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Representation to the Planning Inspectors Sheffield Local Plan - Main 
Modifications Consultation 

Submitted by: Sadie Charlton, S13 resident and NHS Occupational Therapist  

Modifications commented on: MM410 (SES29) and MM411 (SES30) Appendices: A - E 
(listed at end of document) 

I am writing to submit a formal representation on Main Modifications MM410 and MM411, 
which propose the allocation of Handsworth Hall Farm (SES29, 870 homes) and Bramley 
Lane/Beaver Hill Road (SES30, 827 homes) for development in S13. 

I consider both modifications to be unsound. They are not effective, not justified, and not 
consistent with national planning policy. My representation focuses specifically on 
health infrastructure, the adequacy of the Integrated Impact Assessment as it relates to 
these modifications, and a procedural concern about the timing of material evidence. 

I am an NHS Occupational Therapist and a resident of S13. I work directly with some of 
the most vulnerable people in our communities. I am not a planning expert, I’ve found 
the whole process absolutely brain boggling and exhausting to keep up with. But I am 
someone who understands what it means when healthcare systems are already 
stretched, and I have spent considerable time reviewing the evidence base that 
underpins these modifications and trying to make sense of this. What I have found 
concerns me deeply, and I believe it should concern the Inspectors too. 

1. The legal and policy framework 

The National Planning Policy Framework sets out four tests of soundness at paragraph 
35. A plan must be positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent with national 
policy. My representation engages primarily with the effectiveness and justification tests. 

Paragraph 20 of the NPPF requires local plans to make sufficient provision for community 
facilities, including health infrastructure. Paragraph 99 requires that planning policies 
and decisions ensure that new development can be served by adequate infrastructure. 
These are not aspirational statements. They are specific policy requirements against 
which the modifications must be assessed. 

The Equality Act 2010, section 149, imposes a public sector equality duty on the council 
as decision-maker. It requires that due regard be had to the need to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality of opportunity, and foster good relations between 
people who share protected characteristics and those who do not. I return to this below 
in relation to the absence of a site-specific equality impact assessment for S13. 



The Health and Social Care Act 2012 places a duty on Integrated Care Boards to have 
regard to the need to reduce inequalities in access to health services and in outcomes 
achieved. The ICB's own assessment, disclosed through a Freedom of Information 
request (Appendix A), demonstrates that existing services in S13 are already at or beyond 
capacity. That statutory duty requires a credible plan to address those inequalities, not 
a note that further planning is required. 

 

2. The effectiveness test is not met- healthcare infrastructure is unconfirmed, 
unfunded, and not deliverable 

The NPPF paragraph 35 requires plans to be effective- deliverable over the plan period. 
For MM410 and MM411 to meet this test, there must be a credible, funded, and 
deliverable healthcare infrastructure solution to serve the population growth they 
propose. 

No such solution exists, as far as I am aware- and nobody appears to be able to offer any 
further information on this.  

The evidence for this comes not from campaign materials but from the ICB's own 
documents, released in response to Freedom of Information request FOI 2526-103, 
responded to on 16 July 2025 (Appendix A). 

For SES30, the ICB assessment (Appendix B) states that Woodhouse Surgery is at 
capacity and would require reconfiguration, and that Olive Lane Medical Centre (the 
primary proposed mitigation, within Rotherham) is expected to exceed capacity. The 
assessment concludes that "more detailed planning is required for solution to be 
determined." 

For SES29, the same assessment states explicitly that "nearest sites not suitable" and 
that Olive Lane capacity is again expected to be exceeded, with "more detailed planning 
is required for solution to be determined in consideration of neighbouring Local Authority 
plans." 

These are the ICB's own words. There is no confirmed solution. There is no funded 
solution. There is no deliverable solution within the plan period. 

I would also draw the Inspectors' attention to the specific language used in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan addendum for both sites, which states that developer 
contributions "may be required" for healthcare. The word ‘may’ is significant. It does not 
constitute a commitment, a mechanism, or a condition. It is an acknowledgment that 



something might be needed at some point, which is not the same as demonstrating that 
infrastructure is deliverable alongside development as required by NPPF paragraph 99. 

Neither MM410 nor MM411 contains a single condition requiring confirmed or funded 
healthcare provision before homes are occupied. There is no trigger, no timeline, and no 
mechanism to ensure that infrastructure keeps pace with development. This is a direct 
failure of the effectiveness test. 

3. Additional evidence- correspondence with the Director of Public Health 

In March 2025 I wrote formally to  Director of Public Health for Sheffield, 
raising concerns about the cumulative primary care impact of SES28, SES29, and SES30 
and the absence of a confirmed healthcare solution. His response, dated April 2025, is 
included at Appendix E. 

 letter acknowledged that discussions between the ICB and the council regarding 
primary care planning remain ongoing, that funding mechanisms including the 
Community Infrastructure Levy and developer contributions have not yet been 
confirmed, and that some provision "may involve" new contracts or extensions rather 
than new facilities. 

This correspondence is significant for two reasons. First, it confirms from the Director of 
Public Health himself, in writing, that no confirmed or funded healthcare solution has 
been identified for S13. This directly corroborates the ICB's own FOI evidence and 
undermines any suggestion that the infrastructure position is more advanced than the 
documentary evidence suggests. Second,  letter directs concern toward the 
Planning Inspectors and the IIA as the appropriate reassurance. Having now read the IIA 
addendum, I can confirm that it contains no cumulative primary care assessment for S13 
and no site-specific engagement with the ICB's evidence of capacity constraints. The 
reassurance he points to does not contain what he says it contains. 

I raise this not to criticise  personally, but because the Inspectors should be aware 
that the Director of Public Health's own correspondence supports rather than 
contradicts the conclusion that healthcare infrastructure for these sites is unconfirmed 
and therefore emphasises concerns of deliverability within the plan period. 

4. The proposed mitigation is not credible or physically deliverable 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan addendum identifies the mitigation for both sites as 
reconfiguration of existing GP surgeries, specifically the addition of two to three 
consultation rooms per practice. 



The GP surgeries serving Handsworth are located in converted residential buildings 
directly adjacent to busy roads. They have no surrounding land available for extension. 
There is inadequate parking for current patient volumes, let alone the significant 
additional patient numbers that would result from these developments. There is no 
physical footprint available for the kind of expansion that would be required to add 
clinical rooms, waiting space, accessible facilities, and accommodate required staffing.  

 

 

 



 

(Handsworth Medical practice – on the corner of Handsworth grange road and 
Handsworth road. It has double yellow lines currently as there is no available parking at 
the surgery – which is also on the same road as Ballifield primary school & Handsworth 
Grange school. Patients parking here frequently causes traffic issues effectively turning 
Handsworth grange road into a one way system. This will be further exacerbated when 
Handsworth grange road becomes a rat run to avoid Retford Road & beaver hill junction) 

 

 

 



 

 

(Handsworth Medical Practice (Fitzalan branch site) – on handsworth road, no available 
parking and footprint right on the corner. How has the building been assessed to be 
physically expanded?) 
 

 

 



 

(Woodhouse medical centre – the building to the left. The building to the right is not part 
of the GP surgery. Woodhouse does have parking, but it is mainly taken by staff who work 
at the surgery. The parking surrounding the surgery now is often chaotic and causes 
disruption to local residents who live there. If this is the primary GP catchment for SES30 
you can only assume that many patients would rely on cars to access this surgery due to 
the location ) 

The IDP addendum states that reconfiguration is required but does not demonstrate that 
it is physically achievable at these specific premises. Asserting that existing surgeries 
can be expanded is not evidence that they can be. For the plan to be sound, mitigation 
must be credible and deliverable, not assumed. 

I would ask the Inspectors to please give our community reassurances by requiring 
evidence that the proposed physical expansion of these specific premises has been 
assessed for feasibility, including building surveys, land availability, and planning 
constraints. In the absence of that evidence, the mitigation cannot be considered 
credible and the modifications cannot be considered effective. 

5. The cumulative impact on primary care has not been assessed, and patient yield 
figures are likely to be underestimates 

SES28, SES29, and SES30, alongside smaller adjacent allocations, together represent 
over 2,000 new homes in S13, generating an estimated 4,500 to 5,000 additional 
residents who will draw on the same local GP catchment. 

The ICB's own methodology, set out in Appendix 13 of the FOI response (Appendix C), 
states that for developments generating over 6,000 new residents, a new GP premises 
will be required. The combined patient yield of SES29 and SES30 alone is assessed at 
3,997 patients (Appendix D). When SES28 and smaller adjacent sites are included, this 
figure approaches and potentially exceeds that threshold. However, because each site 
has been assessed individually rather than cumulatively, that threshold is never 
triggered. No new GP premises has been identified as required. No new facility has been 
planned, funded, or committed. 



I raised this point at the examination hearings. The Inspector at that session asked the 
council's representative directly whether this had been explored. No satisfactory answer 
was provided, and nothing in MM410, MM411, or the IIA addendum addresses this gap. 

The IIA addendum claims to have integrated a health impact assessment for these 
modifications. But there is no cumulative primary care assessment for S13 anywhere in 
that document. The health assessment for the Handsworth strategic location amounts 
to a few short paragraphs, notes that the sites are within walkable distance of GP 
services, and predicts a moderate positive health effect. It does not reference the ICB's 
own evidence of existing capacity constraints. It does not assess the combined impact 
of SES28, SES29, and SES30 on the same local services. It does not engage with the ICB's 
own methodology for when new premises are required. 

A further concern relates to the occupancy assumptions underpinning the patient yield 
calculations. The ICB's methodology applies a standard rate of 2.3 residents per dwelling 
for developments outside the city centre (Appendix C). However, SES29 and SES30 are 
large greenfield family housing sites. National guidance and Census 2021 data indicate 
that family-sized homes on suburban and greenfield sites typically generate occupancy 
rates of 2.4 to 3.0 or above, particularly where the housing mix emphasises affordable or 
social housing. If the occupancy rate applied is lower than the site-specific rate 
appropriate to these developments, the patient yield figures of approximately 2,001 for 
SES29 and 1,996 for SES30 (Appendix D) are likely to be underestimates. This would 
mean that the room calculations derived from those figures are also underestimates, 
and that the proposed mitigation  (already shown to highlight the issues with physical 
deliverability) may be numerically insufficient even on its own terms. The ICB's 
assessment does not appear to have applied a site-specific occupancy rate or to have 
justified the use of the standard 2.3 multiplier for greenfield family housing of this scale. 

This is not a matter of interpretation. It is a gap. The cumulative assessment that the ICB's 
own methodology indicates is necessary for a development of this combined scale has 
simply not been undertaken. That failure is embedded in the IIA addendum that this 
consultation asks the Inspectors to consider, and I would please ask the inspectors to 
consider if it is sufficient reason to find both modifications unjustified and not effective. 

6. The IIA's health and wellbeing assessment for Handsworth is not supported by 
evidence 

The IIA addendum predicts that the modifications will increase the significance of health 
effects from moderate to potentially major positive (paragraph 5.5.8). This conclusion is 
not supported by the site-specific evidence available for S13. I would ask the Inspectors 
to consider the following specific inadequacies in that assessment. 



The health and wellbeing assessment for the Handsworth strategic location predicts a 
moderate positive effect on the basis that the sites are within walkable distance of GP 
services and in proximity to open spaces. This assessment is inadequate in three specific 
respects. 

First, proximity to GP services is not the same as access to GP services. The ICB's own 
evidence confirms that local practices are already at or beyond capacity and that no 
solution has been determined. The IIA does not reference this evidence anywhere in its 
health assessment for this location. 

Second, the open spaces cited as contributing to the positive health prediction include 
the green belt land proposed for development. The assessment effectively counts the 
thing being removed as a reason why its removal will not cause harm. The IIA addendum 
itself acknowledges at paragraph 5.5.2 that the loss of this green and open space will 
have negative effects on mental health and wellbeing. That acknowledgment is made in 
a single sentence and then set aside without any analysis of scale, duration, who is most 
affected, or what mitigation is proposed. 

Third, Rother Valley Country Park, cited as a compensatory green space resource, is 
located in a different local authority area. It does not serve the same function as the 
accessible everyday green space that these allocations would permanently remove, 
particularly for elderly residents, disabled people, and those without access to private 
transport who rely on local accessible open space for daily mobility and wellbeing. 

For local residents who don’t have access to a car, they would need to get 2 buses and 
travel for 1hour 10 minutes to visit Rother valley country park. This surely cannot be 
compensatory for the loss of our daily accessible green space.  





Arup first contacted the ICB regarding primary care requirements for the additional 
greenfield sites on 6 March 2025. They chased responses on 1 May, 12 May, 14 May, and 
19 May 2025. An Arup email dated 14 May 2025 states explicitly that if the ICB does not 
respond, the IDP addendum will simply record that detailed information from the ICB 
could not be obtained. The ICB provided its assessment on 19 May 2025. Public 
consultation on the new sites opened on 29 May 2025. All of this correspondence is 
included at Appendices A and B. 

The health infrastructure assessment for SES29 and SES30 was therefore finalised ten 
days before consultation opened, assembled under acknowledged time pressure, with 
the ICB manually gathering data because its own Primary Care Network plans had not 
been finalised. An internal ICB email confirms that the 16 PCN plans expected to 
underpin the assessment had been delayed, requiring manual data collection instead. 

This is a procedural concern. The material evidence about primary care capacity 
constraints for these specific sites- including the explicit ICB statements that no solution 
has yet been determined- was not available in a form that allowed proper public scrutiny 
during the consultation period. It was only accessible through a Freedom of Information 
request submitted after the original consultation deadline had passed. 

I would ask the Inspectors to satisfy themselves that the examination has been 
conducted on the basis of complete and properly disclosed information in relation to 
healthcare infrastructure for SES29 and SES30, and that consultees had a genuine 
opportunity to engage with the material evidence that now exists. 

8. There is no site-specific equality impact assessment for S13 

The IIA addendum states at paragraph 1.2.2 that it integrates the Equality Impact 
Assessment process. Under the Equality Act 2010 section 149, the council as decision-
maker is required to have due regard to the impact on people with protected 
characteristics when making decisions of this kind. 

Having read the IIA addendum in full, there is no site-specific equality impact 
assessment for S13, SES29, or SES30. The equality conclusions in the addendum are 
drawn at whole-plan level. 

Paragraph 5.5.2 of the IIA addendum asserts that groups with protected characteristics 
including age, race, and poverty are most likely to see benefits from the modifications, 
primarily through the delivery of affordable housing. I would ask the Inspectors to 
consider what evidence underpins this assertion specifically in relation to S13, because 
the available evidence points in the opposite direction on each of the three grounds 
cited. 



On poverty:  the primary stated benefit is affordable housing delivery. The IIA's own 
assessment of the Handsworth strategic location acknowledges that low land values 
and higher residual costs associated with remediation and infrastructure present a 
barrier to achieving higher development standards. This concern is compounded by the 
significant physical constraints acknowledged within MM410 and MM411 themselves. 
MM410 requires a Coal Mining Risk Assessment, flood risk mitigation, a minimum 15m 
ecological buffer to adjacent wildlife sites, and an archaeological evaluation before 
development can proceed. MM411 similarly requires a 15m buffer to Smelter Wood and 
Shirtcliffe Valley Grasslands, protection of hedgerows and watercourses, and coal 
mining risk assessment. Each of these constraints reduces the net developable area of 
the sites and adds to remediation and construction costs. If viability is constrained by 
these factors, the delivery of affordable housing at the levels required to genuinely 
benefit those experiencing poverty cannot be assumed. The IIA's prediction that poverty 
as a protected characteristic will benefit from these modifications is therefore not 
supported by the evidence base for these specific sites. The assertion that affordable 
housing delivery will benefit those experiencing poverty therefore rests on a viability 
position that the IIA and evidence presented during the consultation process flags as 
uncertain for this specific location.  

The relationship between poverty and poor health is well established. People living in 
deprivation experience higher rates of chronic illness, mental ill health, and complex 
long-term conditions, and are therefore disproportionately reliant on primary care 
services. S13 is already an area of above average deprivation with known higher rates of 
health need. Adding thousands of residents to a GP system that the ICB itself has 
confirmed is already at or beyond capacity, without a confirmed solution, will deepen the 
pressure on services that the most vulnerable members of this community depend on 
most. The people least able to wait, least able to travel further, and least able to manage 
without timely access to a GP are those already experiencing poverty and poor health. 
This plan as modified does not reduce that inequality. It compounds it. 

On age: elderly residents in S13 disproportionately rely on accessible local green space 
for daily mobility, social connection, and mental health. The IIA addendum 
acknowledges at paragraph 5.5.2 that the loss of green belt land will have negative 
effects on mental health and wellbeing. Elderly people with limited mobility who cannot 
travel to alternative green spaces further afield are precisely the group most affected by 
that loss. They are a protected characteristic group. The IIA predicts they will benefit from 
these modifications. The evidence suggests the opposite for this specific community. 

Handsworth currently has no community leisure centre, no swimming facilities, no 
library or community hub, no out of hours pharmacy, and no sixth form provision. These 
are not planning abstractions. They are structural inequalities experienced daily by 
residents across every protected characteristic group in this postcode. A plan that 



delivers housing without delivering the community infrastructure that would genuinely 
address those inequalities is not a plan that reduces inequality. It is a plan that adds 
population to an already underserved area and calls it progress. 

The assertion that the modifications are unlikely to bring about discrimination on any 
groups and will have positive impacts overall for protected characteristics is not 
supported by evidence specific to S13. It is a generalisation drawn from a whole-plan 
equality assessment that has not engaged with the particular circumstances of the 
community most significantly affected by these modifications. That is not sufficient to 
discharge the duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 in relation to MM410 and 
MM411 specifically. 

A generic city-wide equality assessment does not satisfy the section 149 duty in relation 
to a site-specific decision that concentrates the largest housing allocations in the entire 
plan within a single deprived postcode. I ask, can the Inspectors be satisfied that due 
regard has been had to protected characteristics in relation to MM410 and MM411 
specifically?, because no such assessment has been carried out for S13 specifically. 

9. What sound planning for S13 would actually look like 

I want to be honest with the Inspectors about what I believe this community needs, 
because nothing in MM410 or MM411 meaningfully addresses it. 

S13 currently has no community leisure centre, no swimming pool, and no sixth form 
provision or alternative SEN provision. Young people who want to continue their 
education beyond GCSE must travel across the city. Families who want their children to 
learn to swim must travel into the city centre or up to springs which is over an hour walk 
away. Handsworth does not have a library, a community or family hub, accessible well-
maintained council parks. These are not minor inconveniences. They are structural 
inequalities that have existed for years and that this plan does nothing to address. If we 
had these facilities within a local plan – our community would be healthier and in a better 
position to absorb more housing in small plots rather than strategic developments which 
wipe our only accessible green space. Our community would be a desirable place to live 
if we had the community infrastructure and facilities. We are already under-invested as 
a community, and now we are being told to absorb more housing without the guarantee 
of being able to access the basic infrastructure such as health and schooling.  

The Golden Rules require compensatory improvements to the remaining green belt. They 
do not require compensatory improvements to community infrastructure that maintains 
health and wellbeing more holistically. A community that is being asked to absorb the 
largest housing allocations in the entire Sheffield Local Plan deserves more than vague 
commitments to future developer contributions that may or may not materialise. 



The IIA addendum acknowledges at paragraph 5.5.2 that the loss of green belt land at 
these sites will have negative effects on mental health and wellbeing. That 
acknowledgment is made in a single sentence and then set aside. There is no analysis of 
what that means specifically for S13, no consideration of the fact that this green belt is 
not supplementary amenity but the primary accessible natural space for a large deprived 
urban community, and no assessment of what the cumulative loss of SES29 and SES30 
together means for a population that has no alternative provision. 

10. What I am asking the Inspectors to consider.. 

If the health infrastructure evidence fails to demonstrate that modifications MM410 and 
MM411 are deliverable alongside adequate healthcare provision, I ask the Inspectors to 
find these modifications unsound. Specifically, they fail the ‘effectiveness’ test under 
NPPF paragraph 35, as they are not justified by proportionate evidence and cannot be 
proven deliverable over the plan period. 
 
Should the Inspectors be minded to find these modifications sound in principle, I request 
that the policy text be further modified to replace the current, ambiguous phrase "may 
be required" with mandatory, binding requirements. To meet the effectiveness test, the 
policy must explicitly state that confirmed, funded, and physically deliverable primary 
care provision must be in place prior to the occupation of any dwellings on either site. 
 
Furthermore, to ensure the plan is based on a robust evidence base, I ask the Inspectors 
to require the following before the plan is found sound: 

• A Comprehensive Cumulative Health Impact Assessment: This must cover 
SES28, SES29, and SES30 combined. Crucially, this assessment should utilize 
site-specific occupancy rates appropriate for greenfield family housing, rather 
than relying on city-wide averages which understate real-world demand. 

• Feasibility Evidence: Concrete evidence must be provided to prove that the 
proposed physical expansion of existing GP surgeries serving the S13 area is 
actually feasible and deliverable. 

• Equality Impact Assessment: I ask the Inspectors to consider whether the 
absence of a site-specific Equality Impact Assessment for S13 constitutes a 
failure by the Council to discharge its Public Sector Equality Duty under Section 
149 of the Equality Act 2010. 
 

Without these essential safeguards, the plan as modified will be fundamentally flawed. 
It risks delivering thousands of homes into a healthcare system that the ICB itself admits 
has no confirmed solution, and onto land that serves as the last remaining natural space 
for a large, deprived, and currently underserved urban population. 
 



Thank you for your time reading this, 

Sincerely, 

Sadie Charlton 

S13 resident and NHS OT 

Appendices submitted with this representation 

Appendix A — Freedom of Information response, NHS South Yorkshire ICB, FOI 
2526-103, dated 16 July 2025, including covering letter and full correspondence 
chain between Arup and the ICB from March to May 2025 

Appendix B — ICB Primary Care Assessment summary for SES29 and SES30 
(Appendix 8a of FOI response) 

Appendix C — ICB Primary Care Assessment methodology and assumptions 
(Appendix 13 of FOI response) 

Appendix D — ICB detailed site assessment spreadsheet showing patient yield 
figures for SES29 and SES30 

Appendix E — Correspondence between Sadie Charlton and Dr Greg Fell, Director 
of Public Health for Sheffield, March to April 2025 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
NHS South Yorkshire Integrated Care Board 

 
 
 
 

 

Our Ref :  FOI 2526-103 
 
Date:   16 July 2025 
 
  
 
Dear Enquirer 
 
Re: Freedom of Information Request  
 
Thank you for your recent request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 
received on 23 June 2025.  Please see below your original questions, followed by our 
responses in the table below. 
 

I am writing to make a request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 regarding the 
involvement of Sheffield Integrated Care Board (ICB) in the evidence base for Sheffield 
City Council’s updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (May 2025), specifically relating to: 
 

• Site SES30 – Land between Bramley Lane and Beaver Hill Road, S13 

• Site SES29 – Handsworth Hall Farm, Land at Finchwell Road, S13 
 
These sites are proposed for development in the Sheffield Local Plan and are referenced in 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan Addendum (May 2025), which attributes healthcare 
infrastructure recommendations (e.g. additional GP consultation rooms) to discussions with 
the ICB. 
 
Please provide the following information: 
 

1. Any and all correspondence (emails, letters, meeting requests or summaries) 
between Sheffield ICB and either: 

 

• Arup (authors of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan), and/or 

• Sheffield City Council 
 
 regarding healthcare provision, capacity, or infrastructure needs for SES29, SES30, 
 or any developments proposed in the Handsworth/Southeast Sheffield area. 
 

2. Any documents or reports produced by or shared with Sheffield ICB that 
assess the primary care impact of the proposed developments at SES29 and 
SES30. 

 





If you are dissatisfied with this response you can request an internal review by writing to our 
Director of Corporate Governance at syicb-sheffield.icbcomplaints@nhs.net within 40 working 
days.  It would be helpful if you could quote our reference number in any communications. 
 
If you are still not content with the outcome of the internal review, with regards to this Freedom 
of Information request, you have the right to appeal to the Information Commissioner’s Office 
(ICO).  You should make complaints to the ICO within six weeks of receiving the outcome of an 
internal review.  The Information Commissioner will not investigate your case unless you have 
exhausted our complaints procedure.  The Information Commissioner can be contacted at: The 
Information Commissioners Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire SK9 5AF.  
See www.ico.org.uk/foicomplaints for more information. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Business Support Officer 
Freedom of Information 
 
 

  











Site ref Address Ward Sub Area
Gross 
Area (Ha)

Employm
ent Net 
(Ha)

Housing 
Gross 
(Ha)

Housing 
Net (Ha)

Proposed Use 

Estimated 
housing 
capacity 
(to 2039)

GBOM01
Land to the north of Woodhouse Lane, S20 
1AF Beighton Ward

South East 
Sheffield 6.44 0 4.87 4.38 Housing 153

GBOM06 Land to the north of Parkers Lane, S17 3DP
Dore & Totley 
Ward

South West 
Sheffield 5.29 0 2.61 2.35 Housing 82

S02898* Land to the south of White Lane, S12 3HS Birley Ward
South 
Sheffield 13.41 0 12.3 8.61 Housing 344

S03004 Land to the west of Moor Valley, S20 5BB Beighton Ward
South East 
Sheffield 13.92 0 10.55 7.39 Housing 296

S03020 
and 
S02502

Land between Bramley Lane and Beaver Hill 
Road, S13 7JH // Land at Beaver Hill Road, 
S13 9QL Woodhouse Ward

South East 
Sheffield 36.59 0 36.59 26.08 Housing 878

S03028
Land to the west of Grenoside Grange, Fox 
Hill Road, S35 8QS

West Ecclesfield 
Ward

North East 
Sheffield 4.62 0 4.41 3.97 Housing 139

S03032 Land at Forge Lane, S35 0GG
Stocksbridge & 
Upper Don Ward

North West 
Sheffield 3.18 0 2.56 2.3 Housing 69

S03033* Land at Brightholmlee Lane, S35 0DD
Stocksbridge & 
Upper Don Ward

North West 
Sheffield 7.72 0 7.72 6.18 Housing 185

S03035
Land at Wheel Lane and Middleton Lane, S35 
8PU

West Ecclesfield 
Ward

North East 
Sheffield 8.11 0 5.3 4.24 Housing 148

S03038
Land to the east of Chapeltown Road, S35 
9ZX

East Ecclesfield 
Ward

Chapeltown 
/High Green 19.62 0 19.62 13.73 Housing 549

S03049 Land to the north of Beighton Road, S20 1AF Beighton Ward
South East 
Sheffield 1.91 0 1.91 1.72 Housing 60

S03051 
and 
S03034

Land to the south of Wheel Lane, S35 8RY // 
Land between Creswick Avenue and Yew 
Lane, S35 8QN 

East Ecclesfield 
Ward

North East 
Sheffield 33.77 0 32 22.4 Housing 668

S03100 Holme Lane Farm, Halifax Road, S35 8PB
West Ecclesfield 
Ward

North East 
Sheffield 3.92 0 3.05 2.75 Housing 96

S03483
Land between Storth Lane and School Lane, 
S35 0DT

Stocksbridge & 
Upper Don Ward

North West 
Sheffield 4.84 0 3.8 3.42 Housing 103

S04030 Land to the west of Moss Way, S20 5AS
Mosborough 
Ward

South East 
Sheffield 27.9 0 14.59 10.21 Housing 357

S04067 Land at 266 Springwood Lane, S35 4JP
West Ecclesfield 
Ward

Chapeltown 
/High Green 1.47 0 1.47 1.32 Housing 46

S03061
Handsworth Hall Farm, Land at Finchwell 
Road, S13 9AS Woodhouse Ward

South East 
Sheffield 68.37 20 35.1 24.57 Mixed Use 770

S03005
Land to the east of Eckington Way and south 
of A57, S20 1XE Beighton Ward

South East 
Sheffield 13.98 13.98 0 0 Employment 0

S03112
Land bordered by M1, Thorncliffe Road, 
Warren Lane, and White Lane, S35 2YA

East Ecclesfield 
Ward

Chapeltown 
/High Green 17.97 17.97 0 0 Employment 0

S04101
Land to the south of the M1 Motorway 
Junction 35, S35 1QP

East Ecclesfield 
Ward

North East 
Sheffield 35.63 22.02 0 0 Employment 0

S04639* Hesley Wood, north of Cowley Hill, S35 2YH
East Ecclesfield 
Ward

Chapeltown 
/High Green 18.23 14.12 0 0 Employment 0

* Availability to be confirmed.

Mixed Use site option

Employment site options 

Housing site options 



Site ref Address Ward Sub Area
Gross 
Area (Ha)

Employm
ent Net 
(Ha)

Housing 
Gross 
(Ha)

Housing 
Net (Ha)

Proposed Use 

Estimated 
housing 
capacity 
(to 2039)

S03020 
and 
S02502

Land between Bramley Lane and Beaver Hill 
Road, S13 7JH // Land at Beaver Hill Road, 
S13 9QL Woodhouse Ward

South East 
Sheffield 36.59 0 36.59 26.08 Housing 878

S03061
Handsworth Hall Farm, Land at Finchwell 
Road, S13 9AS Woodhouse Ward

South East 
Sheffield 68.37 20 35.1 24.57 Mixed Use 770

* Availability to be confirmed.

Mixed Use site option

Employment site options 

Housing site options 





























APPENDIX 8a 
 
Summary of responses to Local Plan proposed additional housing sites 
 
This document is provided by NHS South Yorkshire ICB in response to the proposed 
additional Greenfield sites where further housing units have been identified, and 
supplements the comments previously provided on the Sheffield IDP more specifically. 
 
Whilst the needs of wider NHS health services have been considered, the dispersed 
nature of the proposed sites and scale relative to existing populations means the 
impact of such developments falls predominantly to Primary Care (General Practice) 
which by its very nature has a more local focus.     
 
Wider secondary and community care is provided across a much larger population base 
already, on a city and locality basis, and whilst there is an impact of overall population 
growth, the requirements of such growth can be better managed through existing 
infrastructure and health planning processes.    Similarly, community pharmacy and 
ophthalmic provision can be accommodated through normal planning processes and 
market conditions, without specific requirements being set out.  Dental provision is 
outside the scope of this assessment. 
 
The impact on General Practice is often seen on the practice or practices that are 
closest to a housing development.  Some patients may choose to register further afield 
(e.g. nearer employment) or stay registered with their current practice if feasible.  GP 
surgeries are in many cases already operating over their designed capacity, and 
changes to the scope and delivery of additional roles within General Practice have taken 
up what spare capacity may have existed.  Further population growth locally can be 
expected to cause additional pressure on practices very quickly. 
 
The nature and scale of the proposed additional ‘greenfield’ sites does produce some 
pressures not associated with infill developments – for some the scale of the 
development is more significant, and the closest existing practices are often smaller 
and can be disproportionately affected without suitable expansion. 
 
Of particular note are the developments to the north-east (NES37/38/39) and south-
east (SES29/30) of Sheffield.  A new Primary Care hub is planned (SAPA2) which 
addresses current shortfalls in capacity and allows for some population growth in 
north-east Sheffield (S 8AU) )  – however, there is currently an issue with a fibre-optic 
cable that runs through the proposed site, that has prevented planned construction 
from commencing due to the unfunded cost of its relocation.   If this scheme does not 
go ahead as planned, there will not be sufficient Primary Care capacity locally for the 
proposed housing developments, without other schemes being brought forwards. 
 
To the south-east, the proposed SES29 site is very close to the local authority boundary 
with Rotherham MBC, and in particular to the recent Waverley development.    As part of 
that development, a new GP premises (Olive Lane) has been created and is now open, 
however the planning assumptions for this facility did not take in to account the 



developments now proposed on the Sheffield side of the boundary.  Further, the SES30 
proposed development is close to the current  Woodhouse Surgery, which is at capacity 
currently but patients may register with the new practice in Waverley.  There is therefore 
a risk that the new practice may not have capacity for the Sheffield residents, when 
considering further potential growth of the Waverley development.  Further investigation 
into the assumptions of the neighbouring Rotherham MBC plans are therefore 
recommended before health planning requirements can be confirmed.   

































APPENDIX 13 
 
Assessment of Primary Care capacity in respect of proposed residential 
developments 
 
Assumptions:   
 
For City Centre developments use 1.75 residents per unit of accommodation.   
Outside of City Centre, use 2.3 residents per unit of accommodation. 
 
Assume 100% of residents will register with closest practice(s) to the proposed 
development and are all new residents to Sheffield (i.e. no retention by, or transfer from, 
current GP practices).   
 
Assume the practice catchment area covers or will be adjusted to include the proposed 
development site. 
 
For developments (or series of adjacent developments) in excess of 6,000 new 
residents, assume new GP premises (branch) will be required unless adequate capacity 
exists or can be created by adjacent practices. 
 
High-level assessment:  Use benchmark of 1 additional clinical room required per 850 
additional patients (including ARRS roles). Or 1 additional clinical room per 1,000 
additional patients (GMS only) 
 
Methodology. 
 

• From proposed number of dwellings, estimate number of additional patients 
(units x1.75 or 2.3) 

• Identify nearest GP practices to the development (up to 2 .5miles, using Google 
Maps, ‘as crow flies’).  Consider travel times (car / public transport).   

• List those practices most likely to enrol new residents as patients, based on 
distance from the proposed development. 

• From 6-Facet database (confidential practice data), consider if nearby practices 
currently have adequate capacity (Gross Internal Area per 100 patients, using 
raw list size) 

• Estimate the impact a proportion of new residents registering would have on 
each practice.  Where one practice is very close by, assume 100% or new 
patients would register there.    Where current capacity is exceeded, recommend 
additional clinical capacity that would be required and feasibility of that capacity 
being created within the current practice or by extension of the existing practice. 

• Consider the above in relation to other known or proposed developments also. 
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Strategic Planning 
5th Floor, Howden House, 
Sheffield, S1 2SH 
 
4 May 2026 
 
By Email: sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk 

 

 

Dear Planning Inspector,  

 

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

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

Lane and School Lane S35 0DT). 

Introduction 

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

limited to, flood risk, site access, local highway, biodiversity and social issues. All of these key issues 

were brought to the Government Inspectors’ attention during the previous Consultation process but, 

disappointingly, none of our group’s representations on these issues appear to have been 

acknowledged in the Main Modifications.  

Notwithstanding the devasting impact it would have on the local community and wildlife habitat, 

releasing this site from Green Belt without properly and fully assessing the viability of the site for 

development would, in our view, be premature. Releasing Green Belt land for development should 

only be undertaken if such development can actually be delivered and it cannot be certain that this 

site is deliverable if the issues we have already raised are not fully assessed beforehand. 

Furthermore, releasing this land from Green Belt will undoubtedly impact on the value of homes 

surrounding the site which in turn could significantly increase the risk of Property Blight claims being 

made against the Council and/or its Developers making development an even less attractive 

proposition. 

One further introductory point is that in the Government Inspectors’ initial conclusions, it was 

indicated that since the Plan was submitted for final approval, further Brown Field sites have come 

to light which would provide sufficient capacity to cover the proposed housing density on all of the 

Green Belt sites that have been allocated. These have been referred to as ”windfall sites” but, surely, 

in light of this, why is there a need to release any Green Belt land in the Sheffield Plan? What is clear 

is that the data on potential sites available for development is woefully out of date and before any 



land is released from the Green Belt, a more current call for available sites should be undertaken and 

the Sheffield Plan updated accordingly. 

  

 

Main representations 

Most of the issues raised have yet to undergo detailed assessment. Development of the site would, 

without doubt, result in significant negative impacts to many local residents, particularly in the area 

of Health and Wellbeing due to loss of amenity of Green and Open Space.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

have been removed for no discernible reason. 

Secondly, if the development was proved deliverable, there needs to be certainty that mitigations 

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

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

not justified given the negative impacts.  

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

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

Green Belt for sale/development. In addition, MMs need to include enough site-specific detail to 

ensure that mitigations are deliverable and provide the best possible outcome for the existing 

community and local wildlife.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

they intend to do.  

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

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

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

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

city to meet its current and future needs.  

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

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

demographics that could have an impact on future housing requirements.  



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

reassessment of a Brownfield only option is likely justified.  

In the appendix to this letter, we set out our representations on the  Main Modifications for 

proposed Site Allocation NWS31 (page 141/2) – Conditions on Development (MM332) and would 

respectfully ask that due consideration is given to the comments above and the representations 

submitted herein. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Paul Foster & Annabel Marshall-Foster 

  



Appendix – Detailed representations 

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

The Council acknowledges that: 

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

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

and areas of Wharncliffe Side south of Tinker Brook.” 

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

Green Belt) 

They also say that:  

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

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

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

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

effects.) 

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

residents.  

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

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

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

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

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

equally unsatisfactory.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

facilities available for all.” 

Evidence 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

of the field that is not typically visited. 

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

view. The flood mitigation trees and ponds reduce available Open Space. These are remote 

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

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

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

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

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

many due to distance.  

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

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

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

number of children living in village with SEND.  

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

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

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

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

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

with Protected Characteristics being close to where they live.  

Change Required 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2 Flood risk  (ref. MM332 condition point 4) 

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

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

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

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

the Main Modifications cannot be considered ‘sound’.  

       Evidence 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

impacted. 

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

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

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

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

REQUIRED CHANGE 

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

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

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

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

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

respect to presence of groundwater 

 

3 Access off Don Avenue  ( ref. MM332 condition 6) 

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

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

regarding this.  

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

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

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

usually require two access points.  

 

Evidence 

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

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

estate roads.  

• Future limited parking provision.  

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

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

large amounts of disruption in the village.   

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

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

significant number of homes.  

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

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

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



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

extra traffic.  

 

Changes required 

Main Modifications need to specify that: 

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

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

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

disabled access and emergency vehicles.  

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

take place.  

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

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

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

in collaboration with local community groups.  

   

4 Biodiversity issues  (MM332 condition points 8,9,10)  

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

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

during the previous consultation and at the hearings.  

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

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

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

line with BNG hierarchy.  

Evidence 

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

including bats and barn owls.  

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

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

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

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

 

Changes Required 

MMs should state that: 

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

close to the site and BNG should be adjusted accordingly.  



2. BNG for watercourse should be calculated. 

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

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

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

4. Some areas of open grassland should be retained. 

AND 

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

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

hierarchy.” 
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sustainable development) and paragraph 35(b), which requires the strategy to be 
justified and reasonable alternatives to have been adequately explored. 

 

4. Process Complexity and Engagement Failures 

Over 300 examination documents have been issued since publication of the Draft 
Plan, including revised housing supply calculations, new technical evidence and site-
specific material. The Main Modifications consultation has been extended following 
further changes, producing modifications to the modifications. The material on which 
the public has been asked to comment no longer resembles the Plan consulted upon 
at Regulation 18 and 19, nor the version put to elected members. With no accessible 
summaries to aid navigation, this complexity has created a significant barrier to 
meaningful participation for residents without planning expertise. 

It was against this backdrop that the Alliance launched the Save Sheffield’s Green 
Belt petition. The Main Modifications consultation process was so technically 
complex and legalistic that it created a meaningful barrier to participation for many 
residents; including, the Alliance understands, some respondents with professional 
planning and legal backgrounds. The Alliance has actively encouraged and 
supported individuals to submit their own formal objections. However, it has also 
been clear that petition signatures would be submitted as evidence of community 
concern, and for many residents this represents their primary means of 
engagement with this stage of the process, in place of a formal representation. 
The petition was therefore designed not as a campaigning tool but as an accessible 
route into a process that the formal consultation structure had made inaccessible to 
many. 

The Council has cited participation levels as evidence of successful consultation. 
That assessment does not reflect how engagement was actually achieved. 
Residents and tenants directly affected by site allocations were never notified. 
Requests for planning officers to attend community meetings (including those 
facilitated via the local Member of Parliament) were declined. High levels of 
engagement were driven by community groups and volunteers, not the Council. 

That this standard was not inevitable is demonstrated by a recent Council housing 
policy consultation, which delivered a 12-week period, 66 in-person events, targeted 
outreach to under-represented groups, and accessible materials with assisted 
participation, all within the same broad timeframe as Local Plan preparation. The 
Local Plan, which identifies specific sites and directly affects identifiable 
communities, was not supported by anything comparable. 

 

  



The petition was structured across multiple channels:  

• a public online platform (change.org); 

• a dedicated online form via a website with appropriate data consent; 

• hard-copy forms for residents without digital access. 

This structure was designed to fill the gap the Council left; ensuring that residents 
without digital access, or without the capacity to navigate a formal consultation, were 
not excluded entirely. It is a proportionate response to a process that placed 
unrealistic demands on residents while providing insufficient support. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The Sheffield Green Belt Alliance asks the Inspectors to give this petition evidence 
proper weight as evidence of continuing, widespread and serious community 
concern. Residents have engaged repeatedly and in good faith. Many are left with 
the clear impression that their concerns have not been meaningfully reflected in the 
Plan and that the allocations remain effectively untouched. 

The petition records not only opposition to particular sites, but a wider loss of 
confidence in the accessibility and responsiveness of the process. The Alliance asks 
the Inspectors to consider whether the proposed allocations can properly be found 
sound where such extensive and unresolved concerns remain. 
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Please copy and paste the below into a blank email. 

 
To:  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 I 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-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 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’. 
 
I therefore urge the Inspectors to require further modifications, including the removal or 
reassessment of SS19, to ensure the Plan is sound 

I 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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