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REF5.0001

 



Dear  

 

Many thanks for sight of the Main Modifications Consultation in connection to the latest 
iteration of the Local Plan we have been involved with yourselves these past few years. 

Having reviewed the Proposed Main modifications Document, these can be broadly 
broken into two areas – general policy modifications and consideration (centred around 
higher level land use classifications, site density, scale and nature of development, 
blue/green infrastructure, greenbelt impact, biodiversity, environmental consideration 
etc), and also, the Site Specific modifications which identify individual allocations and 
make wording changes around those areas of general modification outlined above. I can 
confirm that the modification proposed to the wording MM478 regarding the description 
of the SRN is also acceptable. 

The SRN, whilst not specifically impacted on or mentioned in the modifications (with 
the exception of the description wording at MM478), including its operation and safety 
remains protected under the adopted Circular 02/2022 of the Secretary of State for 
Transport [SoST] – the status of an allocation in the Local Plan being adopted by the 
Council not negating or being prioritised over the adopted polices of the Department for 
Transport.  

It therefore remains incumbent upon the Council/individual site promoters to engage in 
the planning application process as outlined in the NPPF and The Planning Act, after 
any new Local Plan is adopted. The adoption of a new Plan does indeed not negate the 
requirement for that engagement, nor the need for a formal recommendation of 
approval on behalf of the SoST to be issued by ourselves in the future, for each site 
named therein, prior to consent being made by the Council. That includes also the 
confirmation that all necessary mitigation can be delivered where required, and is 
affordable, under the evidence submitted by the Council to PINs in support of the new 
Plan – mainly through the existing IDP and the CiL viability assessments already 
undertaken.  

As such our position remains safeguarded, and this also means I have no specific 
feedback to make which could impact on the soundness of the Local Plan at this stage, 
or the Inspectors comments to the Council. Had this have been the case, I have no 
doubt that the Council would have already approached ourselves separately to discuss 
matters further. 

As this time therefore there are no further formal comments to make (aside from the 
formal representations and evidence I have given to PINs and the Council, in 
connection to the latest proposed Local Plan for Sheffield Council. 



Should there be any further way in which I can assist the Planning Inspectorate, please 
do contact me accordingly. 

 

Regards 

 

Simon Jones Esq. Spatial Planner 

Operations 

National Highways |  
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0002

 



Re: Sheffield Plan – Main Modifications Consultation 

What a destruction of what makes Sheffield great . Poor wildlife,  poor people who will 
flood,  poor people who will choke on fumes all for the sake of GREED. Obscene when 
there are countless brown sites.  

 



 

 

 

REF5.0003

 



Re: Sheffield Plan – Main Modifications Consultation 

Thank you for the update 
Many people have clearly been working hard upon this and putting in many hours work. 
Forgive my not being able to supply the desired consultation responses. 
Having just briefly clicked on the map updates, on a couple of the few pages I saw, it is 
unclear what the differences are thereby meaning it would be inappropriate for me to 
offer comment. 
Unfortunately, overall it appears there are many hundreds of pages to look at thereby 
making it impractical to do so unless being paid to as part of a job or with much spare 
time. (Has the negative environmental effect of so much documentation been 
considered - including ongoing energy usage if stored on any server) 
Whilst the data is very important, does the message potentially lost in the detail? 
Best 
Jonathan 
 



 

 

 

REF5.0004

 



Re: Sheffield Plan – Main Modifications Consultation 

Dear  

Thank you for the invitation to comment further regarding the overall Sheffield plan. 
Further to my previous correspondence regarding the proposed SWS18 housing 
development in Lodge Moor, I would like to formally reiterate my concerns. For clarity, I 
have set these out under the following headings: 

1. Traffic 

It appears that the traffic survey undertaken for the plan has focused primarily on 
carriageways associated with other sites. At present, there does not seem to be a 
comprehensive assessment of the capacity of the surrounding road network, including 
Sandygate Road and the A57 towards the city centre, nor the A57 westbound towards 
Manchester and the A6101 northbound towards Hillsborough. 

Traffic congestion is already a significant issue in this area. At peak times, queues 
regularly extend from Broomhill back towards Crosspool on the A57, with no realistic 
alternative routes available to avoid this bottleneck. This demonstrates that the network 
is already operating at, or beyond, effective capacity. Introducing additional residential 
traffic would inevitably intensify this existing congestion. 

A further point of concern is the single-track section heading south on Blackbrook Road, 
which is unlikely to cope with increased traffic flows. Similarly, the narrow nature of 
Lodge Moor Road raises significant questions should this become the primary access 
point to the site. 

In addition, the A57 westbound towards Manchester has been subject to roadworks for 
over a year. While a appreciate that the responsibility for this section sits with 
Derbyshire County Council, the prolonged disruption has demonstrated how vulnerable 
this key route is to congestion and delay. The extended duration of these works 
highlights the limited resilience within the wider road network, and any further increase 
in traffic associated with this development would inevitably exacerbate existing 
pressures. 

 

2. Road Condition 

As briefly mentioned above the existing road infrastructure is already in a poor state of 
repair and, in my view, is struggling to accommodate current traffic volumes. The 
condition of the carriageways is arguably the worst it has been in years. Introducing 
additional residential development without fully addressing these underlying 
infrastructure issues risks compounding an already challenging situation. 

3. Construction Traffic 



There is a strong likelihood that construction traffic during the build phase will lead to 
substantial congestion and disruption. Given the limited capacity and constraints of the 
surrounding road network, it is difficult to see how construction vehicles could be 
accommodated without significant adverse impact on residents and road users. 

Longer term, the additional vehicle movements generated by the completed 
development may exceed the capacity of the existing network unless meaningful 
mitigation measures are put in place. 

4. School Capacity 

Consideration must also be given to local education provision. The site falls within the 
catchment area for Tapton School, which is a highly sought-after secondary school and, 
to my understanding, already operating close to capacity. 

Any increase in local population arising from this development must be properly 
assessed in terms of its impact on school places and the ability of the existing 
education infrastructure to accommodate additional demand. We elected to move to 
the area for the school catchment with suitable transport links and fear this may exceed 
the schools existing capactiy. 

5. Existing Private Grounds 

Finally, I would note the potential impact on the private grounds of the Lodge 
Moor Hospital estate, which are currently maintained by a residents fund. An increase 
in population, without appropriate contribution to their own infrastructure, could place 
further strain on these unrestricted amenities. 

Any final proposals should therefore give careful consideration not only to highways and 
school capacity but also to the wider local infrastructure and community facilities. 

 

Summary 

In summary, I remain of the view that this site is fundamentally unsuitable for 
development at the proposed scale due to its constrained access, existing traffic 
pressures, infrastructure limitations and the cumulative impact on local services. There 
appear to be more appropriate and sustainable locations for development, particularly 
sites with direct access off the A57, where the strategic road network is better 
positioned to accommodate additional demand. 

Worryingly the previous granted "farm" access has now been partly completed in line 
with the decision and is far more substantial than what I would expect a standard farm 
entrance to be. Leading to a impression that a development will be starting soon 
regardless of addressing some of the local residents concerns highlighted above. 



I trust that the points outlined above will be fully and transparently addressed as part of 
the planning process. I look forward to receiving a detailed response in due course. 

Kind Regards 

 

Matthew Clarke 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

REF5.0005

 



New travellers site in Beighton. 

This idea needs to be stopped immediately.  

The road infrastructure is already at breaking point. 

The extra traffic will simply get worse than it currently is.  

The litter will also get worse. 

In fact who is going to pay for this waste of everyone's time? 

The taxpayer?  

There is already a site near Holbrook Industrial Estate, and this could simply be 
expanded. 

 

Mr Adrian C Robinson  

 

Concerned Citizen of Beighton.  

 



 

 

 

REF5.0006

 



Lodge moor plan proposal 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

 

I am most concerned of the impact of traffic and to the environment if the proposed 
planning of 258 houses on lodge moor road goes ahead. In addition, I do not see how 
these houses can be affordable in this post code. 

 

The  roads behind Lodge-Moor  are only country and not wide enough to cope with this 
level of extra traffic. 

On the main road of Blackbrook there   is a very busy St Luke’s Church and doctors with 
a small car park, in addition there is a playground further up, inevitably people park on 
Blackbrook all the way up the road. This has become increasingly busy in recent times. 
If the houses plan goes ahead the road will become a further bottle and I fear it is not 
safe for children who walk to and from school.  

It is also important to note that at the top of Blackbrook road the road becomes very 
narrow and only one car can pass at a time. This road is not visible for such extra traffic  

 

Also at the end of Blackbrook Road, which comes onto Redmires  Road, opposite is 
Lodge Lane, there have already been some serious accidents and this will only 
continue. 

 

I am most concerned how this traffic will affect the wildlife and health risks. Why has 
brown field site not been repurposed?? 

 

Kind regards 

Eve 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0007

 



Ecclesfield Development 

 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
Dear Simon 
 
Please see attached photographs  2007.  7 families lost their homes for 
nearly a year.  We have just had an overflow put in Ecclesfield park to help with the 
problem. 
 
Water flows down from Wheel lane. 
 
The traffic problem is horrendous especially at school times. I would suggest that 
someone has a run on Mill rd, Nether Lane and Ecclesfield Common.  We often cannot 
get out of Linden Road due to severe congestion. 
 
We only have two drs surgeries and Northern General Hospital.  It is impossible to get 
appointments due to being over populated. 
Can I ask you  if you live in this area or any of your colleagues proposing these 
plans. 
 
Can you please answer these questions as soon as possible. 
 



Yours sincerely 
 
Heather and Keith Firth 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0008

 



Ecclesfield Grenoside Development 

 

Hello  

 

Can we ask you if you will be here to see the devastation this will cause. 

 

Accidents, deaths, terrible traffic congestions thus resulting in accidents. Floods, 
damage. 

 

Who will be accountable when these things happen, when it is too late. Please please 
look into these problems that will happen, without a doubt. 

 

Can you send us the names of people responsible for this development. We are filing 
copies of these letters with our solicitors so that they can see the strong objections. 

 

Please do something before it is too late. 

 

Heather and Keith Firth  

 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0009

 



Pavement Parking 

As a pedestrian and cyclist, I am much encouraged by The Sheffield Plan. 

I have looked at the transport proposals and parking proposals and it's good to see how 
the aim is to reduce the dominance of motor traffic. 

As far as I can tell, there is one issue that has not been covered and that is pavement 
parking.  And thanks to the height of the kerb, most cars park 
completely on the road but for example Greystones Road and Onslow Road parking with 
two wheels on the pavement seems to be normal. 

The issue I have is that pavement parking encourages drivers to see and use the 
pavement as part of their domain. This is dangerous. The driver is focused on 
positioning his vehicle by driving on the pavement and not looking for small things not 
that may not easily seen by looking out of his drivers window or using his mirrors  such 
as small children.  

I encourage you to look up the example of 4 year old Esme Weir who died under the 
wheels of a van driver parking on the pavement. 

 

 Cheshire van driver cleared of dangerous driving after four-year-old's death - BBC News 

 

Best Regards 

Jim Gillies  

 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0010

 



Good afternoon, 

 

Thank you for your email. Our client’s asset runs through the hatched area below, for 
any plans or supervision etc you will need to submit an LSBUD enquiry or a planning 
application. 

 

Kindest regards, 

 

Kayla 

 

 

 

 

 



From: SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 09 March 2026 14:17 
To: Exolum  
Subject: RE: Sheffield Plan – Main Modifications Consultation 

 

Hi, 

 

Thank you for your email.  We just wanted to confirm that one of the Plan’s proposed 
Site Allocations is within the vicinity of your Exolum Pipeline.  Our ref SWS18 (Land 
between Lodge Moor Road and Redmires Conduit, S10 4LZ).  Proposed conditions on 
development for any future planning application (including requirement for a  3-metre 
buffer on either side of the Exolum pipeline ) are listed in the Schedule of Main 
Modifications document (p159-160). 

 

 

 

Many thanks, 





 

Kind regards, 

 

Kayla 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0011

 



Sheffield Plan - Main Modifications Consultation- CCDB 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

Please find attached my PDF Umbrella Representation which comprises a key part of 
my submission for the aforementioned Sheffield Plan- Main Modifications Consultation. 

 

I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

Community Campaigner David Barton 

InYourArea Ambassador for Southport 
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UK & IRELAND PLANNING CONSULTATION(S) 

 

Stage: Universal Representation 

Sections: Conservation Area Appraisal(s), Scoping Document(s), 

Local Plan, Supplementary Planning Document(s) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consultee David Barton 

Role: Community Campaigner-  
Civic Heritage 

Section Conservation Area Appraisal(s), Scoping 
Document(s), Local Plan, Supplementary 
Planning Document(s) 

Interest Design Codes, Designated & Non-Designated 
Heritage Assets, Conservation Areas, 
Climate Change, Historic Buildings, 
Traditional Vernacular Architecture 

 



Page 2 of 18 
 

Table of Contents 

Acronyms / Abbreviations                                                                                                P.3 

Introduction                                                                                                                            P.4 

Context                                                                                                                                     P.4 

Community Campaigner David Barton                                                                              P.5 

Appendix Index                                                                                                                 P.6-7 

Sections: Design Codes, Designated & Non-Designated Heritage Assets, Conservation 

Areas, Climate Change, Historic Buildings, Traditional Vernacular Architecture       P.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Page 3 of 18 
 

 

Acronyms / Abbreviations 

LA                                  Local Authority 

SPD                               Supplementary Planning Document 

TVA                               Traditional Vernacular Architecture 

TA                                  Traditional Architecture 
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Introduction:- 

Context: 

This consultation feedback submission has been produced by Mr. David Richard Barton, also 

known as Community Campaigner David Barton who is promoting both the existing Built 

Historic Environment and Traditional Vernacular Architecture (TVA)/ Traditional 

Architecture (TA) as a key feature across UK and Ireland-wide Local Authorities and 

associated Planning Departments at all tiers of Local, Regional and Central Government.   

This universal consultation therefore acts as an official Representation at all and any stage 

of official area UK Planning Consultations- Preliminary Scoping Documents, Named Stages of 

the Local Plan, Conservation Area Appraisals and Supplementary Planning Documents 

(SPDs), primarily regarding Design Codes. 

Representations are being made by Mr. Barton as part of his ongoing work to champion the 

key stakeholders at various key areas old and new with a view to supporting their economic 

growth through the merits of High-Quality style Conservation with the hope of encouraging 

wider constructive and restorative support through positive and constructive working.  

It is submitted that TVA should play a key part in any and all policy moving forwards on the 

grounds of conferring practical benefits be these periodic maintenance, their perceived 

support from the public, their invaluable contribution to achieving Climate Crisis Targets set 

local, nationally and internationally alongside their overall cost-effectiveness to key 

stakeholders alike in terms of Planning and sourcing of raw materials. 

*One primary document that should be considered with significance especially alongside my 

own representation is a written academic account of the actual practicalities associated 

with Traditional Architecture from a leading expert in their field.i.) Not only does this in-

depth analysis provide an in-depth take on the widely assorted merits of this type of 

Architecture but it fully corroborates my case made across all sections typically found in one 

of the consultations highlighted above. 

Furthermore, my representations to date and contained herein this document are duly 

supported by the Founder and Director of The Institute for Traditional Architectureii.) who 

has identified and recognised my own contribution(s) to communities up and down the 

Sefton Borough. This is an internationally acclaimed organisation which periodically works 

with other leading agencies and organisations to bring about effective positive change.  



Page 5 of 18 
 

Outlined throughout Submission are responses to existing Consultations which set out why I 

consider amendments to existing Planning Policy documents are necessary to ensure the 

best possible outcomes. 

References to supporting documents are contained in the indented blue numbering. 

This Submission has been prepared for UK and Ireland-wide Local Authorities in the hope 

that it may serve as an umbrella representation by Mr. Barton. This does not prejudice his 

ability to also comment on live stages of any one Consultation, merely providing the ability 

to be put in touch directly with any one Local Authority in receipt of this Representation 

with the prospect of also taking part in any version(s) of Consultations begin ran by said 

Local Authorities. If there are future consultations, especially regarding Design Codes and 

SPDs relating to this across both designated and non-designated heritage assets then it is 

hoped that these are duly provided to Community Campaigner David Barton. 

 

Mr. Barton has cited material references and sources from his previous Representation to 

the Bootle Area Action Plan Consultation (2021-2026) that align with his existing and 

ongoing points which he would like to raise in parallel with other Local Authorities. Where a 

more detailed discussion with leading sources, such as Architects and Academics may prove 

conducive with these Councils then Mr. Barton would be delighted to discuss this further. 

 

 

Community Campaigner David Barton: 

Community Campaigner David Barton is a Heritage Campaigner of over 11 years’ experience 

who has championed and led a number of successful campaigns to promote TVA in modern-

day life. His dual mandate is to provide effective (alternative) use of historical buildings 

encompassing a full restoration alongside achieving the mainstream construction of new 

classical architecture on numerous economic, environmental and ecological grounds that 

align with existing policy set out by Central Government covering the UK and increasingly 

elsewhere across the world. 

Having worked with a wide array of residents, businesses and organisations in that time, 

which has included the full restoration of the Victorian Verandahs on Lord Street, Southport 

in tandem with the respective key stakeholders and other property owners to prevent 

demolition of Old Builds across Sefton, Mr. Barton is now hoping to make the process of 

utilising the built environment to its fullest potential a far simpler one that will enable  

Bootle to fully reach its maximum potential as a historic town. 
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Mr. Barton should like to credit and thank the leading professionals and organisations that 

continue to support his TVA endeavours including: 

1) Mr. Francis Shaw- Shaw & Jagger Architects 

2) The King’s Foundation 

3) Create Streets 

4) Francis Terry & Associates 

5) The Institute for Traditional Architecture 

 

 

This Submission is supported by the following appendices: 

i) Appendix i): Academic Perspective on Traditional Architecture by Mr. Francis 

Shaw of Shaw & Jagger Architects (PDF) 

ii) Appendix ii.) Written Endorsement from Mr. Joseph Jutras of The Institute of 

Traditional Architecture (PDF) 

1. Appendix 1: Sefton Climate Emergency Strategy Climate Emergency Strategy 

2. Appendix 2: Sefton 2023/2024 Climate Report 

modgov.sefton.gov.uk/documents/s124335/Climate+Emergency+Annual+Report+20

23-2024+final.pdf 

3. Francis Terry & Associates- The Secrets of Popular Architecture 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/secret-of-popular-architecture/ 

4. Appendix 3: PAS Guide to better Sustainability Appraisal PAS Guide to better 

Sustainability Appraisal | Local Government Association 

5. Appendix 4: Sefton Council Annual Air Quality Report 2024 air-quality-status-report-

2024.pdf 

6. Francis Terry & Associates- Natural Architecture Discussion 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/natural-architecture/ 

7. Francis Terry & Associates- Sustainable Architecture Discussion (VIDEO)  

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/what-is-sustainable-architecture/ 

8. Francis Terry & Associates- Can Beautiful Homes be built in a Factory? 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/beautiful-homes/ 

9. Create Streets- Design Codes Explanation design codes 

10. Create Streets- Bootle Christ Church Project Bootle with Safe Regen 

11. The King’s Foundation- Officer’s Mess Design Guide Rutland (PDF) 

12. Create Streets- Lichfield Design Guide- Lichfield 

13. Create Streets- Chatham Design Guide- Chatham 
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14. Create Streets- Street Assessment Service 

Street Assessment - Create Streets 

15. Create Communities Mapping Platform 

Create Communities mapping platform - Create Streets 

16. The King’s Foundation- BIMBY Toolkit  

Puts the power in your hands to influence new buildings in your area. 

17. Francis Terry & Associates- Poundbury Discussion 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/poundbury/ 

18. Institute of Traditional Architecture- Urban Planning 

Urban Planning – Institute of Traditional Architecture 

19. Heritage and the Economy | Historic England  

20. The Economic Value of the Heritage Sector | Heritage Counts | Historic England; 

21. Investing in Heritage to Avoid Embodied Carbon Emissions | Heritage Counts  

22. Historic England; 

23. The Embodied Carbon Emissions of Construction and Retrofit Materials for 

Traditional Buildings | Historic England 

24. InYourArea- Community Campaigner David Barton- Placemaking Principles 2021 

'Placemaking' is key to the future for Southport claims campaigner 

25. InYourArea- Community Campaigner David Barton- Role of Traditional Town 2021 

The role of the traditional town 'key' to Southport's future 

26. Living with Beauty Report Example 76, Page. 177  

Living with beauty: report of the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission 

27. InYourArea- Community Campaigner David Barton- Green Action Plan 2021 

Former Councillor proposes climate change plan 

28. InYourArea- Community Campaigner David Barton- Hedgerow Planting Benefits 2021 

Campaigner calls for more green spaces in Southport 

29. Benefits of Greenery Planting- The Guardian 2010 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/green-living-blog/2010/oct/14/carbon-

footprint-house 

30. Francis Terry & Associates- Glad to be Pastiche Discussion 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/glad-to-be-pastiche/ 

31. Francis Terry & Associates- What is more important, Materials or Form? 

https://www.ftanda.co.uk/thoughts/rotonda-in-cheese/ 

32. InYourArea- Community Campaigner David Barton- Lathom Hall Seaforth 

https://www.inyourarea.co.uk/news/restoration-of-seaforth-beatles-landmark-club-

a-breakthrough-in-combatting-climate-crisis 
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Design Codes, Designated & Non-Designated Heritage Assets, Conservation Areas, 

Climate Change, Historic Buildings, Traditional Vernacular Architecture: 

 

SECTION 1: Design Codes:-     

 

1. Design Codes based on TVA should be utilised in preference to Design Guides 

2. LAs should establish recurring partnerships with key Consultation Bodies, such as 

Create Streets and The King’s Foundation, etc who specialise in getting through to a 

huge swathe of grassroots members of the public with tried and tested previous 

experience in Local Plans, such as Lichfield, etc. 

3. Non-demolition of historic buildings prior to the 1950s must be made policy or 

adhered to as part of LCC’s commitment to combatting the Climate Crisis through 

sequestering carbon in its Old Builds. 

4. LAs should adopt a Local List of Valued Buildings (Non-designated Heritage Assets), 

which have been a Government requirement since the policy introduction through 

the NPPF in 2012. Historic England produced a guide to help Councils in May 2012. 

Bristol produced an exemplar list in 2015, which is well worth reviewing. 

5. Existing Action Plan if present for Designated and Non-designated Heritage Assets 

needs identifying and/ or establishing (I may support this if invited). 

6. Option for people to provide feedback even if out of time for additional documents, 

such as SPDs or at the discretion of Councils where feedback may be particularly 

assistive or lead to additional academic and architect guidance. Option for public 

publishing of feedback should be encouraged with the consultee’s consent to 

encourage wider consultation uptake moving forwards. 

7. Era-style Buildings, especially rows of Georgian, Victorian and Edwardian 

architecture must be faithfully restored, retained and recreated to complement 

surrounding historic streets that may or may not be classed in official Conservation 

Areas preventing harsh contrast with newer built housing estates from the 1950s 

onwards. 

8. Where demolition is proposed for 1950s style housing onwards- any new 

construction must be in the historic building style and local materials to ensure high 

carbon capacity, quality aesthetic and true blending of the interconnected 

conurbations of any one area, place or location. 

9. Concerted efforts to identify and locate core suppliers for raw materials and specific 

heritage skills should encourage new uptake of these limited artisan craft skills by 

new contractors locally based to support the local economy, provide employment, 

and reduce the cost of product and service in the long-term. 

10. Volunteer labouring assemblies should be fully encouraged and supported 

identifying key individual an group skillsets that can be utilised to protect historic 

buildings or areas at risk with a view to supporting the construction of new authentic 

style housing (as and where appropriate) and the reconstruction of demolished 
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prized old buildings beloved by the community, such as community pubs, libraries 

and community centres. 

11. Simplified streamlined Planning Process for key stakeholders either working to 

authentically restore buildings and/ or build new ones, such as observed with many 

civic buildings in Budapest Hungary and the Federal University Buildings in the US. 

12. Where there have been evolving building styles over years, eg. Combination of one 

or more: Georgian, Edwardian and Victorian, the style that best promotes the area, 

ie. One that has the majority era structures left or capacity size requirements as 

examples should be utilised by house builders, especially where a streetscape may 

have been annihilated during the World Wars. 

 

SECTION 2: Designated & Non-Designated Heritage Assets: 

1. Enhancement of Historic Areas to remove modern street furniture with the 

integration of classical style timepieces should be encouraged and pursued wherever 

possible with clear preferred guides set out for each part of the City. 

2. Enhancement of Setting with funding grants and financial incentives from all tiers of 

Government for Private Investors especially those contributing actively towards 

achieving Net Zero through Embodied Energy/ Carbon Capacity rich measures, i.e. 

Retention of Old Builds. 

3. Archive Pooling of invaluable source material, such as Historic Photographs, Oil 

Paintings, such as “Memory Lane” featured on InYourArea Magazine to enrich 

existing material archives. 

4. New officialising of Non-Designated Heritage Assets must be actively supported even 

if informed by the (wider) community thereby providing some possibility of 

removing these from risk of demolition. 

5. Incentives must be provided to those dependable sincere third party investors that 

take on, maintain and protect said sites against their annihilation from the 

streetscape with rescue-packages actively promoted and supported once again with 

a trusted Directory creating goodwill amongst the local community. 

6. Opportunity to meet or correspond on Zoom Conference Call regarding key areas, 

buildings and places at risk where key stakeholders, such as property owners may be 

better placed to engage in positive and constructive discussion through third parties, 

such as myself and a trusted panel of experts in their fields and sectors who could 

enable these people and organisations to maximise their civic heritage, whilst 

proactively striving to protect more historic buildings from decline and/ or 

demolition where a strategy package for raising the revenue to do this could be 

arranged and facilitated. 

7. Defining Character Areas- zoning symmetrical parallel construction recommended 

where distinctive individualised properties remain as checked against authentic 

archive blueprints. This will ensure high-quality housing for everyone reducing the 
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societal divides between misperceived “good areas” where affluent people reside in 

historical style properties and less advantaged reside in contemporary ones. 

8. Industry should be conserved at former industrial complexes, such as Economic 

Docks with equivalent sites offering modern-day uses, alongside traditional uses 

such as export and import of raw materials at places such as Docks and Port 

encompassing: ICT sector, Green Research & Development, etc. 

9. Every effort must be made to reach out to Property Owners, especially 

Housebuilders that are pursuing demolition of long-beloved buildings, especially 

those with demonstrable evidence of Holy Worship. 

10. Every effort must be made to reach out to Property Owners, especially 

Housebuilders that are pursuing demolition of landmark buildings, especially those 

with key links to an area’s founding or history locally. 

11. All Powers to monitor, collaborate with existing and/ or new property owners to 

conserve these buildings should become mandatory with appointed Community 

Champions for Civic Heritage that area direct link between Local Authorities and said 

wider key stakeholders to prevent demolition of structures that may be at risk of 

destruction from vandalism, urban exploration and demolition. 

12. Reconstruction Programme harnessing existing limited crafts people’s skillsets to be 

used as a fundraising vehicle to bring back buildings that may have been demolished 

to dissuade future demolition as a choice by property owners and by means of 

expanding these otherwise lost skillsets that are at live risk of becoming extinct from 

the UK. 

13. Checklist of buildings at high risk must be expanded beyond the existing groups and 

organisations that are saturated with high caseloads, such as SAVE Britain’s Heritage, 

etc so that dialogue channels can be created and fostered between Community 

Champions for Civic Heritage. 

14. Bespoke-tailored funding packages for Properties at Risk of decline or demolition 

should be integrated with Local, Regional and Central Government-funding as  a 

means of regional economic output through the return on investment that may 

support other key grant funding capital infrastructure projects, such as 

transportation and drainage improvements. 
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SECTION 3: Conservation Areas:- 

1. Alterations for Listed Building Consent must be simplified with additional 

streamlined testing methodologies, such as proof of legitimate third party support, 

such as correspondence chains between applicant and Groups, such as The Victorian 

Society that can assist LAs complete workload much sooner allowing more attention 

for challenging cases, such as Non-Designated Heritage Assets at live or upcoming 

risk of demolition by Housebuilders, etc. 

2. Highways & Street Furniture should be duly supported across the whole of an area to 

enhance its historic appeal to the commercial community as much to its indigenous 

community; as this is supported greatly in equivalent Public Realm Strategy SPDs- 

where any and all guidance and support must and should be provided, with key at 

risk projects being an exceptional anecdote that may be cited in future documents or 

versions of this and other consultations to stimulate economic construction and 

restoration across other designated Conservation Areas, etc or otherwise. 

3. Provide incentives for the return of lost adornments and decorative features, such as 

roof fixtures like Chimney Stacks once again with an approved contractor directory 

to make Old Builds practical to own, live and work in the 2020s onwards. If a 

Directory cannot be provided then specific wording and guides on esoteric 

restoration and new traditional building styles that would see modern-day use of 

decorative features must be provided by the Local Council. 

4. Permissions for authentic replica and more durable materials, such as reproduction 

sash windows must be supported to prevent exorbitant high costs through procuring 

these, limited longevity and economic climates being unstable. This must be 

assessed on a case by case basis. 

5. No more deliberate manipulation and selective misinterpretation of using 

contemporary modern designs using old-style fabric raw materials, such as stone 

cladding for new housing where the design and shape clearly undermine the concept 

of blending within or around a Conservation Area. 

6. Compendium of approved and recognised TVA Architects based across the UK with a 

view to supporting the training in time of more Northern counterparts to reduce cost 

associated with travel expenses, etc. This will actively reduce the level of demolition 

applications countering the purpose of this SPD and other live Policy. If a Directory 

cannot be provided then specific wording and guides on esoteric restoration and 

new traditional building styles that would see modern-day use of decorative features 

must be provided by the Local Council. 

7. New Conservation Areas should be established covering areas of surviving built 

historic environment to positively reverse fascia changes to more modern ones. 

8. Blue Plaques should be fully supported across as many different Conurbations, 

especially if Applicants reach out for endorsements. 
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9. Discretionary Rate Relief should be provided to those proactively support LAs with 

conserving their respective Conservation Areas through their own resources, skillsets 

and time as an incentive to others to work alongside the Council positively and 

constructively. 

10. Where long-lost prized buildings are reconstructed whether based in a Conservation 

Area or not this should confer discretionary financial support, e.g. Rate Relief for the 

length of time taken to produce this outcome acknowledging the embodied carbon 

now contributing positively towards the LA’s Climate Change Action Plan Targets. 

11. Retention of historic street furniture, such as Lamp Posts adorning high streets or 

Promenade style streetscapes with collaborate fundraising models utilised from key 

stakeholders, such as property owners, undisclosed third party investors, Residents’ 

Groups, etc. 

12.  Retention of historic street furniture, such as Lamp Posts adorning high streets or 

Promenade style streetscapes with authentic identical reproductions permitted 

where all options to secure finance have been fully exhausted and/or the existing 

streetscape is at imminent risk of receiving contemporary replacement street 

furniture on health and safety grounds, eg. Lap Posts. 

 

SECTION 4: Climate Change:- 

1. Pleased to note that LAs broadly acknowledge and grasp this concept therefore the 

aim should be to increase the net number of carbon-rich Old Builds long-term 

through support packages that will combat the Climate Crisis, provide economic 

benefit and improve Conservation in a pioneering fashion that may draw wider 

funding opportunities for the area. 

2. Retrofit Ventilation is a key point that should warrant future new construction 

utilising higher ceilings through the reconstruction of Old Builds outfitted for the 

modern day with retrofitted energy supplies, etc that will also serve to break down 

societal dives regarding perceived good and bad areas where streetscapes are 

harmonious yet distinctly unique in beauty like any one Conservation Area. 

3. Embodied energy and embodied carbon- must remain a central priority and so 

influence new construction to readopt TVA principles as this will be pivotal towards 

the area’s future green credentials as outlined in many existing auxiliary planning 

documents approved presently with Carbon Studies taken of existing architecture, 

notably buildings saved from demolition. 

4. A brick by brick case study of as many buildings as possible may warrant invitation of 

national and international academic institutions to undertake a regional or national 

Carbon Study further justifying the retention of prized Old Builds elsewhere across 

the area, region and the UK. 

5. Sustainable Materials- an approved contractor directory that could readily advise 

and source the necessary raw materials with realistically reduced costs substantially 
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again deterring potential demolition-driven applicants from consuming workload 

time of the Planning Department. If a Directory cannot be provided then specific 

wording and guides on esoteric restoration and new traditional building styles that 

would see modern-day use of sustainable materials must be provided by the Local 

Council. 

 

6. Biodiversity- maximise greenery along all arterial roads ad commuter routes with 

dense tree planting and the introduction of hedgerows and wherever possible 

financial incentives to get more private property owners on side. 

 

7. Flooding Defences- existing and prospective hotspot areas should be clearly 

identified for emergency grant funding whereby Local Authorities, especially across a 

region may agree with the respective Government Department to distribute 

emergency flooding to prevent costly consequential recurrent repairs. 

 

8. Transportation using arterial roads and commuter routes (Motorways and Railways) 

should prioritise linking each end of a Local Government sphere with the 

surrounding Local Government spheres, such as Southport at the very northern tip 

of Merseyside where transportation links are much weaker with Lancashire in the 

north and east than with the rest of Merseyside to the south. 

 

9. Coastlines should be reclassified as SSSIs, especially where the economic potential is 

not being fully realised, such as Coastal Towns with underused Beaches, such as 

Southport in Sefton as one example for other LAs. 

 

10. Financial Incentives for the demolition of Carbon-poor Glass Towers and 

contemporary construction should be utilised to restore the skylines across any one 

area whilst providing better mathematical application of the space for residential 

and commercial use, such as larger tenement buildings or the original streetscape 

reinstated yet designated specifically for housing where there may be a deficit. 
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SECTION 5: Historic Buildings:- 

1. Create a Designated AND a Non-Designated Heritage Asset List, such as AHV 

whereby existing buildings and those that may yet return can be logged and 

recorded to combat the Climate Crisis whilst making heritage work for LAs in modern 

day with attractive locations timeless for everyone to appreciate enhancing the 

investor appeal, all-round interest and acknowledging the industrial pioneering 

legacy of the City. 

2. Clearance of vegetation along the Railway Lines alongside other equivalent parts of 

the Line to eradicate the perceived neglected aesthetic. 

3. Exception Areas, such as those at risk or recently restored have the real potential for 

wider grant funding for ambitious projects out of the realm necessarily of 

undisclosed third party investors supporting Property Owners, therefore all and any 

support in reaching these person(s) will greatly contribute to all possible tangible 

success in the interim period. 

4. Providing key guidance, such as agreed in-keeping historic street furniture, such as 

Cast Iron Lamp Posts, Bins, Planters approved upon inspection of historic 

photographs, agreed installation and where appropriate maintenance by the LA will 

ensure the iterative success of this transferring to other Conservation Areas, etc. 

5. Scheme to rebuild and reconstruct long-lost buildings, prioritising vacant sites that 

could adapt some mixed use with residential accommodation and commercial 

application thereby supporting Climate Action, creating employment and recordable 

success through placing of necessary economic drivers, such as offices for 

Technology Sector if original use cannot be sourced in sufficient time simultaneously 

meeting housing targets. 

6. Archive Blueprints for historic conurbations that have suffered architecturally over 

time through building conversions, demolitions, etc should be provided to key 

stakeholders, if necessary with a printing charge available for official spiral hard copy 

version to view detailed historic plans covering layouts, etc. 

7. Those people and organisations that have either/ both maintained their properties 

well over the years or may wish to provide additional support to others, such as 

restorative support, archive blueprint guidance, etc should be eligible for 

discretionary reductions by the Council across various property taxes where they 

may be suffering hardship or through personal circumstances. 

8. “Newer” style housing with true authentic rhythm, such as Suburban style faux 

Tudor fascia frontages with red clay tile pitched roofs and terracotta design windows 

(tile hung walls) are a good compromise whereupon finance and scheduling may 

otherwise adversely impact on housing settlements. 

9. Fascia Frontage details should be reinstated whether in a Conservation Area or not, 

especially where approval has been granted to rebuild an entire house using breeze 

block to produce a stereotypical black, white and grey dwelling out of place. 
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10. LAs should work closely with Foundries to procure raw materials and building 

services in the event of harnessing their own Contractor Firm(s) in-house that could 

work cross-authority to make net savings whilst ensuring particular new housing 

neighbourhoods conform to an appropriate style. 

11. Modern “Carbuncle” extensions should not be permitted at any one area- instead an 

authentic style addition may be used to retain blending. 

12. Discretionary financial support packages to assist House Builders choosing the 

traditional vernacular route should be considered and utilised where it can be 

proven that this third party will restore the historic streetscape yet making it 

applicable or modern day requirements- residential or commercial. This may be 

especially so where they are able to help others prevent the demolition of a prized 

Old Build built before the 1950s. 

 

SECTION 6: Traditional Vernacular Architecture:- 

1. Provide a directory of approved and trusted Conservation Specialist Contractors- this 

will be key for repairs and maintenance reducing costs for all parties, expediting the 

physical process of regeneration and smoothen planning work schedules so that 

finer detail may be considered on priority cases or those that may be at risk of 

consequential repair, such as Places of Worship and detached Buildings with flat 

roofs, etc at higher risk of damage than customary dwellings. 

2. These same people should be readily contactable for new construction 

3. Encourage smart building methods and use of TVA as meticulously explained in this 

SPD outlining “Breathing” Solid Wall Construction using older style materials thereby 

reducing maintenance cost which combined with the approved contractor directory 

will further drive down costs, time and effort for everyone. 

4. Alterations- must introduce a simplified listed building consent form and application 

process that is streamlined encouraging better maintenance of Old Builds and 

reducing the rising propensity of builders to allow buildings to deteriorate, such as 

the Historic Pub that had to be rebuilt in Kilburn, London post 2015. 

5. Provide specialist Heritage Arts & Craft Skills Programmes that anyone can learn and 

use so that these high cost tasks can eventually stabilise in price making them more 

affordable and available to those that don’t have the time to do this themselves or 

may be risk averse even. 

6. Extensions- there must be a proactive emphasis on in-keeping structural fabric to 

prevent future errors, such as the Municipal Building depicted in the SPD being 

replicated again thereby harming the Conservation value. 

7. New Housing Estates should adopt historical archival blueprints, ie. A Georgian, 

Victorian or Edwardian layout with the likeliest period architecture utilised where 

this area remained greenbelt until the 1950s. 
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8. Area Expansion of housing must revert to traditional timeless designs that confer 

many practical advantages over modern styles that are harder to maintain are 

timeless with regard to dating and ensure a more evenly distributed community 

atmosphere in the long-term future. 

9. Infrastructure should be appropriately considered for existing and new areas so that 

no one area is at risk of becoming congested through traffic for a particular 

commodity, such as Schools, Doctor Practice, Dental Practice, etc. 

10. Site Layouts should complement the historic layout with a view to Post 1950s 

contemporary Architecture out of place being one day demolished to reinstate Long-

lost beloved buildings from before the World Wars that could blossom economically 

today. 

11. Building Form shouldn’t permit for dated modern structures that delineate and 

essentially divide communities between the old and new parts of any one location. 

12. Façade Design mustn’t be compromised for contemporary architecture, especially in 

view of coveted Heritage Status for any one area being at risk of being lost if said 

contemporary architecture is pursued. 

 

SECTION 7: Making an application:- 

1. Identify recurring applicants that are harming civic heritage, be this across 

Conservation Areas, Non-designated heritage assets or elsewhere with experience of 

demolition to date- this should be considered before granting permission to apply or 

acquire planning approval. 

2. Enforcement Penalties for key stakeholders that purposely allow their properties to 

fall into decline and hoped eventual demolition through this tactic, which is more 

prevalent since 2020. 

3. Create an Action Plan to deter persons or organisations from pursuing demolition, 

such as financial incentives, sincere investor network directory set by Central 

Government to offload for profit and enforced Design Codes that cannot be 

manipulated through semantics like Design Guides in isolation as has happened 

elsewhere. This must be kept for emergency instances where there is an expected 

threat of decline or demolition. 

4. Agreed that temporary alteration of heritage sites, such as stairs or ramps for 

wheelchairs should be utilised to prevent deleterious loss of historic surroundings 

and features alike. 

5. Full Pre-Consultation publicised and utilised to ensure appropriate Design Codes for 

new housing alongside positioning and layout in case volunteer assemblies may 

assist property owners with restoration of historic buildings. 

6. Brick by brick Analysis undertaken of projects set for Traditional reconstruction so 

that these statistics may provide both the Council with evidence for green grant 

funding support for other key infrastructure projects, such as Transportation and 
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Drainage Defences and property owners may incur a discretionary reduction in 

associated reconstruction costs of heritage buildings and vistas. 

7. Ability to lock feedback in for Consultation automatically unless the council can alert 

interested consultees in taking part again whether they are locally, regionally or 

nationally based. 

8. Special partnerships with Property Owners of historic buildings at risk of decline/ 

demolition to discreetly support them with the option to publicise this accordingly to 

reach out to others in the same position to secure alternative use for these 

structures as opposed to demolition. 

9. Proactive effort to stop Breaking and Entering style of “Urban Explorers” who are 

coincidentally apparent whenever demolition is scheduled for buildings especially 

since 2020. 

10. LAs to proactively work closely alongside Community Champions and other leading 

Heritage Groups, such as English Heritage giving these organisations a voice on the 

frontlines, especially where so many buildings are presently being overlooked for 

additional guidance and/ or support due to cost and time restraints facing these 

same groups and organisations (including the LA). 

 

SECTION 8: MISCELLAENOUS:- 

1. Provide all possible support for the reconstruction of Old Builds as is happening 

elsewhere across Europe, especially Budapest, Hungary, North America, etc to 

significantly increase Embodied Energy/ Carbon storage. 

2. Establish a Plan to adopt Unadopted Roads or supply key services, such as 

carriageway resurfacing as disabled access and entry/ exit of Emergency Vehicles is 

presently a cause for concern. 

3. Provide Pre-Approval and agreement of specialist Conservation Area style Historic 

Street Furniture, such as Cast Iron Lamp Posts, Bins and Planters for this prime 

Conservation Area including installation, maintenance costs (where appropriate). 

4. Provide full access to the Archive Resources (at no/minimal cost) as an invaluable 

incentive for existing and parallel undisclosed third Party Investors. Discretionary 

waivers may be appropriate for those third parties proactively working to prevent 

decline and demolition of historic buildings. 

5. Car Parking on and off street should be supported to ensure freedom of choice for 

everyone, accessibility and connectedness.  

6. Car Parking abodes should be tastefully designed like modern-day stables for 

vehicles that are in-keeping with the built historic environment. 

7. Provide publicly published names of consultees willing to work alongside the Local 

authority and other key stakeholders, such as property owners and undisclosed third 

party investors, etc. 
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8. Provide select tours for prospective investors and housebuilders of existing 

traditional architecture where Design Codes of this identical style would 

complement both old and new architecture bending the area better more 

cohesively, eg. the form and layout of Oxford City Centre which has changed 

minimally structurally since the 1800s. 

9. Provide a focused effort on utilising people’s skillsets on a meritocratic basis, ie. 

Procure specialists and volunteers that could work together on key emergency 

projects, such as Historic buildings at risk without layered bureaucracy on achieving 

positive outcomes, such as Community Assets where deadlines can be thwarted by 

separate third parties. 

10. Create a Top Ten Historic Buildings at Risk Register where appropriate conditions, 

such as security against Urban Exploration, etc can be utilised safeguarding these 

structures, providing the respective property owners peace of mind whilst actual 

scope for revitalising these for solid economic gain. 

11. Infrastructure assessments should be fully outlined, such as Air Quality risk from new 

construction at presently congested areas, hence the case for Traditional 

Architecture that will confer longevity benefits in the long-term with as much free 

car parking as possible. 

12. Free Car Parking may be monitored through expected proof of purchase when 

visiting, eg. minimal £1.00 at a shop encouraging partnerships between private 

businesses and LAs. 



 

 

 

REF5.0012

 



Sheffield Plan – Safeguarding of minerals infrastructure site at: Cement blending plant, 
Asphalt plant and associated rail head, Stevenson Road, Sheffield, S9 3XG 

 

 

Cemex very much welcome the acknowledgement by the Council that facilities 
associated with the bulk transport, handling and processing of minerals, concrete and 
recycled or secondary aggregates within the City should be safeguarded from 
development which would otherwise result in the loss of such facilities, with specific 
reference to our interest – Cement blending plant, Asphalt plant and associated 
railhead, Stevenson Road, Sheffield, S9 3XG. However, Cemex does not consider that 
the emerging policy goes far enough to protect the existing operation. The policy seeks 
to protect redevelopment of the site from an alternative use outside of “minerals” 
unless certain criteria can be met i.e. the mineral infrastructure site is no longer 
economically viable, however, the site should also be protected from any potential 
conflicting development beyond the site boundary and I reference the “Agent of 
Change” principle set out in the NPPF dated December 2024 which has been carried 
into the Draft NPPF dated December 2025. 

 

If a light industrial / storage use or residential use happened to be proposed “nearby”, it 
shouldn’t be for Cemex to curb its operations, the new development should have to 
include suitable mitigation measures i.e. effective noise mitigation measures. 
Therefore, has the Agent of Change principle been considered in the drafting of Policy 
ES7 which seeks to safeguard mineral resources and infrastructure? In addition to the 
re-development of land beyond our site boundary and the potential operational 
concerns this might introduce, has the local road network which allows HGVs to access 
the strategic highway network been considered in the drafting of Policy ES7? The HGV 
routes should also be protected / safeguarded. Noise from fully loaded HGVs can be an 
issue if they are passing nearby sensitive receptors (especially at night) if suitable 
mitigation measures have not been considered at the Planning Application stage. 

 

Cemex would like these concerns to be raised and considered in the Plan making 
process. 

 

Please keep me updated on progress. 

 

Kind regards, 



 

 

Thomas Cox 

Principal Development Planner 
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Objection to the Local Plan Main Modifications 

 

Address included this time…… 

 

 

To: Sheffield City Council Planning Policy Team / Government Inspectors 

 
 

Regarding: Sheffield Local Plan – Main Modifications Consultation (March 2026) 

 
 

Subject: Objection to Green Belt Release based on Brownfield Under-utilisation 

 
 

Dear Inspectors and the Planning Team, 

 
 

I am writing to formally object to the proposed Main Modifications of the Sheffield Local 
Plan which involve the release of Green Belt land for housing and employment. My 
objection is based on the fact that "exceptional circumstances" for Green Belt release 
have not been met, as the Council has failed to demonstrate that all brownfield and 
under-utilised urban land has been fully exhausted. The sites I am most concerned 
about is the concentration of suggested sites in S35. I don’t feel there is an equal 
distribution across the city. Certainly not for employment land. Warren Lane site is 
absolutely not necessary and I can explain why. 

 
 

Specifically, I wish to draw the Inspectors' attention to the following discrepancies: 

 
 

1. Publicly Owned Brownfield Stagnation: 



Several high-capacity sites currently on the Brownfield Land Register remain 
undeveloped despite being in public ownership for years. If the Council is "maximising" 
brownfield, why are the following sites still empty? 

• Site S00768 (Attercliffe Waterside): Capacity for ~600 homes. This Council-owned site 
has been on the register since 2017. 

• Site S00769 (Former Cannon Brewery/Fitzalan Works): Capacity for ~450 homes. This 
site has remained derelict for years while Green Belt sites are being fast-tracked. 

• Site S00747 (Furnace Hill): Capacity for ~120 homes. 

 
 

2. Land Banking via Partnership Agreements: 

The Council appears to be "holding" land through the Sheffield Housing Company (SHC) 
partnership rather than delivering it. Site S00672 (Musgrave Road) is a clear example 
where the Council owns the land, but the register states it will only be "drawn down" 
when funding is secure. This is not "maximising" supply; it is market-timing. 

 
 

3. Inaccurate Windfall and Capacity Estimates: 

The current plan underestimates the capacity of "micro-sites" and the potential for re-
designating stagnant "employment-only" brownfield sites for mixed-use housing. Until 
these urban options are aggressively pursued through Compulsory Purchase Orders 
(CPOs) or higher density mandates, the destruction of the Green Belt is premature. 

 
 

I request that the Inspectors require the Council to produce a more robust Brownfield 
First delivery timetable with mandatory start dates for publicly owned sites before any 
Green Belt boundaries are altered. 

 
 

Yours faithfully, 

 
 

Matt Sieczkarek 



   

 

  

  

 
 

 

Sent from my iPad 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0014

 



Main modifications consultation 

We, the people of Sheffield, have no interest in 'modifications' to an already flawed 
plan. 

It has recently come to my attention, that this flawed mess of a plan is based on 
information and planning from Bolsover, a small rural community in Derbyshire. Their 
plan was compiled in 2008. 

Instead of following an outdated plan that has no relevance to a large city like Sheffield, 
I would suggest you look to the plan Leeds have. Building to double density in urban 
areas, thereby not affecting the green spaces that need to be protected for wildlife and 
ecology. 

By following Bolsover's plan, this council is endangering ecological bio diversity in the 
areas earmarked for building, destroying livelihoods. 

Destroying communities. 

By following a sensible plan like Leeds, 3000 homes could be built in urban areas and 
our green belt left intact. 

Anne Marples. 

 

 



 

 

 

REF5.0015

 













 

 

 

REF5.0016

 







 

 

 

REF5.0017

 





 

 

 

REF5.0018

 





 

 

 

REF5.0019

 





 

 

 

REF5.0020

 





 

 

 

REF5.0021

 





 

 

 

REF5.0022

 





 

 

 

REF5.0023

 





 

 

 

REF5.0024

 









These references demonstrate an understanding of the Trail’s importance and align 
well with wider policy aims. 

However, we note that in several places where strategic routes, green corridors, or 
active travel infrastructure are discussed, the TPT/NCN is not referenced, despite being 
directly relevant. 

This omission risks: 

• Creating ambiguity over our routes status compared to other strategic routes. 
• Missing opportunities to strengthen policy alignment between local, city-region 

and national networks. 
• Reducing clarity for developers, decision-makers and communities regarding 

the TPT/NCN’s protection and enhancement. 

While we recognise that the Main Modifications cannot introduce wholly new policy 
directions, greater consistency in referencing the TPT/NCN where appropriate would 
strengthen the Plan without altering its fundamental approach. 

Clear acknowledgement of the Trail across relevant sections of the Plan would help 
ensure that future development proposals respond positively to it, supporting delivery 
rather than creating conflict or uncertainty. 

In summary, while the proposed Main Modifications broadly support sustainable and 
active travel objectives, we consider that the Plan would be strengthened by: 

• More consistent recognition of the Trans Pennine Trail where it is directly 
relevant. 

• Clearer alignment between strategic route policies and nationally significant 
infrastructure. 

• Improved engagement with the Trans Pennine Trail partnership moving forward. 

These points can be addressed without altering the fundamental wording or direction of 
the Plan, and would help ensure that it is sound, effective and positively delivered. 
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Dear Strategic Planning Team, 

Sheffield Local Plan – Main Modifications 
Representations on behalf of British Land Company Plc 

 

1.1 These representations are made on behalf of British Land Company Plc (British Land). British 

Land have significant land interests in Sheffield (as shown in Appendix 1), the Meadowhall 

Shopping Centre and surrounding land, and land at the River Don District and other plots in the 

area, some of which are allocated within the draft Local Plan. British Land are one of the key 

stakeholders within the city and have been for many years.  

1.2 British Land have been engaged throughout the development plan process in Sheffield, 

participating at all stages, including the submission of two Statements of Common Ground, with 

regard to Site Allocations ES01 and ES02, ES04 and ES55.  

1.3 British Land and SCC have worked closely together to agree on most matters as set out in the 

submitted SOCG’s. However, a significant concern and area of disagreement is the lack of any 

evidence to support the inclusion of the Innovation Corridor (IC) which dissects the ES01 site 

allocation.  

1.4 No part of the evidence base suggests that land needs to be safeguarded for the IC to support 

the identified growth underpinning the Sheffield Plan. No evidence has been provided that the 

IC can be delivered during the lifetime of the Local Plan. The Infrastructure Plan does not include 

a transport scheme on the land indicated as safeguarded on the Policies Map. 

1.5 The safeguarded route through ES01 no longer connects with any other transport route due to 

the new Local Wildlife Site to the north of ES01. Unless a new route is constructed on the LWS 

(including provision of 10% BNG, which is unlikely to be achievable), the route through the site 

is effectively a road which goes to nowhere.  

1.6 Safeguarding this land is wholly unjustified, is unsound and contradicts and undermines other 

policies which seek to allocate the wider parcel of land ES01 for economic development.  

1.7 Safeguarding land on a Policies Map for unevidenced and unjustified infrastructure 

blights the land and has the potential to invoke blight provisions in the Town & Country 

Planning Act 1990.  

Our ref: Q250591 
Your ref: SCC Draft Local Plan 
Email:  
Date: 24th March 2026 
 

Strategic Planning Team 

Planning Service 

5th Floor, Howden House 

Sheffield, S1 2SH 

   

By Email 



 

 

2 

2 Representations on Main Modifications  

2.1 These representations focus on the Schedule of Main Modifications set out in the Local Plan 

Part 1 and Part 2 (Policies AS1, G5 and SA4) and the Site Allocations Schedule sites ES01 and 

ES02). 

2.2 Due consideration does not appear to have been given to the Statement of Common Ground 

between British Land and Sheffield City Council. There is no reference to or commentary on the 

IC in the Main Modifications. This is an area of significant disagreement between British Land 

and SCC, such that the inclusion of the IC effectively sterilises the remaining land on the ES01 

site It prevents a viable employment development from being delivered, contrary to other policies 

within the Plan.  

3 British Land Interests  

3.1 British Land maintain their position that the draft Local Plan allocations with regard to the 

company’s interests in the Meadowhall area, remain unsound.  

Part 1: Spatial Strategy / Sub Area Policies  

3.2 The only reference to the IC in the entire Local Plan is within Policy SA4(j), which requires the 

safeguarding of the IC. There is no evidence base to justify the safeguarding of this land to 

accommodate growth in the Plan period and there is no published technical case, scheme or 

funding which justify blighting land in this way. The purpose of the safeguarding is not apparent.  

3.3 The land to the north of ES01 is now allocated as a Local Wildlife Site. Unless a route can be 

constructed through this site (and provide 10% Biodiversity Net Gain and ecological mitigation), 

this route through the site does not connect with any other route. It ends within the ES01site and 

goes nowhere. 

3.4 There is no text in the Local Plan to support Policy SA4(j) to evidence the need for a route to be 

safeguarded for an unspecified “Innovation Corridor”. Nor is there any policy to support the 

funding of this from developer contributions. We therefore invite the Inspectors again to 

recommend a Main Modification to remove part (j) of Policy SA4.  

3.5 The transport mitigation infrastructure identified in Tables 6&7 of the Infrastructure Plan does 

not include a transport scheme on the land indicated as safeguarded on the Policies Map. See 

EXAM 57 which is wholly silent on the need for a new transport route along the alignment of the 

land shown as safeguarded.  

3.6 Identification of this land as safeguarded is wholly unjustified, is unsound and contradicts and 

undermines other policies which seek to allocate the wider parcel of ES01 land for economic 

development.  

3.7 British Land maintain their position, made at the Hearing Session into Matter 12 that the 

proposed designated safeguarding of land for the IC is unsound being neither “justified” nor 

“effective” and, therefore, not “consistent with national policy”.  
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Policy Map – ES01 

3.8 The Site boundary for site allocation ES01 has been amended to exclude the Local Wildlife Site 

to the north. The MM states that this is as agreed in the SOCG which is correct and welcomed. 

The matter of disagreement in the SOCG was that the IC remains on the policy map, running 

through the Local Wildlife Site and dissecting ES01. Policy SA4(j) requires this land to be 

safeguarded, but no commentary of justification is provided.   

3.9 The current live planning application (25/03667/OUT) for an employment generating 

development on Plot 3 (the western part) of ES01 does not safeguard the IC land. The illustrative 

three development options submitted to indicate the developability of the remaining land on 

ES01 are not deliverable if this land must be safeguarded. The IC would result in the loss of 

land such that the remaining land in Plot 3 of ES01 is simply not large enough to accommodate 

an employment development with associated yard, parking, landscaping etc… 

3.10 Planning permission (18/03796/OUT) was granted on 23rd July 2020 for an economic 

development on ES01. Condition 53 of this planning permission provided a time limited 

safeguarded route until 23rd July 2023. The requirement to safeguard the land for the IC 

therefore expired almost three years ago. The condition states in full:  

“There shall be no development within the safeguarding zone for the potential innovation corridor 

road link on Plot 3 as identified on plan reference 43616/5505/009 within 3 years of this 

permission unless the Council have provided formal notification that they are not to take forward 

a scheme for the construction of an innovation corridor road link affecting the road alignment 

shown on the above plan”.  

3.11 Indeed, the Section 106 Agreement linked to this planning permission required the Council to 

provide details relating to the current position and progress on proposals to deliver the Link 

Road, including (our comments in red): 

▪ Whether any funding has been secured by the Council - we understand that funding is yet 

to be secured. 

▪ Whether any necessary consents have been secured – we understand that planning 

permission has not been sought, nor any other consents required to build the road. 

▪ The anticipated timescales (if known) for delivery of the Global Innovation Corridor or the 

Link Road, including such part of the Link Road as is proposed to be located within the 

Safeguarded Land – we understand that these timescales remain unknown and / or are 

not yet publicly available.  

▪ Details of any variations to the proposed location of the Global Innovation Corridor or the 

Link Road; and  

▪ Details of any resolutions made by the Council in connection with the funding or delivery 

of the Link Road or Global Innovation Corridor. We are not aware of any resolution made 

by the Council with regard to funding or delivery of the Link Road or Global innovation 

Corridor.  
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3.12 The deliverability of the IC is therefore very uncertain and highly unlikely to come forward during 

the lifetime of the Local Plan.  

3.13 It is unclear what the purpose of the IC is, but what is known is that its presence will sterilise and 

prevent “Plot 3” of the ES01 site from being developed in line with the requirements of other 

policies in the Local Plan.  

Site Allocation ES01 

3.14 As set out above, the site boundary has changed to remove the Local Wildlife Site from ES01. 

This is agreed by British Land. The ‘conditions on development’ also remain as agreed, however 

two additional ‘conditions’ have been included: 

“Explore opportunities to provide ecological corridors having regard to the Local Nature 

Recovery Network. Where feasible, Biodiversity Net Gain should be delivered on site within 

these areas in the first case, in line with the BNG hierarchy. – this has been added to all site 

allocations. ` 

A buffer is required to the Local Wildlife Site(s). Grassland requires a minimum 6 metre buffer; 

Ancient Woodland/woodland requires a minimum 15 metre buffer (measured from the edge of 

the canopy); watercourses (rivers and streams) require a minimum 8 metre buffer”.  

3.15 This buffer is not a statutory requirement, being guidance only, and should be decided on a case 

by case basis, as is the case with Site ES55. An ecological buffer on ES01 will result in a 

significant proportion of the site being lost. Furthermore, this buffer contradicts the proposed IC 

which runs directly through the Local Wildlife Site, before entering ES01. The Local Plan cannot 

both protect the Local Wildlife Site at the same time as proposing the IC through it – they are 

mutually exclusive.  

3.16 We therefore invite the Inspector to remove the specific distances and allow the size of each 

buffer to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  

Site Allocation ES02 

3.17 The Site boundary of ES02 has changed to that agreed in the SOCG. The policy now also 

includes specific Local Wildlife Site buffers.  

3.18 No justification has been provided for these buffers and should revert to the previously agreed 

watercourse buffer only.  

Policy AS1: Development on Allocation Sites 

3.19 British Land previously made representations setting out that there is no justification for the 80% 

floorspace requirement for allocated uses. British Land suggested an reduction to 50% to ensure 

that the policy retains flexibility for other employment generating uses, as required by the NPPF.  

3.20 The July 2020 planning permission approved a range of commercial uses including car 

showrooms. Although car showrooms have a sui generis land use, this is an employment 

generating use which should not be restricted on site ES01. The planning permission also 
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allowed a hotel, retail and leisure uses. British Land invites the Inspector to remove this 

restriction or reduce to 50% as previously requested.  

Policy GS5: Development and Biodiversity: 

3.21 New wording has been added, specifically with regard to development that is likely to adversely 

affect a Local Wildlife Site. Part D of this policy now requires buffer zones to be included. 

However, the amendment is presented as though a requirement for buffer zones was included 

in previous versions of the Plan – this is not the case.   

3.22 Furthermore, the supporting text of the policy updates the appropriate definition buffer, including 

grassland Local Wildlife Sites to 6 metres. This has come from the SCC guidance on ‘ecological 

buffer zones’. The Inspector should clarify that this is guidance only and not a policy requirement. 

Buffers should be considered on a site-by-site basis.  

4 Summary  

In summary, British Land support the need for additional employment land allocations to support the 

identified need for employment across the Plan period. With regard to British Lands site interests, we 

confirm the following: 

▪ Agreement with the proposed boundary of ES01 comprising removal of the Local Wildlife 

Site, removal of land at Meadowhall Way/Vulcan Road/Sheffield Road and inclusion of 

land at Weedon Street/Carbrook Street and the River Don, comprising an area of 15.72 

hectares.  

▪ British Land maintain that the inclusion of the IC which bisects Site Allocation ES01 is not 

based on any evidence is unjustified, not effective and unsound. It must be removed in 

order for the Local Plan to be found “sound”. We invite the Inspector to remove Part 

(j) of Policy SA4 which is the only part of the Local Plan where the IC is mentioned.  

▪ The size of ecological buffers should be considered on a case-by-case basis. There are 

specific requirements already in place, enforced by the Environment Agency, to manage 

these buffer zones where necessary.  

British Land reserve the right to comment on any further evidence base with regards to their land 

interests.  

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Angie Fenton,  

Senior Director  
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Appendix 1 – British Land Interests in Sheffield 
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The above AI generated map notes the confirmed footpaths and possible paths or track within the 

modification area only.    

Permissive paths are not shown or noted within the documents we would like to see these paths included 

and formalised as permanent public rights of way.   

 

Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) Applications. 

According to Sheffield City Council’s statutory registers (late 2025 / early 2026): 

 

- Determined/Pending Applications: There are currently 10 applications submitted but not yet determined 

under Schedule 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 

- Backlog: There are approximately 55 additional paths identified as requiring investigation, but staff 

resources are currently insufficient to progress them.   

 

As the plan appears to be unsound due to the lack of coherent detail, and thus confusing to the public, we 

object to the Main Modifications to the Sheffield plan. 

 

When the above matters have been satisfactorily resolved, we will withdraw our objection. 

 

Yours faithfully,   

Mr Mark Corrigan 

Access Field Officer – Yorkshire 
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Tick-box Checklist of Late Documents for Local Plan (Nov/Dec 2025)
General Declarations Tick if 

agree
I support the detailed objection submission from the CEG Community Action Group. ☐

Dr Marie Tidball MPs verbal submission at the Inspectors’ hearings does not represent my 
views.

☐

EXAM Documents Produced by or on Behalf of Sheffield City Council
EXA
M 

CEG Summary of Evidence Tick if 
agree

182 
130b

How Green Belt Sites Were Assessed and Categorised
The way Sheffield divided sites into “strategic” and “dispersed” relied on assumptions 
rather than confirmed evidence, including future infrastructure that is not funded. 
Some S35 sites were classified as strategic even though they do not meet normal 
tests. This means the scale and location of Green Belt release is based on 
provisional modelling rather than firm evidence.

☐

130a 
130b 
136 
136a
183

Green Belt Loss and Fairness 
The Council’s own evidence shows that over half of Sheffield’s total Green Belt 
release has been concentrated in S35, even though many less harmful sites 
elsewhere were rejected. This creates an unfair and disproportionate impact on our 
area, permanently reducing open countryside and the separation between 
communities.

☐

140
141
180
181
182
192

Housing Need, Capacity and the Case for Green Belt Release
Updated figures show that Sheffield can meet most of its housing need on urban 
land. Proposed S35 Green Belt sites have already had their capacities reduced due 
to constraints, and EXAM 141, produced by the Chapeltown, Ecclesfield & 
Grenoside Action Group, identifies many suitable brownfield alternatives across the 
city in line with the Government’s brownfield-first policy. This leaves little justification 
for releasing any Green Belt in S35.

☐

150
151 
151a 
152 
152a 
152b 

Flooding and Drainage 
The Council has not used the most up-to-date national flood data, and several key 
assessments remain incomplete. Surface-water risks have increased in places, yet 
there is no clear evidence that drainage, access, or climate-change impacts can be 
safely managed. This means the flood-risk evidence is unreliable, and proposed 
developments in S35 may not be safe or appropriate.

☐

4Bi 
35a
127 
127a 

History and Heritage 
Many proposed S35 sites fall within historic farmland that shapes village character. 
Several heritage and archaeology assessments rely on limited or outdated evidence, 
and Council reviews confirm likely harm to the setting of listed buildings, 
conservation areas and long-established farmsteads. With an incomplete evidence 
base and permanent loss of historic landscape, S35 allocations risk lasting damage 
to local heritage.

☐

128a 
182
183
188 
195

Infrastructure, Services and Site Deliverability
Many of the S35 sites rely on major upgrades to roads, drainage, schools and 
utilities, yet much of this work has no secured funding or timescales. Some sites also 
lie in former mining areas with known ground-stability risks. Without firm 
commitments, development could outpace the infrastructure needed to keep 
communities safe and supported.

☐

159 Air Quality 
S35 has only one air-quality monitor for the whole area, despite being next to the M1 
and major HGV routes. The Council’s own report shows pollution levels across 
Sheffield remain fragile, meaning extra traffic from new housing and employment 
sites in S35 could push levels higher with no reliable local data to assess the impact. 
Without proper monitoring or safeguards, there is no evidence that air quality here 
will remain safe.

☐

187 Affordable Housing
Most affordable homes in the plan will come from urban sites, not from the Green 
Belt. EXAM 187 shows that affordable delivery is overwhelmingly urban, so Green 
Belt release is not needed to meet this requirement. The numbers expected from 
Green Belt sites rely on uncertain assumptions and cannot be treated as exceptional 

☐



circumstances. Affordable housing therefore does not justify Green Belt loss in S35.
Site Specific EXAM Documents Produced by or on behalf of Sheffield City Council

EXA
M 

CEG Summary of Evidence Tick if 
agree

144
177 
194

NES36 – Employment Allocation (Smithy Wood)
Evidence shows that NES36 is not justified or deliverable. There is no clear need for 
more employment land here, the Green Belt harm would be significant, and key parts 
of the site are not available due to landowner objections. The site also has serious 
ecological, landscape and traffic constraints, and major surveys and infrastructure 
requirements remain unresolved.

☐

137
155
162
166
178 
184

NES37 – South of Wheel Lane / Creswick Avenue
NES37 is a long-established working farm, with the current tenants having farmed 
the land for over 45 years, and the site itself is a high-value wildlife habitat. Surveys 
identify veteran trees, priority species, high-distinctiveness habitats and a 
watercourse that has not been properly assessed. Creating access from Yew Lane 
would remove part of the Local Wildlife Site. The area already has nearby burial and 
cremation provision, and EXAM 137 shows that need lies elsewhere, with an 
extension option available at Ecclesfield Cemetery. School land requirements are 
also uncertain. Overall, NES37 is not needed and not environmentally suitable, and 
does not justify Green Belt release.

☐

143
190

NES38 – Holme Lane Farm
Evidence shows NES38 has major unresolved problems. The site relies on access 
or infrastructure through a Local Wildlife Site, which the Inspector has already 
questioned. Key ecological, drainage, slope and heritage issues remain untested, 
and land availability, access, and layout are still unclear. The eastern area is 
effectively severed by the LWS, so the allocation is not environmentally sound or 
deliverable. We also highlight unresolved impacts on the adjoining therapeutic 
hospital site, which cares for extremely ill patients who depend on sustained calm 
and a greenbelt setting for rest and recovery.

☐

142 NES39 – Wheel Lane / Middleton Lane
This site lies within a high-quality open landscape that the Inspector said was 
beautiful. Development would harm the area’s rural character and openness, and 
there are unresolved issues with access, drainage on steep slopes, historical 
aspects and impacts on the Local Wildlife Site. The allocation is not appropriate.

☐

56b
147
148
149
158

CH03 –Warren Lane
Ecological evidence shows CH03 would remove important grassland and woodland 
habitats, sever a key wildlife corridor linking Parkin Wood and Smithy Wood, and risk 
harming protected species including bats, birds and badgers. Surveys remain 
incomplete, multiple areas were inaccessible, and the site may not meet Biodiversity 
Net Gain requirements. We also note this corridor forms part of the wider tranquil 
greenbelt setting that supports the adjoining therapeutic hospital site, which cares for 
critically ill patients who depend on sustained calm for rest and recovery.

☐

56b
146
185
191

CH04 – Hesley Wood
Council evidence confirms this site can only be delivered through heavy engineering 
and access roads inside a protected Local Wildlife Site, causing direct habitat 
damage. There is no proven safe access and no evidence that harm can be avoided 
or fully compensated, making the site unsuitable for development. We further 
highlight that urbanisation here would permanently erode the calm greenbelt 
environment relied upon by the neighbouring hospital for patient wellbeing and 
recovery.

☐

145 CH05 – East of Chapeltown Road (Strawberry Fields)
This site would remove one of the last open Green Belt areas separating 
Chapeltown and Ecclesfield and bring major traffic, safety and drainage issues. It 
would put more pressure on local services, and there is no clear justification for 
releasing this Green Belt, which would significantly change the area’s character.

☐
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Strategic Planning

Howden House		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 

Union Street	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 

Sheffield

S1 2SH		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 3rd April 2026


Dear Sir/Madam


The Sheffield Plan


I write in response to the proposed modifications suggested by the Inspectors to the Sheffield Plan. I note 
that there are a small number of minor amendments proposed by the Inspectors which are quite simply 
insignificant in the whole scheme.


I still believe that the whole plan is poorly thought out and the way it has been presented to the people of 
Sheffield is shameful. It would seem that nothing has been learned from the fiasco of the Tree Scandal. The 
City Council is supposed to represent the people of Sheffield and to consult with the people it is elected to 
serve and not merely to impose an ill thought out policy which does not serve the best interests of the 
people of Sheffield.


In particular I wish to make the following points:


1. The City Council has still not proved that the Special Case requiring development on Green Belt land 
has been met under any of the tenets set out by green belt policy.


2. The plan is based on a policy first developed in 2019 without revision to account for the changes in the 
intervening time, particularly brought about by Covid, and the changes in peoples lives and work 
emanating from post Covid lifestyles.


3. The council has clearly not carried out a full and accurate review of available brown field sites. Nor have 
they sufficiently identified all vacant properties which can be brought back into use.


4. The council has provided no evidence that the so called “brown field first” policy is anything other than 
lip service.


5. The council has failed to reconsider the appalling inequality of allocation of development sites into only 
two post code areas of Sheffield.


6. The council has failed to address the major concerns expressed at the Inspectors meetings about 
congestion, flooding, environmental impact and mental health of residents particularly in the proposed 
development in S35 plans.


7. The council has failed to address the issues raised about loss of productive farmland and its impact on 
food sustainability and the loss of livelihood for its own tenant farmers at Town End Farm in Ecclesfield.


If there is a need for more housing in Sheffield, I am perfectly happy to accept that each area of the City 
should bear its fair share of that. However all existing empty properties and brownfield sites should be 
developed first on a fair and equal basis throughout the City. Green Belt land should only be developed as a 
last resort after every other alternative has been exhausted. Once Green Belt has been developed it is 
lost forever. 

I believe that the Sheffield Plan should be paused pending a thorough review and revision to update on 
actual need for housing in Sheffield, which has a falling birthrate, assessment of available properties to 
bring back into use, a full review of available brown field sites and a reallocation citywide of any further need 
for development.


Yours faithfully


J H Robinson
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