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fﬂ Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From
Date Wed 2026-04-15 8:13 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MMB93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small



margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated
Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.
The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘'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'. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘'some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a

substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy



demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.
The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will

significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of
the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.
MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but

does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low "buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints
including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of



housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's
constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and
suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council's Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out
in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing

built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Angela Burdon Bailey
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m Outlook

Objection to the proposed main modifications to the Sheffield local plan- site SS19

From sarah Hartwe! [ R

Date Wed 2026-04-15 9:55 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’'s Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate. MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MMB92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated



Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding
and fails to secure delivery.

The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a
substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts willsignificantly
worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of

the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and






assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

S Hartwell

Sent from my iPhone
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Sheffield Local Plan Main Modifications - Natural England

Date Thu 2026-04-16 9:20 AM

To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>
Cc “

Good morning,

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the Sheffield Local Plan Main Modifications. Natural
England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England has no comments to make on the Main Modifications for the Sheffield Local
Plan.

The lack of comment from Natural England should not be interpreted as a statement that there are no
impacts on the natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may wish to make comments that
might help the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to fully take account of any environmental risks and
opportunities relating to this document.

If you have any further questions about this consultation response, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Kind regards,
Elen Squires

Elen Squires (she/her)
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From Duncan Bailey
Date Wed 2026-04-15 8:12 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site S$19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MMB93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.



This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated
Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.
The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘'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'. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘'some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a



substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.
The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will

significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of
the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the lIA states that site SS19 'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.
MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but

does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints



including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of
housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's
constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and
suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council's Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out
in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing

built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,
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objection to the proposed main modifications to the sheffield local plan -site ss19

Date Thu 2026-04-16 7:30 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Sir/Madam,

I write to register my strongest possible objection to the proposed Main Modifications relating to
Site SS19 (land between White Lane and Carter Hall Lane, S12) in the Sheffield Local Plan.

This objection is made on the basis that the proposed allocation is unsound when assessed against
the tests set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
it is not justified, not effective, and not consistent with national policy.

Firstly, the proposed release of Green Belt land at Site SS19 is not justified and fails to meet the
strict policy requirements set out in the NPPF. Paragraph 137 confirms that Green Belt boundaries
should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified through
the plan-making process. Paragraph 138 requires that, before concluding that exceptional
circumstances exist, all other reasonable options for meeting development needs must be
examined, including making as much use as possible of suitable brownfield land.

There is no convincing evidence within the Main Modifications that these requirements have been
met. The allocation of land between White Lane and Carter Hall Lane appears to be driven by
convenience rather than necessity, prioritising greenfield release over more sustainable urban
regeneration opportunities. This directly conflicts with the core strategy of the NPPF.

Furthermore, paragraph 143 of the NPPF makes clear that inappropriate development in the Green
Belt is, by definition, harmful and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. The
permanent loss of this site would undermine the fundamental purposes of the Green Belt as set out
in paragraph 140, particularly in preventing urban sprawl and safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment.

The site performs a clear and important role in maintaining the separation between Sheffield and
neighbouring settlements such as Eckington, as well as preserving the rural setting of the Moss
Valley. Its release would result in irreversible harm, contrary to national policy.

Transport impacts associated with this proposal are also inconsistent with the NPPF. Paragraph 108
requires that developments should provide safe and suitable access for all users, while paragraph
109 states that development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the residual cumulative impacts on the
road network would be severe.

In this case, there is clear evidence that the cumulative impact would indeed be severe. White Lane
and Carter Hall Lane are narrow, constrained routes wholly unsuited to accommodating significant
additional traffic. Existing congestion on Mosborough Parkway and Eckington Way (A6135) is






Yours faithfully,

Rebecca White
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19
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Date Sat 2026-04-18 12:57 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out
in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the
Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying
that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will
have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised
in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact
Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a
city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak
deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address
how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and
will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will
increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-
16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily
require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the
plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed
level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IlA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that
removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and
wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that
is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment
or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and
safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across
sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning
obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained
local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations,
there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the
cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during
peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the
proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and
clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what
can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’'s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site
reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care
facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the
same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to
the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan
to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague
and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and
fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

James Tibbles



REF5.0057



m Outlook

Green belt plan at Charnock

From paul serso [

Date Sat 2026-04-18 11:52 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Ibberson
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From lovis tioe [N

Date Sat 2026-04-18 1:07 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Subject: Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield

Local Plan- site SS19

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete

statutory purposes of the Green Belt.



Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate. MM10 MM11 MM90-MMB93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MMB92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated

Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and

south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.



There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can

support the proposed level of growth.MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding
and fails to secure delivery.

The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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'. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have 'some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to

secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm



commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a

substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.
The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and

deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts
willsignificantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of

the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing

development on Green Belt land.



The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.
MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but

does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.More worryingly, SS19
is not included in these modifications even with significant

constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints
including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of
housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's

constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a



reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and
suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out

in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existingbuilt-up area,
erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and

further undermines the soundness of the Plan.



In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Louise Tribe



REF5.0059



m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From sue boisover [

Date Sat 2026-04-18 2:17 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.



MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails



to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IlIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.



The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are
only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification for
releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not
provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as
flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of






It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will
have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.



| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit

for purpose.
Yours sincerely,

Sue Bolsover



REF5.0060



m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Sat 2026-04-18 2:44 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local
Plan,

and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a
sound and

deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards
that are

essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of
development

impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of
soundness set

out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
specifically that

the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role
in

supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt
purposes set out

in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national
policy, weakens

the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future
decision-making by

implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green
Belt prevents

sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates
an

imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The
modification is

therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete

statutory purposes of the Green Belt.



Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point,
which can

be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development.
The

assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of
allocating green

belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be
difficult to

fully mitigate. MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on
a significant windfall

allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90),
equating to

approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent
on

unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan
does not

provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery
will be

realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan
delivers

only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period,
providing no

meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or
infrastructure

constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very
small

margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall
delivery would

result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and
ayear 7

place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will
be

adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the
Integrated

Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document
here)

states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in
time for

the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The
moderation



also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which

continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for

S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development
and

south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the
S12 area,

with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already
being

oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft
Sheffield

Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth
that would

ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic
development.

However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure
can

support the proposed level of growth.MM19- The wording “include
consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.

The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a
site, and

does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12,
which lies

outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential
growth with

just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan,
despite having

pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19
does not

demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and
fails the

NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities

unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are
supported by

the revised IlIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also



acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in
terms of

mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a
policy area

that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It
provides no

commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks
undermining

modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s
ability to

secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced
with a firm

commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development
scale and

impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant
concern in

relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan
identifies

approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a
substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an
already

constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial
distribution of

these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be
mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction
improvements,

public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider
highway

mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear
and

deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic
impacts willsignificantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and
undermine the sustainability of

the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IlA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’,
however,

the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under
pressure

during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is
unclear how









therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire
District

Council’s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent
to SS19

(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside
shops or a

care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for
site 45900

are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to
SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary
block of

development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt
purposes set out

in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the
existingbuilt-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East
Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments
would

effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned
proportionate

infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City
Council to

assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of
any

cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate and

further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the
constraints and

concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings.
For the

plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those
proposed are

vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible,
deliverable or

proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more
issues that

can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver
improvements in

infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.



| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the
removal or

reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the

Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust,

equitable,
and fit for purpose.
Yours sincerely,

Alice Green

Sent from my iPhone



REF5.0061



m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From anna bogunovic
Date Sat 2026-04-18 3:06 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Hi,

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are
only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification for
releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not
provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as
flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of
recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction of the
number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced
accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not
reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers for
the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing numbers that
are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing target can be met &



with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the reality be
reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous consultation
statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints including flood risk
and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and its impact on the Moss
Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers but SS19 is not referenced
in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of housing impact across site
allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19’s constraints are serious enough to warrant
modification text, they should also trigger a reassessment of its contribution to housing
supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19 in the impact recalculation undermines the
credibility of the housing trajectory and suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not
being applied consistently. This raises soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b)
and (c): the plan may not be justified or effective if constrained sites are retained without
transparent recalibration. The inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less
constrained sites may be overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like
SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will
have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area,
erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant
countryside encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of the
Charnock estate with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.



In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Anna Bogunovic
Sent from Outlook for Android
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Ex Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19 and SES12

From pauiin Gree- [

Date Sat 2026-04-18 8:00 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IlIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Pauline and Vincent Green

Sent from my iPhone
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Eﬂ Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Sat 2026-04-18 8:08 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the
Sheffield Local Plan, and particularly those that impact site SS19.
While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable plan, several
of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential
for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of
development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of
soundness set out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be justified,
effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting
only its role in supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full
set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow and
reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future
decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the
countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced
narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The
modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be
amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report
Addendum: Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document
as |IA from this point, which can be found here confirms that
permanent negative effects would remain’on the environment and
landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of



allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly
negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a
significant windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of
39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the overall
housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being
dependent on unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are
not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a
consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MMO92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield
Local Plan delivers only 298 dwellings above the identified
requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan
period, providing no meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-
delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in
windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be
developed, and a year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this does not
provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational
provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact
Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document
here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely
to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening
this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how
the educational needs of a post 16 student population,which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a
particular concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly
with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-
16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision
across the S12 area, with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary
school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by 33%
(Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of
approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations),
growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered



as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to
demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the
proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to
secure delivery. The modification does not commit to a new facility,
which is not allocated a site, and does not address the spatial
mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth
with just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the
plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs
arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing
are supported by the revised IIA (which can be found here) which
states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this
document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have
‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous
in a policy area that is critical to sustainable development and
infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or assurance that
transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal
shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s
ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording
must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact,
supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a
significant concern in relation to the scale of development proposed.
The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new homes
across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial increase in
traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial
distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or
coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.









45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as
unsuitable for development due to the same constraints repeatedly
raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-
boundary block of development that would clearly conflict with several
of the Green Belt purposes set out in national policy: they would fail to
check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode
the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two
developments would effectively double the size of the Charnock
estate with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this
rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with
Sheffield City Council to assess the combined effects of these
neighbouring proposals. The absence of any cross-boundary

assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and

undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to
Cooperate and further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the
constraints and concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or
during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it depends on
modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible,
deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the development in the
area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that
‘the more issues that can be resolved at pre-application stage,
including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications,
including the removal or reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is
sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and
the Council to reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local
Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,
Kim Bogunovic

Sent from my iPhone
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Sat 2026-04-18 8:25 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local
Plan, and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for
a sound and deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken
safeguards that are essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair
distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness
set out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
specifically that the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national
policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes
set out in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national
policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future
decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose.
Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet
MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to
justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not effective,
and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point,
which can be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would
remain’ on the environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its
development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly
negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.



MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant
windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90),
equating to approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan
does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall
delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MMB92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan
delivers only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing
no meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or
infrastructure constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides
only a very small margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in
windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a
year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there
will be adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the
Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation
(document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely
to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this
mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational
needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will
increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has
no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the
S12 area, with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19)
already being oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan
proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the
city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site
Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if
delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to
demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed
level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure
delivery. The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated
a site, and does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision.
S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant
residential growth with just one extra consultation room being allocated to the
area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising



from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and
justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are
supported by the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’.
Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt
will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy
area that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It
provides no commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be
secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and
risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also
weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The
wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by
planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant
concern in relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local
Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably
generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional
pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or
coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these
developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction
improvements, public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or
wider highway mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth.
Without clear and deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the
cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety,
and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IlA states
that site SS19 ‘benefits from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-
frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived experience of current residents is that
this route is already under pressure during peak times and buses are infrequent
and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how

the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without
substantial and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver
up to 50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in
practice. In fact, the Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only









improvements in infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the
removal or reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council
to reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust,
equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Milan Bogunovic
Sent from my iPhone
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan-site SS19

From Tracey Stafford
Date Sun 2026-04-19 9:58 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out
in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the
Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying
that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will
have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised
in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact
Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a
city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak
deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address
how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and
will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will
increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-
16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily
require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the
plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed
level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IlA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that
removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and
wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that
is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment
or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and
safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across
sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning
obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained
local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations,
there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the
cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during
peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the
proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and
clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what
can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’'s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site
reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care
facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the
same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to
the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan
to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague
and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and
fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Tracey Stafford
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Subject: Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

rrom Clare roule

Date Sun 2026-04-19 8:11 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IlA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Clare Robinson
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Sun 2026-04-19 8:

To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19.

While | recognise the need for a sound and

deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7-This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in

supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying
that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents

sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:

Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point) confirms that
‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that
the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly
negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM?93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.



MMO92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated
Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.
The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised lIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a
substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of



these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.
The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will
significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of
the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.
MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but
does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As aresult, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints
including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of
housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's
constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and



suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out
in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing
built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

[Your Name
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Mon 2026-04-20 10:07 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Shaun Crookes
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Letter to Sheffield Planning Team

From Amelya Mokran
Date Mon 2026-04-20 11:18 AM

To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>
Cc

@ 1 attachment (334 kB)
Letter to Sheffield Planning Team.pdf;

Sent for and on behalf of Julian Stephenson

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please see attached our letter for your kind attention and consideration.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any queries concerning this.

Many thanks,
Amelya

AMELYA MOKRANE
TEAM COORDINATOR

THIRK BEFORE YOU PRINT OR POST. PLEASE COHSIDER THE ERVIRONMENT.

MONTAGU EVANS THINKS...

CLICK TO READ THE LATEST UPDATES AND MARKET INSIGHTS FROM OUR TEAM

This e=mail is intended solely for the person to whom it is addressed. It may contain confidential or privileged information. If you have
received it in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the transmission. You must not copy, distribute or take any action in
reliance on it.

BEWARE OF CYBER-CRIME: Our banking details will not change during the course of a transaction. Should you receive a notification
which advises a change in our bank account details, it may be fraudulent and you should notify Montagu Evans who will advise you
accordingly.



Montagu Evans LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales. Registered number OC312072. A list of members'
names is available for inspection at the registered office 70 St Mary Axe, London EC3A 8BE.
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Strategic Planning Team
Sheffield City Council

5th Floor, Howden House
Sheffield

S12SH

By email only to: SheffieldPlan@sheffield.qov.uk

20 April 2026

Dear Sir/Madam,
4-5 QUEEN’S ROAD, SHEFFIELD

On behalf of our client, the Rendall Pension scheme we submit representations in relation to Main Modification
MM313 of the Sheffield Local Plan, which concerns the site allocation LR06.

A meeting was held on 27th 2025 with the City Council to discuss the site bounded by the River Sheaf to the
west, Queens Road to the east and the gardens of the properties on Duchess Road between Queens Road
and the Sheaf.

At that meeting, Sheffield City Council advised us that Strategic Flood Risk Modelling was being undertaken
by Arup on behalf of the City Council. The purpose of that modelling was to provide an up-to-date Strategic
Flood Model as the current strategic model used to establish the functional floodplain dated back to 2012 and
was now out of date.

In addition to the 2012 SFRA assessment, the models in front of the examination used to inform the allocations
are the 2021 Lower Don FAS model produced by JBA Consulting (which did not cover the River Sheaf) and
the 2018 Blackburn Brook model also produced by JBA Consulting.

There was a Level 1 SFRA produced by JBA Consulting. (dated January 2023) and a Level 2 SFRA is being
prepared but is not available or approved for use for planning by the Environment Agency. This Level 1 SFRA
is an update to the Draft Level 1 SFRA 2018 which was never completed. It uses up-to-date flood risk
information together with flood risk and planning policy guidance available from the NPPF (2021). 77 sites
were recommended as being potentially unsuitable for development due to their location in the functional
floodplain unless the functional floodplain can be included within the site design and layout as open
greenspace. However, there is an issue about the robustness of that assessment.

The footnote to Table 5-2 which considers the functional floodplain notes:

“The Sheffield CFR 2012 model does not account for the Lower Don Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme (LDV
FAS) which, at the time of writing, has been completed. However, the EA model that does account for the FAS
has not been completed in time for this Level 1 SFRA. Risk downstream of Kelham Island (SK3500688253)
down to Meadowhall (SK3932791305) may therefore be overestimated.

It is recommended that the functional floodplain is updated to account for the FAS in the next update to this
Level 1 SFRA’.

This is important as the Lower Don Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme is only a short distance away from our
client’s site. Therefore, the decision to de-allocate both the northern part of our client’s site previously marked
LRO6 and to also to leave the southern part of the site is because:

Montagu Evans LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number OC312072. Registered office 70 St Mary Axe, London, EC3A 8BE.
A list of members names is available at the above address.
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1. It is based on a Sheffield CFR model which is demonstrably out of date having been completed some
14 years ago in 2012.
2 Notwithstanding the age of the model, the LDV FAS has been built which mitigates that risk.

The 2023 SFRA itself recommends that the functional floodplain is updated to account for the FAS in the next
update. That modelling is critical and we consider should be in front of the examination.

This is reinforced again the Recommendations for further work (8.2.1):

8.2.1 Recommendations for further work

There are a number of plans and assessments listed in Table 8-1 that may be of benefit
to the LPA, in developing their flood risk evidence base to support the delivery of the
Local Plan, or to the LLFA to help fill critical gaps in flood risk information that have
become apparent through the preparation of this Level 1 SFRA.

Type Study Reason Timeframe
Understanding | Level 1 SFRA update To account for the Lower Don Valley FAS in | As required
of local flood the functional floodplain and climate change

risk modelling.

Where there are changes to:

e Other detailed flood modelling - such

as from the EA or LLFA

« the local plan, spatial development
strategy or relevant local development
documents
local flood management schemes
flood risk management plans
shoreline management plans
local flood risk management strategies
« national planning policy or guidance

Or after a significant flood event.

It was indicated that modelling would be available in draft form at least in February 2026. Unfortunately, that
modelling is still not available and is unlikely to be available until May 2026 at the earliest. However, it is
relevant to both the Local Plan examination process and the allocation of sites as it has a material effect on
allocation of sites for new residential development.

SOUNDNESS

The tests of soundness are set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The
Inspector must be satisfied that the Plan is ‘positively prepared’, ‘justified’, ‘effective’ and ‘consistent with
national policy’. Plans are considered to be sound if they are:

Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed
needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is
accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development.

Justified — an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate
evidence.

Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and
Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the
policies in this Framework and other statements of national planning policy, where relevant.

In the latest Local Plan consultation Main Modifications, the northern part of the site (known as No.2 Queens
Road, Sheffield S2 4DG or WFI House) has been taken out as an allocation. As shown below. This was LR06.
This part of the site was subject to a now expired planning permission granted on 24th May 2021 (ref
19/02484/FUL for a development of between 5 and 16 storeys (equivalent) comprising purpose-built student
accommodation. This would have accommodated 246 bedspaces in 37 cluster flats and 24 studio apartments

2
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as well as an ancillary accommodation. The application was found to support housing development where it
supports urban regeneration. The report highlighted the focus on suitable, sustainably located sites within the
main urban area of Sheffield such as this. The application was determined in May 2021 using the 2012 model.
The site was in Flood Zone 3 and therefore had to satisfy the sequential and exception tests which were
passed.

Modificasion reference: MM313
Description

Dealiocate site LROG
Proposed Main Modfications Policies Map
S T AN
Legend : Legend
Strategic Housing Strategic Housing
o Site = Site
Housing Site ! Housing Site
Strategic Route for Strategic Route for
Heavy Goods /| = Heavy Goods
Vehicles Vehicles
Strategx Road Strategic Road
Cycle Route Cydle Route
A B Gateway Route (Existing)
=) Central Area | 11 Gatevay Route
Neighbourhood | = Central Area
== Sub Area Character Area
Central Area
Sheffield Local =
Planning Authority Neighbourhood
Local Wildiife Site = Sub Area
Sheffield Local
esdential
: e Planning Authonty
Central Area
Flexible Use Zone Local Wildiife Site
Waterway Main river
Residential Zone
Central Area
Fexible Use Zone
Waterway

SUMMARY

This is an appropriate site as it is not reliant on green belt release, and the northern part of the site has
previously been the subject of a planning permission and is in a sustainable location given its accessibility to
public transport.

The site is no longer allocated for housing following the publication of the Main Modifications.

On behalf of our client, we consider that the Plan is unsound because it has used evidence which is
demonstrably out of date. A model is being prepared and according to the Council is nearing completion to
address this matter, not least because mitigation has opened since the publication of the model in the form of
the Lower Don Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme (LDV FAS. It is noted that:

“However, the EA model that does account for the FAS has not been completed in time for this Level 1 SFRA.
Risk downstream of Kelham Island (SK3500688253) down to Meadowhall (SK3932791305) may therefore be
overestimated. It is recommended that the functional floodplain is updated to account for the FAS in the next
update to this Level 1 SFRA”.

Our client wishes to work with the City Council to find a resolution to this position as it believes that the zoning
will and should change.

Putting the site in flood zone 3b fails sterilises the site for residential development — a site which has in part
already been identified as an appropriate location for PBSA by virtue of planning permission ref 19/02484/FUL.
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The Council should be updating its evidence base as a priority as this is clearly material. Instead, it has
released Green Belt sites in substantially less accessible and sustainable locations.

Piease contac N - ci<cuss

these representations.

Yours sincerely,

MONTAGU EVANS LLP
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

prom Nick Copic [ R

Date Mon 2026-04-20 11:30 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Nick Cupit



REF5.0071



m Outlook

Local Plan Consultation submission - Site reference - SES03 Main modification references -
MM69, MM85, MM89

From rhodes-and-hal-clocks [ NN

Date Mon 2026-04-20 1:27 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Site reference - SES03
Main modification references - MM69, MM85, MM89

Introduction

I am writing to register my concern regarding the inclusion of site SES03 in the latest Local Plan
consultation document proposed by Sheffield City Council, referenced under Main Modification
Reference Policy MM69, MM85, and MM89.

| believe the inclusion of this site, SES03, is unsound

Context

There are multiple issues with the site that should have prevented it from being included in the
Local Plan, such as an unfavourable topography for any use let alone its intended one, an overhead
power line and a shallow underground gas main making any development potentially untenable
and, most notable, an already over burdened local road network making any decision to allow the
development of this site unforgivable.

Concerns

Locally, we have all seen the increase in traffic around Drakehouse and Crystal Peaks over the last
few years, with first the opening of the Asda store at Drakehouse, followed by the extension of the
retail park with Aldi, Home Bargains and Tim Horton's arrival, and finally the addition of the Burger
King drive- thru and the replacement of Damons restaurant with the far busier Scarsdale Hundred,
as well as plans for a vehicle MOT test centre.

It is therefore, extremely concerning that the entrance to the site will be situated at the existing
roundabout adjacent to the site on Eckington Way/Drakehouse Way. This roundabout is already a
congestion hot spot during busy periods especially the rush hour and at weekends. This will be
further compounded by the inclusion of the SES03 site which will bring an increase in heavy traffic,
including HGVs to one of the worst parts of the local road network. A roundabout that already
proves itself to be a major bottleneck for traffic flow.

The proposed Showmans component of the site will involve a significant number of HGVs carrying
fairground equipment using this roundabout and entrance on a regular basis, adding to the



already over burdened road network and causing an increase in congestion and pollution locally.

Additionally, the industrial component of the site, (necessary to make the SES03 site viable), will
also see an increase of both HGVs and vans using the roundabout and the entrance adding further
to the traffic congestion and both the air and also noise pollution in the area.

This is unacceptable, with the site located adjacent to residential housing, with many young
families, and the community already experiencing major problems caused by the existing over-
development of the surrounding area and the resulting over burdened road network.

Council planning officers indicated at a previous consultation hearing that traffic surveys had not
been conducted at peak times, such as rush hour and weekends, and yet findings were such that
the road was still considered to be above 100% of current capacity. Nothing has been put in place
to mitigate this fact or to deal with further increases in traffic, congestion and pollution.

My understanding is that prior to the start of this current Local Plan process and prior to any initial
call for sites from Sheffield City Council, planning officers indicated to local MP Clive Betts, and
local Councillor Tony Downing, following questions put to officers during Cllr Downing's 2021 re-
election campaign in neighbouring Mosborough ward, that the over development in the area and
the resulting over capacity of the local road network would be addressed as part of any future draft
Local Plan.

This has not occurred, and indeed, is set to become far worse if the SES03 site remains within the
final document. This is particularly concerning as far more viable alternatives have been put
forward, including the site at Hesley Woods, initially discounted as it was considered greenbelt,
although it now appears to have been included, in respect of potential industrial development, as
part of the recent greenbelt additions, reference CHO4.

Another far more viable alternative, in regard to the Showmans element of the plan, is the
expansion of the existing Holbrook Traveller site in S20, which would seem a far more sensible and
suitable alternative than to drastically increase congestion, noise and air pollution around the
Eckington Way/Drakehouse roundabout and the adjacent Springwell and Seven Aires residential
housing estates.

Conclusion

The continued inclusion of site SES03 in the Local Plan will increase traffic congestion as well as
both air and also noise pollution in the local area, especially the adjacent housing estates of
Springwell and Seven Aires. The lack of mitigation in regard to traffic congestion shows quite
clearly that traffic surveys have not been conducted correctly. These essential studies should not be
left until future planning applications for the site are submitted, and need to be conducted and
updated immediately as the results are likely to show the unsuitable of the site and the location
and as such will render the plan unsound.

Therefore SES03 should be removed and replaced with one of the number of far more suitable
alternatives.

An extension of the Holbrook traveller site at S20, could provide the much needed travelling
showpersons provision and the former site of the allotments at Infield Lane in S9 could provide for

any shortfall in Employment land from the removal of SES03 from the plan

Note - the site at Infield Lane S9 is a brownfield site and is not currently included in the draft Local



Plan document, but is a sizeable site and is readily available for development.

Contact details

Wayne Rhodes

Former business owner

Timezone

Unit 12

Crystal Peaks Market Hall
Crystal Peaks Shopping Centre

Sent from my Galaxy
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Objection to the proposed main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan site ss19

rrom vt row.cv |

Date Mon 2026-04-20 3:05 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out
in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the
Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying
that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will
have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised
in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact
Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a
city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak
deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address
how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and
will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will
increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-
16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily
require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the
plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed
level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IlA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that
removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and
wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that
is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment
or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and
safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across
sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning
obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained
local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations,
there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the
cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during
peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the
proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and
clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what
can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’'s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site
reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care
facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the
same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to
the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan
to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague
and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and
fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Kim Rowley
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fx Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Fro
Date Mon 2026-04-20 3:16 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.



This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational provision
in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600
new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield
Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered
as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’.
Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some
negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It
also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must
be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to
development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to
the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new









| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Thanks and regards,

Pete Scholei
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan - site SS19

rrom Diane Curs [

Date Mon 2026-04-20 7:20 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

The harnessing of Green Belt land for development is, in my opinion, a short-sighted perspective
that serves to destroy local residents' quality of life and cause irretrievable damage to the
surrounding habitat and environment. To this effect:

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as lIA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational
provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new
homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional
Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
lIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘'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'. Paragraph 5.2.2
of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in
terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is critical
to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or assurance
that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness
and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens
the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced
with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale
and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to
the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new
homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and
place additional pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated
transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be
mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation measures
necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport commitments,
there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road
safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IlA states that site SS19
'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived
experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak times and
buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level of housing
growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined transport
infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the Council’'s own
evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing. This
creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing. However,
windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to deliver the
infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.



The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in Sheffield is
for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are only likely to deliver
around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall development. This fails to align with
the identified need and undermines the justification for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the
approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not provide confidence that the promised
affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as flood
risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of recalculation
to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction of the number of homes
expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be delivered. If
parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not
reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant constraints,
including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers for the brook and
hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing numbers that are not realistic,
which undermines confidence that the overall housing target can be met & with such a low “buffer”
of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and does not
provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous consultation
statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints including flood risk and
the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI
along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or
MM227, which should require recalculation of housing impact across site allocations. This omission
is concerning. If SS19's constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should
also trigger a reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference
SS19 in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and suggests
that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises soundness
concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified or effective if
constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The inconsistency also risks
undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be overburdened to compensate for
undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the appropriate
buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will have an impact
on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore impact the viability of the



site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’'s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which
could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the
landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has
assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in
relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national
policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode the
separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside
encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of the Charnock estate
with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to assess the
combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any cross-boundary assessment
represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in
the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and concerns
highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it
depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and lack the detail to
demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can be

resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Diane Cutts
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From Laura BurnW
Date Tue 2026-04- :

To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

I therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM393 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be



realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated

Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.
The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM?20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm



commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a

substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will
significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of
the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.
The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but
does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.



More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints
including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of
housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If S519’s

constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and
suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council’s Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out
in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing
built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the



plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,

and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Philip & Sharon Burns
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objection to proposal
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Date Tue 2026-04-21 10:40 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.



MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of



effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to






It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will
have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,



Rosalyn and David Platts
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objection

Date Tue -04-21 10:

To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MMO92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

ec5d77b896833b00602a2f002be91df4_Integrat
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MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.






have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Andrea Platts
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Updated Sheffield Local Plan - Objection

Date Tue 2026-04-21 1:43 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

[ﬂj 2 attachments (118 KB)
ATT00001.txt; Response to Local Plan 21.04.26.pdf;

To whom it may concern,

Please see attached response to the updated
Sheffield Local Plan.
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan - site SS19 Inbox

rrom il curts [

Date Tue 2026-04-21 3:31 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

The clandestine manner in which the Local Plan has been executed, and the carving up of the
hitherto protected Green Belt around Sheffield's perimeter, highlights the Council's blatant
disregard of the environment, pollution levels & the quality of life of residents who live in those
areas. The very same residents who hold the power of their votes for future elections. It is hoped
that 7th May will bear witness to the citizens' displeasure.

| have been a fervent Labour Party supporter all of my life, however, on this occasion | have to

say that | will not be voting for Labour in the upcoming local elections, as | believe that any values
about honesty, transparency and the preservation of the countryside, no longer applies to the
party. | cannot be associated with a Party that thinks so little of Sheffield's citizens and its beautiful
countryside. The planned developments are scandalous, and will rob Sheffield of some of its finest
countryside forever.

The harnessing of Green Belt land for development is, in my opinion, a short-sighted perspective
that serves to destroy local residents' quality of life and cause irretrievable damage to the
surrounding habitat and environment. To this effect:

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.



Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational
provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new
homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional
Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.



MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
lIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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'. Paragraph 5.2.2
of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in
terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase "wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is critical
to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or assurance
that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness
and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens
the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced
with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale
and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to
the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new
homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and
place additional pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated
transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be
mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation measures
necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport commitments,
there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road
safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19
‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived
experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak times and
buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level of housing
growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined transport
infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%



affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the Council’'s own
evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing. This
creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing. However,
windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to deliver the
infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in Sheffield is
for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are only likely to deliver
around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall development. This fails to align with
the identified need and undermines the justification for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the
approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not provide confidence that the promised
affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as flood
risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of recalculation
to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction of the number of homes
expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be delivered. If
parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not
reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant constraints,
including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers for the brook and
hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing numbers that are not realistic,
which undermines confidence that the overall housing target can be met & with such a low "buffer”
of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and does not
provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous consultation
statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints including flood risk and
the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI
along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or
MM227, which should require recalculation of housing impact across site allocations. This omission



is concerning. If SS19's constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should
also trigger a reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference
SS19 in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and suggests
that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises soundness
concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified or effective if
constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The inconsistency also risks
undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be overburdened to compensate for
undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the appropriate
buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will have an impact
on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore impact the viability of the
site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which
could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the
landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has
assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in
relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national
policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode the
separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside
encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of the Charnock estate
with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to assess the
combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any cross-boundary assessment
represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in
the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and concerns
highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it
depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and lack the detail to
demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that 'the more issues that can be
resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.



| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Neil Cutts
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

rrom cizabet

Date Tue 2026-04-21 3:35 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.



MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational provision
in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600
new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield
Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered
as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘'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’.
Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some
negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It
also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must
be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to
development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.









This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can be

resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Elizabeth Scholey
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Ex Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From Helen Ibberson
Date Tue 2026-04-21 4:35 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local
Plan, and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for
a sound and deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken
safeguards that are essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair
distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness
set out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
specifically that the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national
policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes
set out in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national
policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future
decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose.
Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet
MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to
justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not effective,
and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point,
which can be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would
remain’ on the environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its
development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly
negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.



MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant
windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90),
equating to approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan
does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall
delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MMB92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan
delivers only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing
no meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or
infrastructure constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides
only a very small margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in
windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a
year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there
will be adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the
Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation
(document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely
to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this
mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational
needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will
increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has
no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the
S12 area, with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19)
already being oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan
proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the
city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site
Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if
delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to
demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed
level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure
delivery. The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated
a site, and does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision.
S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant
residential growth with just one extra consultation room being allocated to the
area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising



from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and
justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are
supported by the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’.
Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt
will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy
area that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It
provides no commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be
secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and
risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also
weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The
wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport
improvements proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by
planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant
concern in relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local
Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably
generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional
pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or
coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these
developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction
improvements, public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or
wider highway mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth.
Without clear and deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the
cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety,
and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IlA states
that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’,
however, the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already
under pressure during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As
such, it is unclear how the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be
accommodated without substantial and clearly defined transport infrastructure
improvements.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints
(such as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no






assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints
repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary
block of development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt
purposes set out in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted
sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield
and North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside
encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of the
Charnock estate with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid
growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City
Council to assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The
absence of any cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the
evidence base and undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate
and further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints
and concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings.
For the plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however
those proposed are vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are
specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the development in
the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more
issues that can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver
improvements in infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the
removal or reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council
to reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust,
equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs H Walton
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m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

Date Tue 2026-04-21 4:44 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

To: sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk Subject:
$S19

Dear Strategic Planning Team, | am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the
Sheffield Local Plan, and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a
sound and deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts
across the city. For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must
be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy. | therefore set out below my objections to
specific modifications. MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role
in supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the
NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration
is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside,
yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further
releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect
the complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt. Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact
Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from
this point, which can be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also
confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will
have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate. MM10 MM11 MM90-
MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a
total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.
This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely
manner. MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes. This represents a margin of less
than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-
delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan
provides only a very small margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall
delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its targets. MM18- With SS19 being one of the first
green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the
assurance that there will be adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the
Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states
that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak
deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the



educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29,
will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the
planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision. There are also significant
concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with Charnock Primary Academy (the
primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025).
The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft
Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the
plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth. MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. $12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened. Concerns around the impact of development on health and
wellbeing are supported by the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt
will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding
communities. MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also
weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be
replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development
scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. This is
particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to the
scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new homes
across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and place
additional pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed
spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated. The plan does
not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public transport capacity,
pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation measures necessary to support
this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the
cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine
the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits from its
proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived experience of
current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak times and buses are
infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can
be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.
MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the Council’s own
evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing. This
creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can actually be delivered. The Plan
also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing. However, windfall sites
are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to deliver the infrastructure and
affordable housing needed. This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen,
while still allowing development on Green Belt land. The Council’s own housing needs evidence
shows that the majority of housing need in Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan
relies on sites such as SS19 that are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside
uncertain windfall development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the



justification for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered. MM224 MM
227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as flood risk, access issues,
and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of recalculation to ascertain the
reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction of the number of homes expected from those
sites. This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be delivered.
If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced accordingly. In the
case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not reassess how
this affects the number of homes the site can deliver. More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these
modifications even with significant constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well
as additional buffers for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on
housing numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing target
can be met & with such a low “buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the
reality be reflected. As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across
sites and does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered. MM429
(S519) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous consultation statements for
MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints including flood risk and the ecological
corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with
access constraints and hedgerow buffers but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which
should require recalculation of housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If
SS19’s constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19 in the impact
recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and suggests that constraint-driven
reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph
36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified or effective if constrained sites are retained without
transparent recalibration. The inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained
sites may be overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19. It is also apparent
that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the appropriate buffering has not been
removed from the developable area, it is believed this will have an impact on the number of houses
that are deliverable on the site and therefore impact the viability of the site. The modifications also
fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s Local Plan, particularly its
proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which could deliver a
further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter
and developer for site 45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable
for development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19. The development
of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of development that would clearly
conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national policy: they would fail to check
the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and
North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments
would effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth. There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration
with Sheffield City Council to assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The
absence of any cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan. This raises serious concerns regarding
compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further undermines the soundness of the Plan. In
conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and concerns
highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it
depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and lack the detail to
demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area. This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the
more issues that can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver
improvements in infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’. | therefore urge the
Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or reassessment of S519, to ensure
the Plan is sound | appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council



to reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for
purpose.

Yours sincerely,
Lorraine Galligan
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m Outlook

Objection to the proposed main modifications to the Sheffield local plan site SS19

From Noel Galligan
Date Tue 2026-04-21 4:56 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Subject: Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield
Local Plan- site SS19

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
and particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set
out in paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in
supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens
the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by
implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an
imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is
therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can
be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the
environment and landscape character of SS19 as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green
belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to
fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MMB93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on
unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be
realised in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.



MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers
only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would
result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7
place deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be
adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated
Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for
the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation
also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for
S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area,
with Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the
development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development.
However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery.
The modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies
outside the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with
just one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having
pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the
NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities
unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by
the revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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'. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also
acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘'some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area
that is critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The
modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining
modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to
secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in



relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a

substantial increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of
these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be mitigated.
The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements,
public transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and
deliverable transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will

significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of
the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however,
the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure
during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how
the proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to
50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact,
the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and
what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in
Sheffield is for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that
are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall
development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification
for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and
does not provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.
MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such
as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any
level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction
of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be
delivered. If parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be
reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but

does not reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant
constraints, including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers
for the brook and hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing
numbers that are not realistic, which undermines confidence that the overall housing
target can be met & with such a low "buffer” of housing above the target, the plan could
fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and
does not provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.



MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous
consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints
including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and
its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers
but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of
housing impact across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's
constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should also trigger a
reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19
in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and
suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises
soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified
or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be
overburdened to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the
appropriate buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed
this will have an impact on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and
therefore impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District
Council's Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19
(site reference 45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a
care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900
are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for
development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out
in national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing

built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire,

and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and
further undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the
plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that
can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable,
and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,



John Galligan
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Ex Outlook

Objection to proposed development of Sheffield 13 green belt SES30: SES29

From Frances Barber |

Date Tue 2026-04-21 9:14 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Councillor,

As a resident of Handsworth for 72 years I wish to air my concerns and opposition to the proposed
development of land between Beaver Hill Road and Bramley. SES30 in the development plans. I am also
opposed to the development of Handsworth Hall Farm land. SES29. I have used both area to walk, run and
cycle round and would like to continue to do so. I feel, being in the South East of Sheffield we are being
treated as the poor relations. We don’t have the Peak District on our doorstep or the open areas that are
around other districts of Sheffield and what we do have is to be taken away from us.

cover my 72 years of living in the area with some local history.
most of my F having been born

Below are my origj
I have lived on the

My parent’s then having [llleirls moved further up the road to afpedroom house
where I still live having taken over the tenancy from my Mother, I brought up my family here.

The church field, Handsworth recreation ground and the farm land down to the wood were our playing fields.
The Rec was a particular favourite and I was allowed to go with my older sisters to the play ground. There
was a toilet block and a water fountain and swings, slide, roundabout, rocking horse and 2 flying planks. I
remember watching the cows from Handsworth Hall farm being taken to the shed on the lower part of the
playing fields, where the football pitches are today, it was fenced off in those days and the playing field was
smaller than it is today. There were also pig styes before the Finchwell estate was built. The areas I played
were open green spaces where we were free to roam and play.

But now, if these open spaces are taken away from us where are people going to go for solace? Somewhere
to be in nature? I still walk and cycle where allowed, along the foot path, through the farm land of
Handsworth Hall Farm and over the railway bridge to Catcliffe. This area has increased developments with
the Waverley Estate and industrial buildings down the side of the Parkway and towards Catcliffe, increasing
road usage and pollution to the area.

So much has already been lost, the riding school near the Parkway where my daughters love for horse grew.
Ballifield Hall was an Old man’s home, when I was a little girl and where, when I attended Handsworth
Infant School, we were taken to sing Christmas Carols to the residents. Handsworth School is now flats. The
library has gone as has the welfare clinic. The cricket ground is no more as is the bowling green which, with
its club house was at the bottom of the rec. Local shops catering for all our needs was where we shopped.
Green grocers, butches fish mongers, grocers, haberdasheries, we even had a Boots chemist on the row of
shops near the church. We now our shops are mainly take a ways.

Ballifield Hall became a children’s home and has now been demolished and replaced with a more modern
building, what a loss.

A bit of local history shows that Ballifield Hall had been the home of the Stacye family and it had been their
family home for centuries. They were Quakers a the new religious sects which surfaced in England after the
Civil War, and, as they didn’t conform to traditional views, they appeared extreme and disrespectful. Their



Quaker leader, George Fox, is thought to have stayed or hidden at Ballifield Hall and preached to thousands
on Cinder Hill Green in the 1650s. During this time the Quakers were treated with suspicion and hostility,
and Mahlon Stacye who had been born at Dore House, where the Dore House industrial estate is now, was
persecuted for his beliefs. He was baptised in St Mary’s Church in July 1638 and due to his persecution of
his religion, moved to Trenton New Jersey, taking the Ballifield name and his religion with him, and where
he made his name.

Some members of the Stayce family are buried in a private Quaker graveyard at what was Cinder Hill, the
graves, as I have read are situated in the back garden of a house on the Beaver estate and has eight
gravestones with plain inscriptions.

As a child I was not aware of the burial ground, I was, however, aware of the Quaker community and their
connection to Ballifield.

During my ./ears I have seen the identity of the area between Bramley and Beaverhill Road change in the
respect of when I was a child there used to be a working farm with the farm track and farm yard being
cordoned off from the public footpath. To access the footpath we would climb over a stile and walk through
corn fields interspersed with poppies to reach the woods and meandering stream. The farm house, (where I
once attended a birthday party, in the 60’s when it belonged to the Stubbing family) and outbuilding no
longer exist and there is much more freedom to roam along the farm track that led to the farm house, pasting
farm fields and back lanes onto the scrubland between Smelter Wood and Shirtcliffe wood. The area where
the farm house and gardens used to be a field for a horse named Jake and we used to take him carrots to or
just go to see him and stroke him. His stable was at the bottom of the allotments. Jake’s field is now planted
with apple trees. In what used to be the farm house garden a Bramley apple tree bearing fruit still exists. The
demise of the farm house has opened up access to all areas. Now the areas between Bramley Lane and
Beaver Hill Road is a haven for walkers and wild life. With or without dogs we can walk through fields that
were, up until recently still planted with crops. Today, now the bluebells are blooming in the wood, it’s a
calming, relaxing place to walk in dappled shade and good for people’s well being away from the pressures
of life. Where you can watch and listen to bird’s song and flowing water. Only today [ watched a buzzard
circling the fields. In the past I have taken photos of birds of prey hovering over the fields looking for their
next meal, and, in the early morning, i’ve seen foxes run through the corn fields. The foxes venture onto the
Ballifield estate and gardens during the night. I have a photo of one close to my patio doors. I believe that
there is more wild life to be seen on this stretch of land witnessed from the houses overlooking the fields,
nightingales and skylarks, kestrels amongst others. I have also seen a pheasant. For the past two years the
fields have been used to attract over wintering birds using a winter bird feed stewardship scheme that will be
continued next winter too. Hence we have had so many wild birds overwintering, the fields may look
neglected but the scheme has been successful and has attracted many wild birds during the winter months.

I was saddened to look across the field thinking what might be and the effects on the environment, especially
as there has been proactive efforts to conserve the area for wild life. I wonder where would the wild life be
forced to go? I truly wish to see the fields thriving again, or the area being conserved as a nature reserve or
even rewilded. We need to preserve this land it is our, and our children’s heritage. It is a place of healing. I
used to belong to the local running club, Handsworth Road Hogs and we used the area for our cross country
course. This was/is a friendly competition between ourselves and other clubs, Killamarsh, Retford and
others, we would visit each clubs venue in turn keeping scores of the winners. I have run it many times on
training runs. For years I have walked my dogs there it’s a place of contemplate and a place to find inner
peace.

The area was especially precious during the Covid pandemic, giving us somewhere to go to exercise whilst
maintaining social distancing. As was the area round Finchwell Road and Handsworth Hall Farm.

It still is precious to the residents of S13. Please don’t take it away from us our mental health needs places
like this, somewhere within walking distance of our homes without having to use vehicles to reach open
spaces. Doorstep walks should be preserved. I understand the need for housing but this is not the right place
we would loose more than we would gain. With added pollution and the effects on the environment there is
also an added risk of flooding. S13 has the highest population of elderly residents in the city added numbers



will put added stain on health providers, home care services, schools. The increase of traffic has public heath
risk eg increased asthma cases linked to higher volumes of traffic.

On another note Handsworth Grange Road, wasn’t built for the volume of traffic that passes through it today
either as a through road or for the school run for both Ballifield and Handsworth Grange Schools. It is
hazardous and difficult to negotiate safely with parked car all the way along the road and onto the estate. It is
especially tricky to negotiate by the Doctors, where cars are parked on both sides of the road creating a
single access lane for two way traffic. This is at the entrance from Handsworth Road. The opposite end
leading to Beaver Hill Road is just as tricky especially at the start and end of the school day and with the bus
route running through it. This estate can’t take any more traffic it is already an obstacle course to get through.
I can’t envisage the added amount of traffic from the proposed number of houses this area is already at
saturation point with most residents owing one or more cars.

Handsworth Road needs speed limit signs, being a duel carriage cars are driven at far greater speeds than 30
mph.

In conclusion the proposed scheme is detrimental to the well being of this neighbourhood. We are custodian
of this land with it’s diverse wild life, flora and fauna it should be protected as green belt land, not only for
it’s wild inhabitants, but for our children and our children’s children, and for us to continue to enjoy the
benefits of it’s natural beauty, solitude and healing properties. Just being able to walk or sit and breathe in the
surroundings is healing for the soul.

Green belt should remain green belt. Mahlon moved away because of persecution for his believes but he took
with him the name of his ancestral home, Ballifield, we shouldn’t be made to feel the same for fighting to
keep our open spaces to protect it’s wild life and for the protection of our well being. I’'m sure you agree that
it’s pleasant to get out and forget all our worries. We need the area to be preserved as green belt. We are
already recorded as a deprived area, is your plan to deprive us even more by taking away our green space?

Your’s with a bleeding heart.
Frances Barber

Sent from my iPad
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S12 Green Belt Action Group Sheffield Objection

From Katie Edwards
Date Tue 2026-04-21 9:40 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications
to the Sheffield Local Plan, and particularly those that
impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound
and deliverable plan, several of the modifications
materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public
safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of
development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet
the tests of soundness set out in paragraph 36 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically
that the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent
with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific
modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by
highlighting only its role in supporting urban regeneration,
while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in
the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording
misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future
decision-making by implying that regeneration is its
primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents
sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that
could be used to justify further releases. The modification
is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be
amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the
Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (referred to
in this document as lIA from this point, which can be found



here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would
remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also
confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of
allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully
mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan
relies on a significant windfall allowance of 7,475 homes
out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing
delivery being dependent on unallocated and uncertain
sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does
not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this
level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MMB92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the
Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298 dwellings above the
identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire
plan period, providing no meaningful flexibility to account
for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan
provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery
would result in the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to
be developed, and a year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this
does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of
the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if
a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be
ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places,
weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also
fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16
student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12
as the population will increase significantly with the



planned development and south-east Sheffield has no
post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school
provision across the S12 area, with Charnock Primary
Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already
being oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council,
2025). The plan proposes the development of
approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city
(Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield
Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily
require a new primary school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the plan fails to
demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can
support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding
and fails to secure delivery. The modification does not
commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and
does not address the spatial mismatch between need and
provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just
one extra consultation room being allocated to the area in
the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and
subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not
demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this
growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating
health inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and
wellbeing are supported by the revised IIA (which can be
found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of
this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of
mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably
ambiguous in a policy area that is critical to sustainable
development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no
commitment or assurance that transport improvements will
be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal



shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens
the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-
areas. The wording must be replaced with a firm
commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported
by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where
transport is a significant concern in relation to the scale of
development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will
inevitably generate a substantial increase in traffic
movements and place additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy
demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these
developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding
required junction improvements, public transport capacity,
pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to support this level of
growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic
impacts will significantly worsen congestion, reduce road
safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area.
Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits
from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-
frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived experience of
current residents is that this route is already under
pressure during peak times and buses are infrequent and
unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level of
housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without
substantial and clearly defined transport infrastructure
improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt
windfall sites could deliver up to 50% affordable housing,
but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In
fact, the Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like
SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable
housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy
promises and what can actually be delivered.









would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt
purposes set out in national policy: they would fail to
check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and
North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant
countryside encroachment. The two developments
would effectively double the size of the Charnock estate
with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this
rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration
with Sheffield City Council to assess the combined effects
of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the
evidence base and undermines the justification for
retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with
the Duty to Cooperate and further undermines the
soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately
address the constraints and concerns highlighted in
previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For
the plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being
made, however those proposed are vague and lack the
detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible,
deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which
states that ‘the more issues that can be resolved at pre-
application stage, including the need to deliver
improvements in infrastructure and affordable housing, the
greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further
modifications, including the removal or reassessment of
SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the
Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the Main
Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust,
equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Katie Edwards
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@ Outlook

Fwd: S12 Green Belt Action Group Sheffield Objection

From Edie Ecvarc: [

Date Tue 2026-04-21 9:43 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Eddie Edwards
WPS paintworks

Begin forwarded message:

ror: [
Date: 21 April 2026 at 21:41:26 BST
To:_

Subject: Fwd: S12 Green Belt Action Group Sheffield Objection

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the
proposed Main Modifications to the
Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site
SS19. While | recognise the need
for a sound and deliverable plan,
several of the modifications
materially weaken safeguards that
are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair
distribution of development impacts
across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed
modifications fail to meet the tests
of soundness set out in paragraph
36 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), specifically that
the Plan must be justified, effective,
and consistent with national policy.



| therefore set out below my
objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of
the Green Belt by highlighting only
its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full
set of Green Belt purposes set out
in the NPPF. This narrow and
reductive wording misrepresents
national policy, weakens the
strategic function of the Green Belt,
and risks distorting future
decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’'s Green Belt
prevents sprawl and safeguards the
countryside, yet MM7’s selective
emphasis creates an imbalanced
narrative that could be used to
justify further releases. The
modification is therefore not
justified, not effective, and should
be amended to reflect the complete
statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of
the Impact Assessment Report
Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this
document as IlA from this point,
which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects
would remain’ on the environment
and landscape character of SS19
as a result of its development. The
assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt
sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that
will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The
Sheffield Local Plan relies on a
significant windfall allowance of



7,475 homes out of a total supply of
39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall
housing supply.

This represents a substantial
proportion of housing delivery being
dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition
are not plan-led. The Plan does not
provide sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that this level of
windfall delivery will be realised in a
consistent, sustainable, or timely
manner.

MM92 defines that the housing
trajectory shows that the Sheffield
Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified
requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less
than 1% across the entire plan
period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-
delivery, viability issues, or
infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the
Plan provides only a very small
margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall
in windfall delivery would result in
the Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the
first green belt sites to be
developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not
provide the assurance that there will
be adequate educational provision
in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of
the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (document here)
states that, if a city centre school



was built, it would be unlikely to be
ready in time for the forecast peak
deficit in places, weakening this
mitigation further still. The
moderation also fails to address
how the educational needs of a post
16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a
particular concern for S12 as the
population will increase significantly
with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns
about primary school provision
across the S12 area, with Charnock
Primary Academy (the primary
school closest to SS19) already
being oversubscribed by 33%
(Sheffield City Council, 2025). The
plan proposes the development of
approximately 1,600 new homes in
this part of the city (Draft Sheffield
Local Plan Interactive Map and
Sheffield Additional Site
Allocations), growth that would
ordinarily require a new primary
school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the
plan fails to demonstrate that
essential education infrastructure
can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include
consideration” is non-binding and
fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a
new facility, which is not allocated a
site, and does not address the
spatial mismatch between need and
provision. S12, which lies outside
the Central Sub-Area, is expected
to absorb significant residential
growth with just one extra






secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale
and impact, supported by planning
obligations and the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the
S12 area, where transport is a
significant concern in relation to the
scale of development proposed.
The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes
across S12, which will inevitably
generate a substantial increase in
traffic movements and place
additional pressure on an already
constrained local road network.
However, due to the dispersed
spatial distribution of these
allocations, there is currently no
clear or coordinated transport
strategy demonstrating how the
cumulative impact of these
developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient
detail regarding required junction
improvements, public transport
capacity, pedestrian and cycling
infrastructure, or wider highway
mitigation measures necessary to
support this level of growth. Without
clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the
cumulative traffic impacts will
significantly worsen congestion,
reduce road safety, and undermine
the sustainability of the area.
Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states
that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram
route and a high-frequency bus
corridor’, however, the lived
experience of current residents is
that this route is already under
pressure during peak times and
buses are infrequent and



unreliable. As such, it is unclear
how the proposed level of housing
growth in S12 can be
accommodated without substantial
and clearly defined transport
infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan
suggests that Green Belt windfall
sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no
evidence this is achievable in
practice. In fact, the Council’s own
evidence shows that sites like SS19
are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing. This
creates a clear gap between what
the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall”
sites to deliver higher levels of
affordable housing. However,
windfall sites are uncertain and
cannot be guaranteed to come
forward, or to deliver the
infrastructure and affordable
housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on
outcomes that may never happen,
while still allowing development on
Green Belt land.

The Council’s own housing needs
evidence shows that the majority of
housing need in Sheffield is for
affordable housing. However, the
Plan relies on sites such as SS19
that are only likely to deliver around
30% affordable housing, alongside
uncertain windfall development.
This fails to align with the identified
need and undermines the
justification for releasing Green Belt
land. As a result, the approach is
not justified, not reliable, and does









deliverable on the site and therefore
impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to
consider the impact of North East
Derbyshire District Council’s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed
allocation immediately adjacent to
SS19 (site reference 45900), which
could deliver a further 348 homes
alongside shops or a care facility. It
is significant that the landowner,
promoter and developer for site
45900 are the same as for SS19,
yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as
unsuitable for development due to
the same constraints repeatedly
raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would
create a single, continuous cross-
boundary block of development that
would clearly conflict with several of
the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to
check the unrestricted sprawl of
the existing built-up area, erode the
separation between Sheffield and
North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside
encroachment. The two
developments would effectively
double the size of the Charnock
estate with no planned
proportionate infrastructure to
support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no
meaningful collaboration with
Sheffield City Council to assess the
combined effects of these
neighbouring proposals. The
absence of any cross-boundary
assessment represents a clear gap
in the evidence base and
undermines the justification for
retaining SS19 in the plan.



This raises serious concerns
regarding compliance with the Duty
to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the
Plan.

In conclusion, the main
modifications do not adequately
address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous
consultations, or during the public
hearings. For the plan to be sound,
it depends on modifications being
made, however those proposed are
vague and lack the detail to
demonstrate that they are specific,
credible, deliverable or
proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42
of the NPPF which states that ‘the
more issues that can be resolved at
pre-application stage, including the
need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable
housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to
require further modifications,
including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure
the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to
comment and urge the Inspectors
and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the
Local Plan remains robust,
equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Eddie Edwards
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m Outlook

S12 Green Belt Action Group Sheffield Objection

Date Tue 2026-04-21 9:59 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7-

This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt

by highlighting only its role in supporting urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green
Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national
policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making
by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents sprawl
and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that
could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not effective,
and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found

here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12
that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly
negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10

MM11 MM90-MM93 -

The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total
supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence
to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised

in a consistent, sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92
defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298 dwellings
above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This

represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18-

With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit until
2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational provision in
the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be unlikely to be
ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The
moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which
continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the
population will increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has
no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new
homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional
Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the plan fails

to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19-

The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The modification
does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address the spatial
mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside

the Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate

how healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness
and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless strengthened.



Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
[IA (which can be found

here) which states that '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'. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document
also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental
health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20

-The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is critical to
sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or assurance that
transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and
clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens the
plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced with a
firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale and
impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to
the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new
homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial

increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local road
network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently
no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these
developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation measures
necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable

transport commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph 5.6.5. If the
[IA states that site SS19 'benefits from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency
bus corridor’, however, the lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under
pressure during peak times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the
proposed level of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly
defined transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127

& MM128- The Plan suggests that Green

Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50% affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is
achievable in practice. In fact, the Council's own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely
to deliver around 30% affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy
promises and what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing. However,
windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to deliver the



infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in Sheffield is
for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are only likely to deliver
around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall

development. This fails to align with the identified need and undermines the justification for
releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not
provide confidence that the promised affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224

MM 227-

These modifications recognise that some

sites have constraints (such as flood risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no
evidence of any level of recalculation to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore
reduction of the number of homes expected from those sites.

This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be delivered. If
parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not
reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant constraints,
including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers for the brook and
hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing numbers that are not realistic,
which undermines confidence that the overall housing target can be met & with such a low "buffer”
of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the reality be reflected.

U

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and does not
provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429

(SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group

has submitted two previous consultation statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant
site constraints including flood risk and the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook
and its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers but
SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or MM227, which should require recalculation of housing impact
across site allocations. This omission is concerning. If SS19's constraints are serious enough to
warrant modification text, they should also trigger a reassessment of its contribution to housing
supply. The failure to cross-reference SS19 in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of
the housing trajectory and suggests that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied



consistently. This raises soundness concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not
be justified or effective if constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The
inconsistency also risks undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be overburdened
to compensate for undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the appropriate
buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will have an impact
on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore

impact the viability of the site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which
could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the
landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has
assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in
relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national
policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up area, erode the
separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside
encroachment.

The two developments would effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned
proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to assess the
combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any cross-boundary assessment
represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in
the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and concerns
highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it
depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and lack the detail to
demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that 'the more issues that can be
resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound



| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Annika Lynch
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Modification

rom sharon Neectrar [

Date Wed 2026-04-22 9:17 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Planning inspector’s

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 ODT 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 thatrobust 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 allmembers 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 mitigationsare
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From john saunder.net
Date Wed 2026-04-22 11:32 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence



to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational provision
in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600
new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield
Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered
as a single strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘'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’.
Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some
negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It
also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must
be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to









demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the
development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can be
resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and
affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.
Yours sincerely,

John Saunder




REF5.0091



m Outlook

Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From Jo Lewis-Middleto
Date Wed 2026-04-22 2:33 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and
deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are
essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development
impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan
must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7=- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting
urban regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF.
This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic
function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and
safeguards the countryside, yet MM7’s selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative
that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not
effective, and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green
Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IIA from this point, which can be found here)
confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape
character of SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in
paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have
predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall
allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to
approximately 19% of the overall housing supply.



This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated
and uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient
evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent,
sustainable, or timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only
298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no
meaningful flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure
constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin
above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the
Plan failing to meet its targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place
deficit until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate
educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment
Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre
school was built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in
places, weakening this mitigation further still. The moderation also fails to address how the
educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for S12 as the population will increase
significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being
oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development
of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan
Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require
a new primary school if delivered as a single strategic development. However the plan fails
to demonstrate that essential education infrastructure can support the proposed level of
growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not
address the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the
Central Sub-Area, is expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra
consultation room being allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high
deprivation and subsequent poor health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how
healthcare needs arising from this growth will be met, and fails the NPPF tests of
effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health inequalities unless
strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the
revised IIA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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’. Paragraph 5.2.2 of this document also acknowledges that removal of
greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on
surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is
critical to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or
assurance that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF
tests of effectiveness and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety
objectives. It also weakens the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas.
The wording must be replaced with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements
proportionate to development scale and impact, supported by planning obligations and the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in
relation to the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies
approximately 1,600 new homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial
increase in traffic movements and place additional pressure on an already constrained local
road network. However, due to the dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is
currently no clear or coordinated transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative
impact of these developments will be mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation
measures necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport
commitments, there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will significantly worsen
congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area. Paragraph
5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 ‘benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the
lived experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak
times and buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level
of housing growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined
transport infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the
Council’'s own evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30%
affordable housing. This creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can
actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on “windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing.
However, windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to
deliver the infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.






The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s
Local Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference
45900), which could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is
significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for
SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same
constraints repeatedly raised in relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in
national policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing built-up
area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and
constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would
effectively double the size of the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate
infrastructure to support this rapid growth.

There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to
assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any
cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines
the justification for retaining SS19 in the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and
concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to
be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and
lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can
be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in
infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to
reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit
for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Jo Lewis- Middleton
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Objection to the proposed main modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan -Site SS19

rrom

Date Wed 2026-04-22 2:48 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

| am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and particularly those that impact site
SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable plan, several of the modifications materially weaken
safeguards that are

essential for public safety, statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in paragraph 36 of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM?7-This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban regeneration, while
omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow and reductive wording misrepresents national
policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that
regeneration is its primary or sole purpose. Sheffield’s Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet
MM7’s selective emphasis creates an

imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases. The modification is therefore not justified, not effective,
and should be amended to reflect the complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt. Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the
Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which
can

be found here) confirms that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the moderation of allocating
green

belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MM93 -The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of 7,475 homes out of a total
supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the overall housing supply. This represents a
substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and uncertain sites, which by definition are not
plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a
consistent, sustainable, or timely manner. MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan
delivers only 298 dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful flexibility to account for
delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is particularly concerning given the Plan provides
only a very small

margin above its housing requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit until 2028/29, this does
not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the
Integrated

Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was
built, it would be unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further still. The
moderation

also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student population, which continues to rise and will peak in
2028/29, will be met. This is a particular concern for

S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and south-east Sheffield has no post-16
provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with Charnock Primary Academy
(the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by 33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan
proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive






the viability of the site. The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which could deliver a further
348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are
the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints
repeatedly raised in relation to SS19. The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block
of development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national policy: they would fail
to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existingbuilt-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East
Derbyshire, and constitute significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of
the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth. There appears to have been
no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to assess the combined effects of these neighbouring proposals.
The absence of any cross-boundary assessment represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines the
justification for retaining SS19 in the plan. This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate
and further undermines the soundness of the Plan. In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the
constraints and concerns highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the plan to be sound, it
depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are
specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to the scale of the development in the area. This fails to align with paragraph
42 of the NPPF which states that ‘the more issues that can be resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to
deliver improvements in infrastructure and affordable housing, the greater the benefits’. | therefore urge the Inspectors to
require further modifications, including the removal or reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound | appreciate the
opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the Main Modifications to ensure the Local
Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,
Mrs Gillian Gilbert

Sent from my iPhone
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& Outlook

Sheffield Plan Main Modifications — Representation relating to Site CHO3 (Warren Lane,
Chapeltown)

Date Wed 2026-04-22 10:22 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

c
Dear Sheffield Planning Services

| am writing to make representations in relation to the Main Modifications to the Sheffield Plan,
specifically in respect of proposed employment allocation CHO3 — Warren Lane, Chapeltown.

The proposed allocation site is
Without significant excavation, regrading, or set-

back, built development would appear visually dominant and overbearing when viewed from my
principal habitable rooms and private amenity space. The land extends across the full visible horizon
from east to west when viewed from my property, meaning that development would have a wide
and continuous visual impact rather than a limited or peripheral effect.

| recognise that the Inspectors’ post-hearings letter concludes that exceptional circumstances exist in
principle to justify the release of CHO3 from the Green Belt for employment use. However, given the
immediate and intimate relationship between the site and existing residential properties, it is
essential that the accompanying site-specific policy includes robust and unambiguous safeguards to
protect residential amenity.

In its current form, the allocation of CHO3 without strong policy controls creates a real risk that large-
scale or intensive employment development, such as warehouse-style, industrial, or logistics
buildings could result in significant harm to residential amenity through visual dominance, loss of
openness, noise, lighting, servicing activity, and the general industrialisation of the outlook from
nearby homes. These impacts would be particularly acute due to the elevated nature of the site and
its direct relationship with residential boundaries.

In order for the Sheffield Plan to be sound, effective, and consistent with national policy, |
respectfully request that the site-specific policy for CHO3 includes the following requirements:

e A substantial landscaped buffer zone along boundaries adjoining existing residential properties on
Warren Lane, incorporating retained vegetation, new tree and woodland planting, and where
necessary landform or bunding, prior to any built development;



e Clear and enforceable limits on building height, scale, and massing on parts of the site closest to
residential boundaries, reflecting the elevated position of the land and its visual prominence;

e Restrictions on the type of employment uses permitted, to avoid noise-intensive, HGV-dominated,
or 24-hour operations where these would adversely affect residential amenity;

e Controls on hours of operation, external lighting, servicing, and delivery arrangements, to prevent
unacceptable disturbance to nearby dwellings;

* A requirement for comprehensive noise, lighting, landscape and visual impact, air quality, and
transport assessments at planning application stage, with mitigation measures secured by condition
or legal agreement;

e A clear requirement for a design-led approach which responds sensitively to the site’s edge-of-
settlement location and its direct interface with existing housing.

| also hold video evidence demonstrating the active use of the land by wildlife, including a wild deer
and owls within the proposed allocation area. While | understand that deer are not a protected
species, wild owls are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. This evidence indicates
that the site functions as undisturbed habitat and part of a wider ecological network. This further
reinforces the need for appropriate buffers, sensitive lighting, and robust ecological assessment to
avoid unnecessary harm.

These measures are necessary to ensure compliance with NPPF paragraphs 82, 130, 135, 174, 180,
and 185, which require development to be compatible with its surroundings, well designed, and
protective of residential amenity, landscape character, and environmental quality.

| respectfully ask that these matters are fully considered and that appropriate amendments are made
to the site-specific policy for CHO3 as part of the Main Modifications.

Yours faithfully,

Elliott Kirk
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Objection to Changes to Sheffield Local Plan

From Elizabeth Walton-McBain _

Date Thu 2026-04-23 7:24 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Sir / Madam,

| am writing to express my objection to the proposed main modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
specifically in relation to site NES39.

I am glad to see that NES39 parcels B and C have been removed from the plan, but disappointed to
see that parcel A remains in the plan. It is equally as attractive as parcels B and C and also "makes a
strong contribution to the character and setting of the local area". Development of parcel A will
impact both parcel B and parcel C, and the overall beauty of this area of the green belt.
Development of parcel A would also cause significant landscape and visual harm.

Parcel A contains a plethora of wildlife and vegetation, some of which are endangered, along with
historic hedgerows and dry stone walls which can be dated back to the 1770s. In summer, the
meadow is beautiful and full of summer flowers which allow the pollinators to do their work. Local
people are regularly seen admiring the view over parcel A and it contributes significantly to our local
area. The whole of NES39 lies within high quality open landscape that the inspector described as
beautiful. Any development of it will harm the area's rural character and openness, and there are
many unresolved issues with access, drainage on steep slopes, historical aspects and impact on the
local wildlife site. Any allocation of this site, no matter the size, is inappropriate.

Yours Sincerely,

Mrs Elizabeth Walton-McBain
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Objection to Changes to Sheffield Local Plan

S

Date Thu 2026-04-23 7:26 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Sir / Madam,

| am writing to express my objection to the proposed main modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan,
specifically in relation to site NES39.

I am glad to see that NES39 parcels B and C have been removed from the plan, but disappointed to
see that parcel A remains in the plan. It is equally as attractive as parcels B and C and also "makes a
strong contribution to the character and setting of the local area". Development of parcel A will
impact both parcel B and parcel C, and the overall beauty of this area of the green belt.
Development of parcel A would also cause significant landscape and visual harm.

Parcel A contains a plethora of wildlife and vegetation, some of which are endangered, along with
historic hedgerows and dry stone walls which can be dated back to the 1770s. In summer, the
meadow is beautiful and full of summer flowers which allow the pollinators to do their work. Local
people are regularly seen admiring the view over parcel A and it contributes significantly to our local
area. The whole of NES39 lies within high quality open landscape that the inspector described as
beautiful. Any development of it will harm the area's rural character and openness, and there are
many unresolved issues with access, drainage on steep slopes, historical aspects and impact on the
local wildlife site. Any allocation of this site, no matter the size, is inappropriate.

Yours Sincerely,

Mr Andrew Walton-McBain
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Release of Green Belt - Modification Reference MM411 (SES30)

rrom

Date Thu 2026-04-23 8:08 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

The above relates to the proposed allocation of 827 homes, a secondary school and a multi
faith burial ground on 35 hectares of Green Belt.

| would like to object to this for the following reason:

Access

All traffic from the proposed homes etc would use Beaver Hill Road. This is "subject to
further transport assessment" which means that the major and very important issue of
access has not already been fully worked through. Without this full assessment | feel it is
impossible and totally unsound to approve any plan.

Beaver Hill Road is a busy road already and leads to the main Retford Road which is the
main road through Handsworth to the Sheffield Parkway. Add a further potential 800* cars to
that road is just not feasible. The increased traffic will definitely lead to cars using
Handsworth Grange Road as a rat run. There are two schools on Handsworth Grange
Road; Handsworth Grange School (the main entrance) and Ballifield Primary School. For
information, there is also an entrance to Handsworth Grange School on Beaver Hill Road.
This increased traffic will pose a safety threat to the children attending these schools.
Handsworth Grange Road is narrow and has lots of parked cars either side. At school
opening and closing times the traffic and parking on the road is extremely heavy.

*This assumes nearly all the 827 homes have one car. Many will have two cars, potentially
more, depending on how many people live in each home. When my 2 sons lived at home,
there were 3 cars on our drive - this will not be uncommon. The majority of those cars will
be moving around in rush hour; all heading towards the Sheffield Parkway.

The issue of access makes the MM411 (site SES30) completely unsound. | request
that SES30 remain as Green Belt and be removed from the Plan.

Turning to the multi faith burial ground; why not just extend the burial ground off Orgreave
Lane instead of creating a new one? Surely that would be an easier and more common
sense thing to do? Orgreave Lane burial ground backs onto site SES29 which is part of the
plan to cram yet more homes in Handsworth.

| would like to know the rationale behind the thinking that it is fine for Handsworth to give up
practically all it's precious green belt whilst the more affluent areas of Sheffield are hardly
affected, if at all.

Elaine Staite
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MM410 and MM411

From Claire E Alle
Date Fri 2026-04-24 10:53 AM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Inspectors of the Planning Proposal,

Following my previous submission, | am writing to provide further evidence regarding the critical
“tipping point" the S13 area has now reached. | wish to focus my insight into the unsound nature of the
two primary areas MM411 (SES30) and MM410 (SES29) : traffic saturation and the inefficient use of
land.

| can conclude that despite having identified 12 areas of objection in my previous correspondence, | can now
focus on a couple - | have been closely observing the area and can conclude that traffic and wasteful use of
important land are now key and very very clearly unsound. As a scientist | can see the data without collecting it
formally. I believe it is statistically sound.

1. Access and infrastructure

Traffic Saturation, no public transport escape option and the "Rat-Run”
Reality

The existing road network in Woodhouse, Handsworth and the surrounding S13 area is no longer fit
for purpose. My daily observations confirm that the infrastructure has zero resilience:

o The "“Lidl" Junction Effect (513 9LL): Recent changes to the traffic light timings at the Lidl
junction have already caused a permanent shift in rush-hour flow. What was once a
manageable delay is now a persistent bottleneck that backs traffic into residential side
streets.

» Displacement and Rat-Running: | am witnessing an alarming increase in vehicles using
quiet, narrow residential back-roads to bypass main road disruptions. These roads were
never designed for high-volume transit (e.g. Station Road, Woodhouse, Handsworth Grange Road,
Handsworth). They often have double parked cars lining them, since so many houses without
drives are dependent on multiple cars to traverse the city. By adding MM411 (SES30) and
MM410 (SES29) (potentially 1,000+ additional cars), the Council is effectively sanctioning the
permanent gridlock of S13 and compromising the safety of local residents and children
(accessing multiple schools) on these "shortcut" routes.

» Lack of Resilience: The minute there is a minor incident on the Parkway or M1, S13 becomes
a car park. | know because | commute to both Nottingham and Sheffield city centres. Adding
thousands more residents to this specific corner of the city, which has limited entry and exit
points, is a recipe for total infrastructure failure.



¢ The Failure of Public Transport: | am appalled by the rail service from $13 to Sheffield city

centre and Lincoln.

Despite S13 having an existing rail corridor, there is a staggering lack of investment to match
the proposed housing growth.

e Wasted Potential: Woodhouse Station represents a massive opportunity for fast, regular
transit into the city, yet it is currently a "difficult point" to join a train. Services are infrequent,
and at peak times, the crowds are so dense they are unsafe (I have heard personal accounts from
my husband who commutes to Leeds weekly). Even if | wanted to use the train | cannot depend upon the
services. | have submitted two freedom of information requests to Northern Rail concerning cancellation of
early morning commuter trains. The results are staggering. So many trains you may say run - simply never
show.

e Forced Car Dependency: By building so many new homes without first securing a "London-
style" frequency of rail or tram-train services, the Council is effectively trapping thousands of
new residents in their cars, further compounding the pollution and gridlock mentioned
above.

2. Disproportionate Development and Wasteful Land Use

The sheer volume of new housing in S13 is already staggering. We are surrounded by "loads" of
new builds—from the Spitfire Estate, to the massive sprawl at Waverley. Everywhere | "drive" | see so
many pockets of growth and so many new houses already.

e The "Two-Storey" Luxury: In the midst of a national housing and climate crisis, the
Council's continued approval of sprawling, two-storey housing on Green Belt land is an
absolute luxury we cannot afford. This model consumes a massive footprint of natural habitat
to house relatively few people.

¢ Density vs. Destruction: Sheffield should be following the lead of other major cities by
"building up" on brownfield sites. Two-storey houses are an inefficient use of our finite green
space. By failing to push for high quality, modern design, higher-density, urban-core
rejuvenation on derelict city land, the Council is needlessly sacrificing the Green Belt for a
suburban model that is decades out of date.

» Fair Share: S13 has done its "heavy lifting" for Sheffield's housing targets. To continue
targeting this specific ward while city-centre derelict sites remain undeveloped is an
inequitable distribution of the city's growth.

Conclusion

The destruction of MM410 (SES29), and MM411 (SES30) is not a necessity; it is a choice to take the
"easy" route of greenfield development over the harder, more sustainable work of city-centre
rejuvenation. Rejuvenation | believe promotes the "15 minute city” with local smaller shops and a life that does
not need an expensive car.

| urge the planning committee to visit the Lidl junction at 8:15 AM or 5:00 PM and then walk the
"back routes" through our local areas. You will see that there is simply no room left for the numbers
you are proposing. Protect our remaining green space for recreation and health, and bring life
back to the city centre instead.

| want these sites to be removed from the plan and | want to keep my green space (currently a sea of blue with
bluebells).



Yours sincerely,

Claire

<OP)><<CP)><<Y)>< <O))><

Dr. Claire Allen, PhD (She/Her
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Save the green belt S13 Handsworth

From Sharon Fetche: |

Date Fri 2026-04-24 12:34 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

To whom it may concern,
My Objectives to the plans of houses being built in Handsworth, between Handsworth Flockton
and Woodhouse.
This is an area where residents go to take a walk for fresh air, some go walking with their dogs,
some let their children run free ,without the worry of roads. This is a safe place.
The only other space to go to enjoy the trees and fresh air is the park on St Joseph's Road.
I have lived in Handsworth since 1973, | have lived on the Bramley Estate 35years now, the roads
are safe on the Estate ,children can play safely with supervision.
If this development goes ahead, the peace of this area will be destroyed,the roads will be busy
with Construction vehicles, the weight from the lorries could cause vibration problems to our
houses.
Where | live , there is only one way onto the Estate and one way out of it.
Most importantly the flora and fauna on the green belt will be sadly missed .
The wildlife ,birds foxes, squirrels etc will be sadly missed aswell leaving us in Handsworth ,living in
a concrete jungle.
Please look at Sheffield and look where there is more spaces to put houses,where it isn't causing
heartbreak to the residents .
Speaking from the Heart

Mrs Sharon Fletcher
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Objection to the Proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan- site SS19

From Andy Patrick
Date Fri 2026-04-24 6:12 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to object to the proposed Main Modifications to the Sheffield Local Plan, and
particularly those that impact site SS19. While | recognise the need for a sound and deliverable
plan, several of the modifications materially weaken safeguards that are essential for public safety,
statutory compliance, and the fair distribution of development impacts across the city.

For these reasons, the proposed modifications fail to meet the tests of soundness set out in
paragraph 36 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), specifically that the Plan must be
justified, effective, and consistent with national policy.

| therefore set out below my objections to specific modifications.

MM7- This reframes the purpose of the Green Belt by highlighting only its role in supporting urban
regeneration, while omitting the full set of Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF. This narrow
and reductive wording misrepresents national policy, weakens the strategic function of the Green
Belt, and risks distorting future decision-making by implying that regeneration is its primary or sole
purpose. Sheffield's Green Belt prevents sprawl and safeguards the countryside, yet MM7's
selective emphasis creates an imbalanced narrative that could be used to justify further releases.
The modification is therefore not justified, not effective, and should be amended to reflect the
complete statutory purposes of the Green Belt.

Further to this, paragraph 5.9.8 of the Impact Assessment Report Addendum: Modifications
Consultation (referred to in this document as IlA from this point, which can be found here) confirms
that ‘permanent negative effects would remain’ on the environment and landscape character of
SS19 as a result of its development. The assessment also confirms in paragraph 5.9.12 that the
moderation of allocating green belt sites for development will have predominantly negative effects
that will be difficult to fully mitigate.

MM10 MM11 MM90-MMB93 - The Sheffield Local Plan relies on a significant windfall allowance of
7,475 homes out of a total supply of 39,159 homes (MM90), equating to approximately 19% of the
overall housing supply.

This represents a substantial proportion of housing delivery being dependent on unallocated and
uncertain sites, which by definition are not plan-led. The Plan does not provide sufficient evidence



to demonstrate that this level of windfall delivery will be realised in a consistent, sustainable, or
timely manner.

MM92 defines that the housing trajectory shows that the Sheffield Local Plan delivers only 298
dwellings above the identified requirement of 38,020 homes.

This represents a margin of less than 1% across the entire plan period, providing no meaningful
flexibility to account for delays, non-delivery, viability issues, or infrastructure constraints. This is
particularly concerning given the Plan provides only a very small margin above its housing
requirement, meaning any shortfall in windfall delivery would result in the Plan failing to meet its
targets.

MM18- With SS19 being one of the first green belt sites to be developed, and a year 7 place deficit
until 2028/29, this does not provide the assurance that there will be adequate educational
provision in the S12 area. Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Integrated Impact Assessment Report Addendum:
Modifications Consultation (document here) states that, if a city centre school was built, it would be
unlikely to be ready in time for the forecast peak deficit in places, weakening this mitigation further
still. The moderation also fails to address how the educational needs of a post 16 student
population, which continues to rise and will peak in 2028/29, will be met. This is a particular
concern for S12 as the population will increase significantly with the planned development and
south-east Sheffield has no post-16 provision.

There are also significant concerns about primary school provision across the S12 area, with
Charnock Primary Academy (the primary school closest to SS19) already being oversubscribed by
33% (Sheffield City Council, 2025). The plan proposes the development of approximately 1,600 new
homes in this part of the city (Draft Sheffield Local Plan Interactive Map and Sheffield Additional
Site Allocations), growth that would ordinarily require a new primary school if delivered as a single
strategic development. However the plan fails to demonstrate that essential education
infrastructure can support the proposed level of growth.

MM19- The wording “include consideration” is non-binding and fails to secure delivery. The
modification does not commit to a new facility, which is not allocated a site, and does not address
the spatial mismatch between need and provision. S12, which lies outside the Central Sub-Area, is
expected to absorb significant residential growth with just one extra consultation room being
allocated to the area in the plan, despite having pockets of high deprivation and subsequent poor
health outcomes. MM19 does not demonstrate how healthcare needs arising from this growth will
be met, and fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness and justification, and risks exacerbating health
inequalities unless strengthened.

Concerns around the impact of development on health and wellbeing are supported by the revised
[IA (which can be found here) which states that ‘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'. Paragraph 5.2.2
of this document also acknowledges that removal of greenbelt will have ‘some negative effects in
terms of mental health and wellbeing’ on surrounding communities.

MM20 -The phrase “wherever practicable” is unacceptably ambiguous in a policy area that is critical
to sustainable development and infrastructure delivery. It provides no commitment or assurance
that transport improvements will be secured. The modification fails the NPPF tests of effectiveness
and clarity, and risks undermining modal shift, accessibility, and safety objectives. It also weakens



the plan’s ability to secure equitable outcomes across sub-areas. The wording must be replaced
with a firm commitment to secure transport improvements proportionate to development scale
and impact, supported by planning obligations and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

This is particularly important for the S12 area, where transport is a significant concern in relation to
the scale of development proposed. The Sheffield Local Plan identifies approximately 1,600 new
homes across S12, which will inevitably generate a substantial increase in traffic movements and
place additional pressure on an already constrained local road network. However, due to the
dispersed spatial distribution of these allocations, there is currently no clear or coordinated
transport strategy demonstrating how the cumulative impact of these developments will be
mitigated.

The plan does not provide sufficient detail regarding required junction improvements, public
transport capacity, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, or wider highway mitigation measures
necessary to support this level of growth. Without clear and deliverable transport commitments,
there is a risk that the cumulative traffic impacts will

significantly worsen congestion, reduce road safety, and undermine the sustainability of the area.
Paragraph 5.6.5. If the IIA states that site SS19 'benefits

from its proximity to the blue tram route and a high-frequency bus corridor’, however, the lived
experience of current residents is that this route is already under pressure during peak times and
buses are infrequent and unreliable. As such, it is unclear how the proposed level of housing
growth in S12 can be accommodated without substantial and clearly defined transport
infrastructure improvements.

MM127 & MM128- The Plan suggests that Green Belt windfall sites could deliver up to 50%
affordable housing, but there is no evidence this is achievable in practice. In fact, the Council’'s own
evidence shows that sites like SS19 are only likely to deliver around 30% affordable housing. This
creates a clear gap between what the policy promises and what can actually be delivered.

The Plan also relies on "windfall” sites to deliver higher levels of affordable housing. However,
windfall sites are uncertain and cannot be guaranteed to come forward, or to deliver the
infrastructure and affordable housing needed.

This means the Plan is relying on outcomes that may never happen, while still allowing
development on Green Belt land.

The Council’'s own housing needs evidence shows that the majority of housing need in Sheffield is
for affordable housing. However, the Plan relies on sites such as SS19 that are only likely to deliver
around 30% affordable housing, alongside uncertain windfall development. This fails to align with
the identified need and undermines the justification for releasing Green Belt land. As a result, the
approach is not justified, not reliable, and does not provide confidence that the promised
affordable housing will be delivered.

MM224 MM 227- These modifications recognise that some sites have constraints (such as flood
risk, access issues, and environmental limits), but there is no evidence of any level of recalculation
to ascertain the reduction in buildable area and therefore reduction of the number of homes
expected from those sites.



This raises concerns that the Plan is overestimating how many homes can actually be delivered. If
parts of sites cannot be built on, the total housing numbers should be reduced accordingly.

In the case of sites such as SES13, the Plan acknowledges the need for buffers but does not
reassess how this affects the number of homes the site can deliver.

More worryingly, SS19 is not included in these modifications even with significant constraints,
including flood risk and the ecological corridor as well as additional buffers for the brook and
hedgerows, this creates a risk that the Plan is relying on housing numbers that are not realistic,
which undermines confidence that the overall housing target can be met & with such a low “buffer”
of housing above the target, the plan could fail should the reality be reflected.

As a result, the Plan is not reliable, the modifications are not consistent across sites and does not
provide a clear or accurate picture of what can actually be delivered.

MM429 (SS19) - The S12 Green Belt Action Group has submitted two previous consultation
statements for MM429 (SS19) which highlight significant site constraints including flood risk and
the ecological corridor, the need to protect the robin brook and its impact on the Moss Valley SSSI
along with access constraints and hedgerow buffers but SS19 is not referenced in MM224 or
MM227, which should require recalculation of housing impact across site allocations. This omission
is concerning. If SS19's constraints are serious enough to warrant modification text, they should
also trigger a reassessment of its contribution to housing supply. The failure to cross-reference
SS19 in the impact recalculation undermines the credibility of the housing trajectory and suggests
that constraint-driven reductions are not being applied consistently. This raises soundness
concerns under NPPF paragraph 36(b) and (c): the plan may not be justified or effective if
constrained sites are retained without transparent recalibration. The inconsistency also risks
undermining spatial equity, as less constrained sites may be overburdened to compensate for
undeliverable allocations like SS19.

It is also apparent that even with amended brook buffers and hedgerow buffers, the appropriate
buffering has not been removed from the developable area, it is believed this will have an impact
on the number of houses that are deliverable on the site and therefore impact the viability of the
site.

The modifications also fail to consider the impact of North East Derbyshire District Council’s Local
Plan, particularly its proposed allocation immediately adjacent to SS19 (site reference 45900), which
could deliver a further 348 homes alongside shops or a care facility. It is significant that the
landowner, promoter and developer for site 45900 are the same as for SS19, yet NEDDC has
assessed 45900 as unsuitable for development due to the same constraints repeatedly raised in
relation to SS19.

The development of 45900 would create a single, continuous cross-boundary block of
development that would clearly conflict with several of the Green Belt purposes set out in national
policy: they would fail to check the unrestricted sprawl of the existing

built-up area, erode the separation between Sheffield and North East Derbyshire, and constitute
significant countryside encroachment. The two developments would effectively double the size of
the Charnock estate with no planned proportionate infrastructure to support this rapid growth.



There appears to have been no meaningful collaboration with Sheffield City Council to assess the
combined effects of these neighbouring proposals. The absence of any cross-boundary assessment
represents a clear gap in the evidence base and undermines the justification for retaining SS19 in
the plan.

This raises serious concerns regarding compliance with the Duty to Cooperate and further
undermines the soundness of the Plan.

In conclusion, the main modifications do not adequately address the constraints and concerns
highlighted in previous consultations, or during the public hearings. For the

plan to be sound, it depends on modifications being made, however those proposed are vague
and lack the detail to demonstrate that they are specific, credible, deliverable or proportionate to
the scale of the development in the area.

This fails to align with paragraph 42 of the NPPF which states that 'the more issues that can be
resolved at pre-application stage, including the need to deliver improvements in infrastructure and

affordable housing, the greater the benefits'.

| therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound

| appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge the Inspectors and the Council to reconsider the
Main Modifications to ensure the Local Plan remains robust, equitable, and fit for purpose.

Yours sincerely,

Andy Patrick
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Objection to the Proposal to Build 75 Homes on Land to the East of Jaunty Avenue - Sheffield
Local Plan, Site Reference SES13.

From Carl Brockiehurs

Date Fri 2026-04-24 6:54 PM
To

For the attention of: Clive Betts MP, Birley Ward Councillors and Sheffield City Council Strategic Planning Team.

We are writing to express our views and to object to the proposal to build 75 homes on land to the east of
Jaunty Avenue (Site Ref. SES13) and also the impact of development on the local area as a whole.

Site SES13 was included in lan some years ago without any publicity or consultation with
local residents. Our home nd the only thing that alerted us and neighbours to the fact
that there may be plans to build on it was when we saw surveyors on the site in February 2025. We spent a
great deal of time trying to find out what was happening with the site, eventually discovering that it had been
allocated in the draft Sheffield Local Plan as a potential site for 75 homes. Although we are IT literate and fairly
intelligent the information was hard to find and the complex documents were full of jargon and difficult to
understand. By the time we had established what was happening we were unable to comment as the
consultation period had closed some time ago. It would seem unfair and underhanded that this site was
allowed to slip in under the radar without local residents, who are the people most impacted, being informed
and given the chance to express their views.

It is difficult to understand how the site was chosen. It slopes steeply, has varying levels and the ground is very
uneven. Due to the topography the site would not be straightforward to develop and may not even be viable.
Sheffield City Council (SCC) will be aware of this as a topographical survey has been carried out on their behalf.
These problems are compounded by the fact that there are already houses around most of the perimeter
restricting the ability to level the site. This raises concerns that, if homes were built at the top of the slope,
they would dominate those below.

The site also has drainage problems, possibly due to the whole area being riddled with underground streams.
This is backed up by Main Modification 224 which states that a Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is
required. This is because the Level 1 FRA indicated that there is a risk of flooding. The site slopes steeply and
gardens adjoining the lower side of the site are water logged after heavy rain. In winter they are so boggy that
wellingtons are required! The vegetation and trees on the site currently soak up some of the excess water but
it is still problematic. If the site were to be developed and the greenery replaced with hard surfaces and
buildings this issue would be even worse. The Facebook page for Birley Ward Labour Councillors has 2 videos
(from 16/3/26) showing water flowing down the gennel next to the site. A pool of water has collected in the
grass on the right which is on the edge of the site. This clearly demonstrates that water does not drain away.

There is only one possible entry/exit point as the site is totally enclosed on all sides. The entry/exit is narrow
and, as it is constrained on both sides, it cannot be widened. It adjoins a quiet side road on a small cul-de-sac



which was not designed to take the volume of traffic that would be created by an additional 75 homes.
Directly next to the entry/exit point is a gennel, leading from Jaunty Avenue to Fox Lane, which is used by
school children going to and from Birley Academy. This clearly poses a serious Health & Safety risk as we all
know how distracted young people can be! That risk would be heightened even more during the 2 year
building phase when large lorries and trades vehicles would be regularly entering & exiting the site. Something
which local councillors would wish to avoid, especially as they have recently publicised their involvement in a
number of campaigns to improve road safety in the area.

Some time ago SCC classified the site as part of the Wildlife Corridor leading to Frecheville Heath and beyond.
They were very proud of this and held meetings to publicise the benefits to local residents, which we
attended. The site requires minimal management from SCC and is left to grow naturally. This initiative has
been extremely successful and the site has become a vital green space for precious wildlife. We regularly see a
huge variety of wildlife, some being protected species, including badgers (protected), bats (protected), foxes,
frogs/toads & a variety of bird life including owls and birds of prey (some protected). Occasionally we also see
deer and pheasants. There are also a number of mature trees, which add to a sense of well-being, help to
improve air quality and very importantly soak up excess water. We would therefore suggest that this is a very
important, well established, thriving part of the wildlife corridor in which wildlife provision & Biodiversity must
be maintained.

As with all areas that attract wildlife there are rats but they are currently not troublesome. However, if they
were to be disturbed they would scatter and there is the risk that the adjoining estates of Basegreen and
Frecheville would experience a rat infestation and the associated Health & Safety issues.

The site is part of Jaunty Park and has an official SCC sign at the entrance “Jaunty Park, A Local Park” (I have a
photographic evidence of this). It is a sad day when SCC are selling off parks to be concreted over and built on
& quite desperate, especially as they take pride in promoting Sheffield as “The UK’s Greenest City”. When we
asked how this could be allowed to happen SCC said that the park was under-utilised. However, when asked
how & when they had established this they did not reply to our Email. Our home backs onto the park and we
can assure you that it is well used, especially by dog owners. It even appears on the Dogpack app which
recommends good dog walking areas.

Based on a modest assumptions a development of 75 homes could bring at least 150 additional vehicles to the
area. This would add to the congestion already experience dailey on Fox Lane, Birley Lane, White Lane and at
Gleadless Townend. It would also cause severe delays for Supertram because much of the tram route is shared
with other road users so, when there is a traffic jam, the tram is held up too. Taking into account all the
development proposed in the area, the roads would be gridlocked at busy times. They are already in a terrible
state, particularly around the tram tracks and in parts they are unsafe. More vehicles would only make matters
worse. Also air quality, which is already poor, would deteriorate even further affecting community health. The
nearest bus service is infrequent and unreliable. Alternative bus services and the nearest tram stop are quite a
distance away.

Planned development in the local area would create approximately 1,600 new homes (this figure does not
include a potential 1,200 homes at Plumbley). SCC have earmarked a number of sites for development. On top
of that NEDDC have highlighted sites at White Lane, Birley Lane and Ridgeway. This means that the population
of the area will increase massively. However, there appear to be no confirmed plans for the provision of
additional schools, GP surgeries or dental practices to meet the increased demand. Health provision in the
area is already under considerable strain and this would put it under even more pressure. | recently had to
wait nearly a month to see my GP and my partner had to wait 3 years to be taken on by a local dentist (that
waiting list has since closed). A local primary school is already oversubscribed and South East Sheffield has no
Post-16 education provision. If local schools were unable to cope with demand children would have to travel
out of the area, increasing their carbon footprint and putting even more pressure on the already congested
roads and public transport. Even if there were plans to provide additional schools, GP surgeries and dental
practices we struggle to understand where there would be space for them as SCC have already had to resort to
taking greenbelt and local park land just to provide the required number of homes.

The increased population will also put extra strain on the water supply and sewage services which are already
struggling. Resident in the area regularly received messages from the water company about supply problems
such as low pressure.



Although this small site, SES13, may appear insignificant to those who are unfamiliar with it, for the reasons
we have stated, it is very important to those who know the area well and there are so many reasons why it
shouldn’t be built on. On that basis it should never have been considered for development (had we been
consulted we would have said that) and it should not have been included in the Sheffield Local Plan. We
strongly believe that the plan should not be adopted until unsuitable sites are removed.

Please let us have your views on the issues we have raised. We would also like to know whether you are
planning to vote for or against adopting the Sheffield Local Plan and your reasons for that decision. With local
elections coming soon, this will help us to decide who to vote for.

We look forward to your reply.

Regards,

Tracy Wilson and Carl Brocklehurst
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Sheffield Local Plan - Objection to Main Modification 227

From Carl Brocklehurst
Date Fri 2026-04-24 7:27 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

We are writing to object to proposed Main Modification 227 (MM227) in the Sheffield Local Plan.
We object for the following reasons:

It weakens the protections that the original Conditions on Development provided.

It makes the Condition on Development optional rather than compulsory.

The wording “Explore” and “Where feasible” are non-binding and fail to secure delivery. Therefore
MM227 would provide no commitment or assurance that the Condition on Development will be

delivered.

The original Condition on Development was clear and specific. MM227 make the condition
unacceptably ambiguous.

The wording regarding Biodiversity Net Gain is confusing and unclear.
MM227 would dilute the requirements.

There are no longer requirements to provide buffers or to remove any part of the site from the
developable area.

Environmental protections were considered to be necessary and so important that they were
specified as a Condition on Development. However, MM227 would weaken that Condition on

Development to such an extent that it would become invalid and pointless.

The Reason for Change is given as “To ensure the Condition on Development is effective”. We
completely disagree as MM227 would make the condition much less effective.

For the reasons stated above we believe the Planning Inspectors should remove Main Modification
227 and the original Condition on Development should remain as it is.

Tracy Wilson & Carl Brocklehurst
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Sheffield Local Plan - Comment Regarding Main Modifications 224 and 227

rrom Car srocierurs: [

Date Fri 2026-04-24 7:36 PM
To SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

We are writing to comment on proposed Main Modifications 224 and 227 (MM224 & MM227) in
the Sheffield Local Plan.

This is for the following reason:
These Main Modifications relate to flood risk and ecological provision. However there is no
evidence that the number of homes that a site can accommodate has been reduced due to these

constraints.

Tracy Wilson and Carl Brocklehurst





