ 

 
For consistency with AM40, see above. 
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MM27, MM33, MM41 and MM55 modify policies in other Character areas to use a form of words replicating CA4(g), 
and the recommended change ensures that CA6 is consistent with these. 
 
SA4 
 
Recommendation: amend the third sentence of paragraph 4.65 to read ‘These waterways provide attractive routes 
through the valley and are key to the sub-area’s industrial heritage.’ 
 
AM40 amends paragraph 4.55 to recognise the importance to both recreation and industrial heritage of the main 
rivers in the Northwest Sheffield Sub-area. Main rivers across Sheffield make an important contribution in this 
respect and the recommended change ensures that this is reflected consistently across all Sub-areas. 
 
SA5 
 
Recommendation: insert after the first sentence of paragraph 4.67 ‘The River Rother, The Moss and Shire Brook flow 
through recreational green spaces and are key to the sub-area’s industrial heritage.’ 
 
For consistency with AM40, see above. 
 
SA6 
 
Recommendation: append to paragraph 4.69 ‘The River Sheaf, Totley Brook and Oldhay Brook flow through green 
spaces and are key to the sub-area’s industrial heritage.’ 
 
For consistency with AM40, see above. 
 
SA7 
 
Recommendation: append to paragraph 4.72 ‘The River Sheaf, Porter Brook and their tributaries flow through 
recreational green spaces and are key to the sub-area’s industrial heritage.’ 
 
For consistency with AM40, see above. 
 
SA8 
 
Recommendation: append to paragraph 4.76 ‘The River Don provides an attractive route through its valley and with 
the Little Don is key to the sub-area’s industrial heritage.’ 
 
For consistency with AM40, see above. 
 
BG1 
 
Recommendation: Amend the third bullet point to read ‘other registered or locally listed parks and gardens.’ 
 
The definitions point to ‘Heritage Assets’ in the Glossary for a definition of ‘registered parks and gardens’, but that 
only states that ‘Sheffield’s historic parks, gardens and cemeteries are also included under the term heritage assets’ 
and does not give a definition for ‘registered’. The latter refers specifically to those on Historic England’s register, 
omitting those that are locally listed. 
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The previous bullet lists several major parks of citywide importance, including a mixture of registered and locally 
listed assets, creating both duplication and potential confusion. The policy should protect all historic parks and 
gardens as components of the green network, whether registered or locally listed, as implied by the reference to the 
definition of ‘Heritage Assets’. For the avoidance of doubt it should be changed as recommended. 
 
The Glossary should also be updated with a correct definition of ‘registered parks and gardens’. 
 
Part 2, Map 6 
 
Recommendation: update the map to show the extent of the locally listed areas ‘Rivelin Waterpower Sites’, ‘Loxley 
Valley water power assets’ and the individual locally listed assets in the Rivelin Valley. 
 
Map 6: Heritage Assets shows markers for most of the assets on the Local Heritage List, but for only one of the 
twenty-two locally-listed waterpower assets in the Rivelin Valley, and does not show the locally-listed area in the 
Loxley Valley at all. Given the foundational importance of these assets in the history of the city these are significant 
omissions and must be corrected. 
 
Annex C 
 
Recommendation: add the following measures to sub-objective ‘To protect, conserve and enhance buildings, 
landmarks and areas etc.’: 

• % and number of Grade II-listed assets at risk outside the scope of the national register; 

• Number of designated heritage assets lost through demolition or de-designation; 

• Number of locally-listed heritage assets lost through demolition or removal from the list. 
The source for these measures is Sheffield City Council. 
 
The Historic England Heritage At Risk register does not include Grade II-listed assets outside London except for 
places of worship, so as it stands this measure would exclude the vast majority of listed assets in Sheffield including 
such critical cases as the Old Town Hall. A local register of Grade II-listed assets other than places of worship will be 
needed in any case, and including these in the Monitoring Framework would be a far more accurate measure of plan 
effectiveness. 
 
Assets at risk are amongst the most likely to be lost entirely, de-designated or removed from the Local Heritage List. 
This would also remove them from lists of assets at risk, creating a false impression of an improving measure. 
Including losses would ensure a fairer reflection. 
 
 

Robin Hughes 
Joined Up Heritage Sheffield 

27th April 2026 
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SHEFFIELD PLAN EXAMINATION
Main Modifications Consultation

Representation on Main Modification MM411 — Site Allocation SES30

Submitted by: Shannon Linfoot
Address: 
Email: 
Date: 25th April 2026
Consultation reference: MM411 / SES30

1. Introduction

I am  years old and have grown up on Bramley Lane in Sheffield S13. I walk and travel by car 
along Bramley Lane regularly. I am submitting this representation because I feel strongly about 
what the proposed development of site SES30 would mean for the area I have grown up in, 
and because I do not think the current version of the plan properly addresses the problems with 
this proposal.

2. Growing up between two villages

I have spent my whole life in this part of Sheffield. The open land between Handsworth and 
Woodhouse has always been part of what makes living here feel different to living in the middle 
of a city. You can walk out onto green fields and open countryside within minutes of your front 
door. That matters, especially to younger people who need outdoor space.

If SES30 is built, that separation between the two communities will be almost entirely gone. 
There would be nothing left between Handsworth and Woodhouse except a narrow strip of 
trees. Two places that have always had their own identities — their own shops, schools, 
community life — would effectively merge into one continuous built-up area. I do not think that 
loss has been taken seriously enough in the planning process. Once it happens, it cannot be 
undone.

The National Planning Policy Framework exists partly to stop exactly this kind of thing — the 
merging of distinct communities into one another. The green belt between Handsworth and 
Woodhouse exists for a reason. The exceptional circumstances needed to build on it have not, 
in  my  view,  been  convincingly  demonstrated,  particularly  when  the  Council’s  own 
environmental assessment says the modifications make things worse for landscape and the 
environment.

3. Road safety on Bramley Lane

I use Bramley Lane on foot regularly and I know from personal experience how fast vehicles 
travel on it. It is genuinely unsafe to walk along in places, and crossing it requires real caution. 
Traffic monitoring data gathered independently on this road over a six-week period in early 
2026 recorded more than 22,000 individual vehicle speed measurements and found that 
during normal conditions nearly two thirds of vehicles exceed the 20 mph limit. The 85th 
percentile speed — the speed at or below which 85% of drivers travel — was found to be 
above 40 mph on a road with a 20 mph limit.

These are not statistics that surprised me. Anyone who lives on or near Bramley Lane already 
knows it is driven far too fast. What does surprise me is that the plan for 827 new homes, a 
school and a burial ground on land that borders this road makes no mention of it at all. MM411 
does not assess the impact on Bramley Lane, does not require any improvements to it, and 

SES30 Personal Representations — Sheffield Plan Main Modifications Consultation



does not restrict access from it. A plan that proposes a major development adjacent to a road 
with these existing conditions and simply ignores those conditions is not a sound plan.

4. Flooding and mining risk

Flooding is already a problem in this area. Beaver Hill Road floods. The site has a watercourse 
running through it. Building on 35 hectares of currently open, permeable land and replacing it 
with roofs, roads and hard surfaces will make surface water run-off worse, not better. MM411 
acknowledges flooding risk but defers dealing with it to the planning application stage. That is 
not reassuring to people who already experience flooding near their homes.

The ground under and around this site also has a history of coal mining. Old mine workings are 
present in the area. The modification says a Coal Mining Risk Assessment will be required 
when a planning application is submitted. That means the Council is proposing to allocate the 
site for 827 homes before anyone has established whether the ground is safe to build on. If the 
assessment later reveals significant problems, the whole capacity calculation collapses — and 
the justification for taking this land out of the green belt goes with it.

5. What I am asking for

I grew up here and I want this area to remain a place where the gap between Handsworth and 
Woodhouse  still  means  something  —  where  you  can  still  see  open  land,  where  the 
communities still have their own character, and where the road I walk along every day is safe. 
None of those things are guaranteed by MM411 as it stands.

I am asking the Inspectors to look carefully at whether the flooding risk, the mining risk, the 
highway safety issues and the landscape harm have genuinely been resolved — or whether 
they have simply been deferred to later stages in the hope that they will somehow work out. 
The Council’s own evidence says the modifications make the environmental performance of 
the plan worse. That should give the Inspectors serious pause before confirming an allocation 
of this scale on this land.

I consider Main Modification MM411 (site SES30) to be unsound. It is not justified, not 
effective, and not consistent with national policy. I request that SES30 be removed 
from the Plan and retained as Green Belt.

I request to be notified of the Inspectors' final report and the adoption of the Sheffield Plan.

Shannon Linfoot

25th April 2026

SES30 Personal Representations — Sheffield Plan Main Modifications Consultation



 

 

 

REF5.0126

 















 

 

 

REF5.0127

 







 

 

 

REF5.0128

 









































 

 

 

REF5.0129

 















 

 

 

REF5.0130

 





 

 

 

REF5.0131

 





 

 

 

REF5.0132

 







 

 

 

REF5.0133

 







 

 

 

REF5.0134

 







 

 

 

REF5.0135

 







 

 

 

REF5.0136

 



For the attention of :-

Strategic Planning.                   SheffieldPlan@sheffield.gov.uk

Howden House

Union Street

Sheffield.


Site references - 

SES29 (MM410) Handsworth Hall Farm, Finchwell Road

 SES30 (MM411) Bramley Lane /Beaver Hill Road


I wish to express my concerns over the review of the local plan and object to there being no major 
amendments to the proposed development of SES30 (Beaver/Bramley) or SES29,(Handsworth Hall Farm). 

I have particular concerns relating to the building of a multi faith burial ground on the SES30 site.


My main objection is about the placement of a multi faith burial ground on a proposed area of SES30, not 
only will it take away 4 hectares of our green belt and open spaces but feel our previous objections and 
concerns have been completely ignored.


Handsworth Cemetery is situated on Orgreave Lane which is adjacent to the SES29 site which is also 
allocated for future housing development. The boundary to the existing graveyard could be expanded onto 
SES29 using some of this allocated land. Making it easy to utilise and would be more acceptable. 

 Handsworth Cemetery has full access and a Chapel already on site. The area has funeral directors close by 
and nearby venues for receptions and wakes.


As the Handsworth Cemetery is owned by the Sheffield Council surely this would be a better and more cost 
effective plan instead of using green belt land.


With reference to SES29 which is only half a mile away from SES30, there have been plans to have a tram 
train on this site. Although there is agreement to this proposal there is no plan as to when this will happen.

Promises have been given but a plan that relies on promises is not sound and should be removed.


Over the past few years there have been over 4000 houses built on the adjacent Waverley site with no plans 
for improvements to medical facilities etc.The area is vastly over subscribed already and plans to build even 
more houses in S13 and use green belt land makes this plan unsound and should be removed.


Why do you need to take green belt land when over 10,000 council houses have been demolished with only 
300 built to replace them.

The vacant land should be used again as communities in these areas already have infrastructure and 
transport access.


Our green belt is important to us and yet you want to take it away for more pollution and congestion. 

We want to leave our future generations with some freedom of space and give them mental wellbeing which 
we have no right to deprive them of. Once it’s gone it’s gone.


The plan as it stands is unsound so the site SES29 and SES30 should be removed from the plan and kept 
as Green Belt.


Barbara Parkin 
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 Date: 28 April 2026 
 
 Our Ref: AEJ/M25-0602-04 
 
  
 
 

By email only: SheffieldPlan@sheffield.gov.uk 
 

 
 
Dear Sir / Madam  
 
RE:  Sheffield Local Plan Examination – Main Modifications Consultation   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to take part in the above consultation exercise.  These representations 
have been prepared by Tetlow King Planning (“TKP”) and PLanD on behalf of our client Hallam Land, 
in relation to Hallam Land’s interests at Oakes Park, Norton Lane, Sheffield, and follows previous 
representations made to the varying versions of the emerging Sheffield Local Plan (Responses 
Reference: REF1.2011).   
 
These representations relate to the Schedule of Main Modifications (March 2026) published by Sheffield 
City Council.   
 
It is requested that these comments are taken into account as the Examination in Public and emerging 
Sheffield Local Plan progresses.  
 
Main Modification Representations  
 
Overall, there is objection to the proposed Main Modifications as they are based on an emerging Plan 
which is now fundamentally different to that which was submitted.  The Plan as submitted sought to 
balance jobs and housing growth.  Whereas the proposed Modifications are for a Plan which is still 
seeking to push economic growth but with a proposed stepped housing trajectory which will see less 
housing delivered for the majority of the Plan.  Meaning the vision for job growth and housing provision 
no longer align (discussed further in response to specific proposed Main Modifications below). 
 
In addition, when the emerging Plan was submitted, this was done in the context of it being a capacity-
based Plan with only limited green belt sites being identified for release.  At the Regulation 19 stage, 
the Council considered that green belt release was not necessary (beyond a specific brownfield 
regeneration opportunity at Norton), therefore, a dispersed approach to green belt release was not even 
considered as a ‘reasonable alternative’.  Whereas now in order to address concerns raised by the 
Inspector as part of the Examination, a number of green belt sites are being released as additional 
housing sites are required. 
 
As set out in previous representations, this substantial shift in approach to green belt should have 
resulted in a new full scale Green Belt Review being carried out, not the limited review (both in timescale 
and development) that was in fact carried out, resulting in the exercise being unsound.   
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There are additional green belt sites, such as land at Oakes Park (ref: S01220), that have not been 
subject to proper consideration by the Council and are suitable for release from the green belt and 
would make a meaningful contribution to delivering much needed housing.  Previous representations, 
in particular those submitted in response to the Focused Period of Consultation Associated with Stage 
4 Hearings in Nov/Dec 2025, explain why land at Oakes Park is suitable for development and can be 
brought forward sensitively with mitigation.   
 
The following detailed objections are based on the Modified Plans compliance with the advice in NPPF 
dated September 2023 which was extant on the date of submission.  
 
Objection to MM10 - Draft Policy SP1 Overall Growth Plan  
 
Object to overall scale of housing provision in SP1) part a)   
 
There is no clear explanation for the housing figure of 38,012 dwellings. This does not meet the area’s 
objectively assessed needs (as required by NPPF para 35a), nor does it appear in the context of the 
NPPF (para 35 b) to be an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and 
being based on proportionate evidence.  There is no reference in the Plan to the alternatives considered 
or the evidence relied upon.  
 
The Housing, Economic Growth and Demographic Modelling report July 2021 (paragraph 9.13 page 
47) states that the modelling linked to the economic projections for the required labour supply increase 
result in a need for up to 2,323 dwellings per annum. However, this level of provision is not proposed 
until some five years after the adoption of the Plan (2031/32).  People moving to the City for employment 
opportunities will also need a place to live, but the proposed stepped delivery of housing, will mean that 
many people will end up having to live outside of the City and commute in for work.  This will increase 
the level of commuting to the City, and once these patterns are established it will be more difficult to 
secure a change on such patterns.  This does not represent sustainable development or align with wider 
objectives (of both the Government and Sheffield City Council) to reduce carbon emissions as set out 
in the Local Plan as proposed to be modified (Forward page 4, Objectives page 21, Growth Plan 
paragraph 3.5).         
 
The Council had stated (Local Plan paragraph 3.6) that the release of green belt sites has been limited 
because to do so would “lead to higher carbon emissions due to the increased need to travel.”  However, 
the commuting trips from outside the City, resulting from the mismatch between jobs growth and staged 
housing delivery, are likely to be longer than those from green belt sites.  The strategy as proposed in 
the Main Modifications is, therefore, inconsistent and not based on appropriate evidence as there has 
been no assessment of the increased commuting in the accompanying SA.    
 
Object to Plan period up to 2039 in SP1) part a)   
 
The NPPF (paragraph 22) requires that strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year 
period from adoption. It further requires (paragraph 35) that in order for a Plan to be considered 
“positively prepared”, it must provide a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s 
objectively assessed needs. 
 
Paragraph 68b) requires that specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, should be 
identified for years 11-15 of the Plan where this is possible. The Council in its evidence for the submitted 
Plan and during the Examination never claimed that it is not possible to identify the land required to 
meet the Plan’s requirement to 2041 (assuming the Plan is adopted in 2026). 
 
This would require a further 4,752 homes to be identified for allocation (38,012/16*2). 
 
 
 
 



  

 

Object to “stepped approach” in SP1) part a) and MM92 insertion of new “table 3”  
 
Section 20(7C) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires the 
Inspector to recommend Main Modifications if asked to do so by the LPA, provided that the Main 
Modifications are necessary to make the Plan sound and legally compliant.  
 
As highlighted by our submissions to the Hearings, the stepped approach as proposed in the Main 
Modification goes considerably beyond that which is required to make the Plan sound. In this respect 
the proposed Main Modifications are not in accordance with the Act.  Whilst the PPG (Paragraph: 012 
Reference ID: 68-021-20190722) suggests a stepped housing requirement may be appropriate where 
there is to be a significant change in the level of housing requirement between emerging and previous 
policies, however, in this case it is the Councils selection of sites that is causing the delay in delivery.  
This could be resolved by selecting additional sites as promoted through the Examination. There are 
clearly a range of small and medium scale sites that could have been released to assist in meeting the 
need within the five years, such as Oakes Park, Norton Lane.   
 
In simple terms, the Plan would have a five year supply of housing on the date of adoption if the housing 
requirement up to the date of adoption is reduced to 1,780 dwellings per annum, then increased to the  
full requirement of 2,236 dwellings per annum in the five years after adoption, with finally just a small 
uplift to 2,465 dwellings per annum for the post 2031/32 period.  This would generate a total of 38,020 
dwellings over the Plan period.  Such a change would be sound and lawful.  
 
Table: Proposed stepped approach which meets the legal requirement as being necessary to ensure 
soundness 
 

Actual Completions 
prior to adoption 

Proposed 
Requirement 

Trajectory Expected / 
Annual rate of delivery (MM 
Table 3 page 122) 

Cumulative (year on Year) 
Rate of delivery  

2022/23 1,780 1,628 1,628 

2023/24 1,780 2,468 4,096 

2024/25 1,780 1,119 5,215 

Estimated completions prior to adoption 5,215 

2025/26 1,780 1,421 6,636 

5-Years from adoption  

2026/27 2,236 1,578 8,214 

2027/28 2,236 3,391 11,605 

2028/29 2,236 1,497 13,102 

2029/30 2,236 2,841 15,943 

2030/31 2,236 3,157 19,100 

Years 6-10 after Adoption  

2031/32 2,465 2,914 22,014 

2032/33 2,465 2,332 24,346 

2033/34 2,465 2,566 26,912 

2034/35 2,465 2,381 29,293 

2035/36 2,465 2,777 32,070 

Years 11-13 after Adoption  

2036/37 2,465 2,374 34,444 

2037/38 2,465 2,197 36,641 

2038/39 2,465 1,783 38,424 

TOTAL 38,020 38,424  



  

 

Table: 5 year housing land supply as calculated in accordance with the above stepped trajectory 
 

 Dwellings  

5- year requirement from 2022 (2,236 x 5) 11,180 

Completions 2022/23-2025/26  6,636 

Reduced requirement pre adoption 1,780 per year (2022/23 to 2025/26) 7,120 

Shortfall 2022/23-2025/26  484 

5- year requirement (including shortfall)  11,664 

5% Buffer  583.2 

Total net 5-year requirement  12,247 

Total net 5-year Supply (2026/27 - 20230/31) 12,498 12,464 

Number of Years Supply  5.1 

 
However, at present, the evidence demonstrates that the proposed reduction of the housing 
requirement in the first five years after adoption is unlawful as it is clearly and demonstrably not 
necessary to make the Plan sound. 
 
Furthermore, adopting a Plan that only seeks to meet its housing requirement for less than half of the 
Plan period (eight years out of a total of 17 years) cannot be described as being positively prepared 
(NPPF Para 36 a) especially as the evidence available demonstrates that additional sites could be 
allocated.  
 
In addition, the Plan, as proposed to be modified also fails to be effective (NPPF para 36 c). The 
proposed Modifications setting out the stepped approach requires a significant uplift five years after 
adoption in the rate of delivery from 1,780 dpa to 2,750 dpa an increase of some 54%. However, at this 
point, as the Plan is five years old the housing requirement will be replaced by the standard method 
calculation (as required by para 78 of the NPPF). The Plan therefore has no mechanism for ensuring 
the delivery of the additional dwellings that the Council’s evidence suggests is required to support the 
economic growth of the city.  
 
Lastly the approach in the amended policy and as set out in the new table 3 is not justified (NPPF Para 
35 b) as it fails to represent an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, 
and being based on proportionate evidence. There are as demonstrated above, reasonable alternatives 
to this approach which would be lawful and the proportionate evidence presented at the Hearings 
highlighted a number of additional sites that could have been incorporated into the Plan, including 
Oakes Park, Norton Lane, to address the issue of projected undersupply.  
 
Object to MM MM90 and MM91 – Draft Policy H1 Scale and Supply of New Housing  
 
See objection to MM10 Policy SP1 above regarding the overall level of housing in this draft policy. 
 
Mr Bolton’s (PLanD) submission on Matter 4 (DLP ref: 04.26.24.Sheffield Local Plan MIQ - Matter 4 
Final) highlighted in Table 1 (page 13) that the then proposed distribution of new dwellings was 
unequitable and would not meet the needs of those requiring affordable housing within the City. The 
additional allocations now proposed as Main Modifications do not address this issue.  
 
The proposed Main Modifications do not address the mismatch of demand and supply highlighted in 
Mr. Boltons earlier submission. Despite the allocation of additional sites which will lead to an increase 
in the number of houses that will be delivered in the Plan period, the Plan remains focused on delivering 
one and two bedroomed apartments for rent in or close to the City Center.  This is contrary to the pattern 
of demand as evidenced by the Council in the SHMA 2019 Table 8.1 (CD9.05) which suggests that the 
majority of households (80%) are wishing to access houses rather than apartments (20%) as shown in 
the table 4 of appendix 1 (DLP ref: 04.26.24.Sheffield Local Plan MIQ - Matter 4 Final Appendix 1). 



  

 

The Plan, even as amended, should not be regarded as sound as it is clearly not an appropriate strategy 
when considered against the proportionate evidence base including the Council’s own SHMA. 
 
Furthermore, as set out in Mr Bolton’s response to SP2 (DLP ref: 04.22.24 Sheffield Local Plan MIQ - 
Matter 8) and in his earlier submissions to this Examination most allocated sites are unviable with 0% 
affordable as illustrated by Table 2 in the DLP objection to SP2 (replicated in appendix 1) and Table 
10.9 (page 172) of the Whole Plan Viability Assessment (September 2022) (VI01). The issue of the lack 
of viability of City Centre sites remains unresolved with the Council’s verbal evidence suggesting that 
these allocations are made with the assumption that they will attract government funding and as such 
might deliver 10% affordable housing. Even if the allocations in the central area manage to deliver 10% 
affordable housing with grant aid this (1,800 units) would still be significantly short of the identified 
affordable housing requirement for the area of 6,544 units. 
 
This continued reliance on unviable sites to deliver unwanted dwelling types in unpopular locations 
strongly suggests that the Plan will fail to deliver the required level of housing and is clearly unsound.  
 
MM98 - Draft Policy T1 Enabling Sustainable Travel  

 
The suggested amendment makes it clear that the Council is keen to prioritise initiatives and schemes 
that “enable sustainable travel”.  However, as set out above, the fact the Council is suggesting a stepped 
trajectory for housing delivery but pushing for economic growth and greater employment opportunities 
with Sheffield means that there will inevitably be increased inward commuting, which is at odds with the 
objectives of MM98.   

 
The desire the Council has to ensure schemes enable sustainable travel will not be met unless more 
dwellings are delivered in the early years of the plan so that current and future housing needs can be 
met, without the need for those working within Sheffield being forced to live outside the Authorities’ 
boundaries due to an insufficient supply of housing.    

 
MM8 / Paragraph 3.11 

 
MM8 inserts a requirement for an early review of the Sheffield Plan to focus on the need for large-scale 
logistics land and enable opportunities for carrying out further assessment of the supply and 
requirements for large-scale logistics over a wider area in the sub-region.   

 
However, there is still no review mechanism incorporated into the emerging Plan which requires a 
review earlier than the statutory five-year requirement.  The absence of a policy mechanism which 
requires early review of the Plan, i.e. within five years of adoption, doesn’t align with MM8 which sets 
out the Council’s acknowledgement that an early review of the Plan is needed.   

 
If the Council is serious about carrying out an early review, then as suggested in previous 
representations submitted by TKP and PLanD on behalf of Hallam Land, a policy, making it clear that 
the Plan will be subject to an early review will assist the Council in reinforcing the commitment it is 
making in MM8. 

 
The need for an early review of the Plan has already been explained in detail in previous 
representations, but in summary, this is considered vital on the grounds that the deficiencies of the Plan 
(see previous representations) are so great that should it be found sound it will require immediate 
review.  For completeness, the suitable policy suggested previously is re-iterated below:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 

“Policy 1 – Reviewing the Sheffield Local Plan  
 
The Council will undertake a review of the Local Plan, which will commence no later than one year after 
the adoption of the Plan.  An updated, or replacement Plan will be submitted for Examination no later 
than three years after the date of adoption of the Plan.  In the event that this submission date is not 
adhered to, the policies in the Local Plan which are most important for determining planning applications 
for new dwellings will be deemed to be ‘out of date’ in accordance with paragraph 11d) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2024 (or as amended).   
 
The Plan review will secure levels of growth that accord with Government policy.  The planning and 
delivery of strategic growth will include a comprehensive review of Sheffield’s Green Belt Boundaries.   
 
The review will also serve to build stronger working relationships with adjoining and nearby Authorities 
any may result in the preparation of a Joint Strategic Plan based on a wider geography”.   
 
MM103 – Draft Policy BG1 – Blue and Green Infrastructure and the Local Nature Recovery 
Network (Page 135, paragraph 5.25) 
 
It is noted at paragraph 5.25 that work on the South Yorkshire LNRS has not yet been completed and 
that it is suggested that once the work is complete further details will be set out in a Supplementary 
Planning Document (SPD).  However, SPDs are not subject to the same level of scrutiny as a Local 
Plan, therefore, by delaying the considerations of the work on the LNRS until after the adoption of the 
Local Plan means it will be less rigorously reviewed.   
 
This approach is inappropriate particularly given that the LNRS will map the network of designated 
wildlife sites and identified greenspaces, countryside and previously developed sites that will provide 
opportunities for nature recovery.  This process should be subject to thorough assessment. 
 
The fact that work is still outstanding on key matters such as LNRSs is another example as to why there 
is a need for a policy to be included within the emerging Plan committing to an immediate review, as 
this would allow the findings from the LNRSs work to be considered and incorporated as part of that 
review.    
 
It is requested that these representations are taken into account as the emerging Sheffield Local Plan 
progresses.   
 
If there are any queries, please do not hesitate to get in touch.   
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Amy James BA(Hons) MPlan MRTPI 
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 
For and On Behalf Of 
TETLOW KING PLANNING 
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