
Sheffield Plan-Consultation on Main Modifications 
 

To: Strategic Planning 

5th Floor, Howden House, 

Sheffield, S1 2SH 

Email: sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk 

Dear Planning Inspector,  

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

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

Storth Lane and School Lane S35 0DT). 

Introduction 

There are many factors that affect the viability and deliverability of site NWS31 including but 

not limited to, flood risk, site access and local highway issues. Most of these issues have yet 

to undergo detailed assessment. Development of the site would, without doubt, result in 

significant negative impacts to many local residents, particularly in the area of Health and 

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

The council have acknowledged in their Integrated Impact Assessment Update and 

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

Allocations, although bringing positive effects due to increased building capacity, will also 

bring with it increased negative effects in relation to sustainability, meaning there will be 

some degree of ‘trade off’.  

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

justified in asking for assurance that robust investigations have been undertaken to 

ascertain that the site is actually suitable and viable for development in the first place, 

otherwise its Green Belt status will have been removed for no discernible reason. 

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

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

members of this community, whilst providing protection for the majority of wildlife on site. 

Minimal compensation is not justified given the negative impacts.  

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

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

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

detail to ensure that mitigations provide the best possible outcome for the existing 

community and local wildlife.  

There is also a much better alternative available. This would be to remove Site NWS31 from 

the allocation completely, and instead develop one of the ‘Large Windfall Sites’ cited in the 
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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 been identified as available, and some will be in the same area as site NWS31.  

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

NWS31 (page 141/2) – Conditions on Development. 

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

The Council acknowledges that: 

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

greenspace, with formal and informal paths. It also provides connections to Glen Howe 

Park/Wood, Storth Lane and areas of Wharncliffe Side south of Tinker Brook.” 

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

remaining Green Belt) 

They also say that:  

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

experienced by nearby residents. Although the plan already includes measures to minimise 

these effects, it is unlikely that all remaining negative impacts can be fully avoided.” 

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

negative effects.) 

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

local residents.  

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

proposals (as outlined in Sheffield Plan Green Belt Allocations: Compensatory 

Opportunities within Remaining Green Belt), which are inadequate and do not address the 

needs of the community. They provide little or no compensation for those residents most 

negatively affected by loss of amenity of Green Space, including those with Protected 

Characteristics. Proposals for Open Space within the site are equally unsatisfactory.  

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

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

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

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

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

Equality Act 2010, which states “Planning decisions must consider how policies affect those 

with Protected Characteristics,” (Public Sector Equality Duty). It also contravenes the 

councils Integrated Impact Assessment Framework principle SA5, that states, “Open Space, 

Cultural, Leisure and Recreational facilities available for all.” 

Evidence 



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

significantly increased for many residents, particularly those who live in the central 

area of the village (Don Ave, Dixon Drive) and in many cases will exceed the 

recommended 300m. For many, including those with Protected Characteristics, this 

will be too far to walk.          

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

form of an ecological buffer, which is once again too far to walk for some residents. 

The area is much less accessible for all, has uneven ground, is overgrown and mostly 

within the flood plain, so is often inaccessible due to waterlogged ground. The 

experience of this space is very different to the rest of the field, being dark, under the 

trees and with limited view. It is the remote area of the field that is not typically visited. 

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

little view. The flood mitigation trees and ponds reduce available Open Space. 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 residents, there should be an obligation 

for the council and planning teams to work with local community groups and residents to 

ensure that areas of public amenity Green/Open Space are retained on site and located in 

areas of the site that satisfy, and are appropriate to address, the needs of local residents, 

including those with Protected Characteristics.  

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

FLOOD RISK  (ref. MM332 condition point 4) 

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

Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) failed to identify this problem. The Main 



Modifications rely on the accuracy of the SFRA, and as this issue could have a major 

impact on the viability and deliverability of the site, without a specific requirement for a 

detailed ground water assessment, the Main Modifications cannot be considered ‘sound’.  

       Evidence 

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

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

extended periods of wet weather. The waterlogged areas can extend significantly up 

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

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

village and may be in part due to the existence of underground streams, the large 

areas of clay soil, and the topography of the land. There are currently issues with 

groundwater affecting the village community centre (currently closed as a result). 

Water has been seen gushing through garden walls during wet weather on roads 

close to the site.  

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

the same topography, encountered many problems with drainage during 

construction, including flooding of some nearby houses. Profit margins for the build 

were claimed to be negatively impacted. 

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

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

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

further planting. This not only illustrates the existence of a problem here, but also 

could affect site viability.  

REQUIRED CHANGE 

Main Modifications should include a requirement for full detailed assessments of 

groundwater and site run off to be carried out BEFORE the site is released for 

development. Assessment should account for worst case scenarios i.e. wet weather 

conditions. Further investigations should be carried out into possible mitigations and their 

likely success and impact on site viability. Areas intended for public footpath access/Open 

Space should also be assessed for suitability with respect to presence of groundwater. 

ACCESS OFF DON AVENUE  ( ref. MM332 condition 6) 

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

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

representations regarding this.  

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

‘sound’, the Main Modifications need to be more specific in relation to these issues. The 

MM point is also not sound as it only specifies one entry point to the site, whereas sites of 

100 homes or more usually require two access points.  

Evidence 



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

Road.  

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

surrounding estate roads.  

• Future limited parking provision.  

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

tight bends.  Council construction repair works on proposed access roads are 

currently causing large amounts of disruption in the village.   

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

particularly around proposed site entrance. Installation of utilities to site would cut 

off access to a significant number of homes.  

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

• 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 near the proposed site entrance should take 

place.  

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

ALSO 

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

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

considered in collaboration with local community groups.  

BIODIVERSITY  (MM332 condition points 8,9,10)  

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

mention of Protected Species, despite residents’ presentation of clear evidence of their 

existence on site both during the previous consultation and at the hearings.  

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

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

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

first instance in line with BNG hierarchy.  

Evidence 



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

on site including bats and barn owls.  

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

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

Species on site. 

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

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

Changes Required 

MMs should state that: 

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

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

2. BNG for watercourse should be calculated. 

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

habitats including suitable buffers and light restrictions around forage areas and flight 

paths. This should apply to all habitats (bat roosts etc.) identified both on site and 

within close proximity to site.  

4. Some areas of open grassland should be retained. 

AND 

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

“Biodiversity    Net Gain should be delivered on site within these areas in the first case, in 

line with the BNG hierarchy.” 

Yours Sincerely, 
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