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

	[bookmark: _Hlk215233109]EXAM 
	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 Several heritage and archaeology assessments rely on limited or outdated evidence, and Council reviews confirm likely harm to the setting of listed buildings, conservation areas and long-established farmsteads.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

	EXAM 
	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.
	☐


