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Hi,

On behalf of Rula Developments, please find attached our response to the Pre-Submission
Draft Sheffield Local Plan consultation for their site at the former Hesley Wood tip, known as
J35 Sheffield Gateway.

We trust that you will confirm that these representations are duly made and will give due
consideration to these comments.

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further.
All the best, Andy

Kind regards

ANDREW ROSE

Associate Director: Chartered Town Planner

BSc (Hons), MSc, PG DIP, MRTPI

Junction 41 Business Court, East Ardsley, Leeds, WF3 2AB
Main: || Web:  www.spawforths.co.uk

Direct - e [
Mobile:_ LinkedIn:
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From: SheffieldPlan <sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk>

Sent: 09 January 2023 10:56

Subject: Publication (Pre-submission) Draft Sheffield Plan 2022
Dear Agent



Publication (Pre-submission) Draft Sheffield Plan 2022
Consultation pursuant to Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
We are preparing a new local plan, which, when adopted, is expected to be called
“the Sheffield Plan”. Following public consultation on ‘Issues and Options’ in 2020,
the Publication (Pre-submission) Draft Sheffield Plan is now ready for consultation.
The Publication Draft Plan represents the Council’s formal proposals on how the
city should grow and develop over the period to 2039. It covers the whole of
Sheffield except for the part of the city that is in the Peak District National Park.
We are asking for comments and feedback on whether the Plan has been
prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is
sound. Plans are sound if they are:
a)Positively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to
meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is informed by
agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring
areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development;

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

c) Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with
rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground;
and

d) Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the National Planning Policy
Framework and other statements of national planning policy, where
relevant.

The statutory public consultation is available for a 6-week period from
Monday 9 January to Monday 20 February 2023. A full Statement of the
Representations Procedure is attached to this email.

You can read the Publication Draft Sheffield Plan on the Consultation Portal
on the Council’s website. You can also view the other supporting documents
that we will be seeking comments on, together with other background documents
that you may find helpful to refer to.

To make your comments visit the Consultation Portal from 9 January. Please
make your comments no later than 11.59 pm on Monday 20 February.
Details of all the consultation events are also available on the Consultation Portal
(which can also be accessed from the Council’'s website).

Why we are writing to you

We are writing to you as you as a statutory consultee or because you have
previously expressed an interest in being kept informed about the new local plan.
Consequently, you are on our mailing list of contacts for this group and will have
signed up to our ‘terms and conditions’.

The data you give us
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Sheffield City Council is a Data Controller for the information it
holds about you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for
this purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the




Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and
name/name of your organisation will be published, but other personal information
will remain confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other
relevant agencies involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the
Planning Inspectorate. Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your
personal data will be held and processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy

Notice which can be viewed at: https://www.sheffield.gov.uk/utilities/footer-

links/privacy-notice
How to contact us

If you would have difficulty accessing any of the consultation documents via our
website or accessing the Consultation Portal, or you need any further advice or
information, please contact us at sheffieldplan@sheffield.gov.uk. You can call us
on 0114 2735274.

Please also email us at the above address if you no longer want us to contact you
about the Sheffield Plan.

Yours faithfully

Simon Vincent
Strategic Planning Service Manager

Planning Service

Sheffield City Council

This Email, and any attachments, may contain non-public information and is intended solely for
the individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain sensitive or protectively marked
material and should be handled accordingly. If this Email has been misdirected, please notify the
author immediately. If you are not the intended recipient you must not disclose, distribute, copy,
print or rely on any of the information contained in it or attached, and all copies must be deleted
immediately. Whilst we take reasonable steps to try to identify any software viruses, any
attachments to this Email may nevertheless contain viruses which our anti-virus software has
failed to identify. You should therefore carry out your own anti-virus checks before opening any
documents. Sheffield City Council will not accept any liability for damage caused by computer
viruses emanating from any attachment or other document supplied with this e-mail

Scanned By Trend Micro Hosted Email Security (Mon Feb 20 18:37:52 2023)
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Introduction

Introduction

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Spawforths have been instructed by Rula Developments (Rula) to submit representations to the
Sheffield Plan Publication (Pre-Submission) Draft, for their site at the former Hesley Wood tip,
known as J35 Sheffield Gateway.

Rula welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the emerging Local Plan for Sheffield and is keen

to further the role of Sheffield within the Yorkshire and Humber Region as a whole.

Rula has significant land interests in Sheffield, which can positively contribute towards the
economic growth agenda, providing a long term comprehensive approach to the sustainable
growth of Sheffield.

Rula would like to make comments on the following topics and sections of the Sheffield Local
Plan (Pre-Submission) Draft:

General Comments

Vision, Aims, and Objectives

Policy SP1:
Policy SP2:
Policy SA1:
Policy SA2:
Policy SA3:
Policy SA4:
Policy SA5:
Policy SA6:

Policy SA7:

Overall Growth Plan

Spatial Strategy

Central Sub-Area

Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area
Northeast Sheffield Sub-Area
East Sheffield Sub-Area
Southeast Sheffield Sub-Area
South Sheffield Sub-Area

Southwest Sheffield Sub-Area




1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

e  Policy SA8: Stocksbridge/Deepcar Sub-Area

e  Policy SA9: Chapeltown/High Green Sub-Area

e  Policy ES1: Measures required to achieve Reduced Carbon Emissions in New Development
e  Policy ES2: Renewable Energy Generation

e  Policy ES3: Renewable Energy Networks and Shared Energy Schemes

e Policy ES4: Other Requirements for the Sustainable Design of Buildings

e Policy GS6: Biodiversity Net Gain

e Policy GS7: Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows

e  Policy DC1: The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Other Developer Contributions

In each case, observations are set out with reference to the provisions of the Framework and
where necessary, amendments are suggested to ensure that the Local Plan is found sound.

Rula welcomes the opportunity for further engagement and the opportunity to appear at
Examination in Public.

We trust that you will confirm that these representations are duly made and will give due
consideration to these comments.

Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss any issues raised in this Representation further.




National Planning Policy context and Tests of
Soundness

1.9 The Governments core objectives as established through the 2021 National Planning Policy
Framework (the 2021 Framework) are sustainable development and growth. Paragraph 11 of the
2021 Framework stresses the need for Local Plans to meet the objectively assessed needs of an
area. The 2021 Framework sets out to boost significantly the supply of homes and ensure that a
sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed. In terms of building a
strong and competitive economy the 2021 Framework states that planning should help create the
conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. The key focus throughout the 2021
Framework is to create the conditions for sustainable economic growth and deliver a wide choice
of high quality homes and well-designed places.

1.10 Inrelation to Local Plan formulation, paragraphs 15 to 37 of the 2021 Framework state that Local
Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development which reflect the vision and aspirations of
the local community. The 2021 Framework indicates that Local Plans must be consistent with the
Framework and should set out he opportunities for development and provide clear policies on
what will and will not be permitted and where. Paragraph 22 is clear that the Strategic policies
should look ahead over a minimum period of 15 year period, and where larger scale development
such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns form part of the
areas strategy, then policies should look ahead over a period of at least 30 years.

1.11  In relation to the examination of Local Plans, paragraph 35 of the 2021 Framework sets out the
tests of soundness and establishes that:

Local plans and spatial development strategies are examined to assess whether they have
been prepared in accordance with legal and procedural requirerments, and whether they are
sound. Pians are ‘sound’ if they are:

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

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

1 NPPF 2021, Footnote 21 — where this relates to housing, such needs should be assessed using a clear and justified method,
as set out within paragraph 61 of this Framework




o FEffective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as
evidenced by the staterment of common ground; and

o Consistent with national policy — enabling the delivery of sustainable development
in accordance with policies in this Framework and other statements of national
planning policy, where relevant.

1.12 This document therefore considers the content of the Regulation 19 Sheffield Local Plan on behalf
of Rula in the light of this planning policy context.




02 General Comments

General Comments

2.1 The Council’s approach to the Local Plan is unsound.

Justification

2.1 Rula is concerned that the evidence base which supports the Plan appears incomplete and in
places lacks clarity. The Framework requires Local Plans to be based on a sound and up-to-date
evidence base which identifies a development need and reflects the locational characteristics of
the City. It is therefore difficult to comment in depth where there is little supporting information.

2.2 Furthermore, as is demonstrated in these representations not all reasonable alternatives have
been considered in the preparation of the Local Plan. This could be due to the approach towards
decision making on the Spatial Strategy, which does not reflect how Local Plans should be
produced.

2.3 Local Plans should reflect evidence on employment and housing need and the appropriate Spatial
Strategy should be devised that meets those needs. However, this Local Plan is based on a
strategy of only meeting the employment and housing needs that can be met within the chosen
Spatial Strategy option of the Council and therefore the full needs will not be met as that would
take the Local Plan outside of the chosen strategy option.

2.4  Climate Change, Economy and Development Transitional Committee were presented Five Spatial
Strategy Options on 13" January 2022, as follows:

e  Option 1: An urban capacity approach — brownfield only.

e  Option 2: As Option 1 but with previously undeveloped land within the urban area also allocated where
this is considered sustainable.

e  Option 3: As Option 1 & 2 plus sustainably located brownfield Green Belt sites.
e Option 4: As Option 1, 2 & 3 plus release of sustainably located greenfield (previously undeveloped)

sites in the Green Belt for development where there are site specific exceptional circumstances to
justify altering the Green Belt boundary.




2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

e Option 5: As Option 1, 2, 3 & 4 plus release of sufficient greenfield (previously undeveloped) sites in the
Green Belt to meet the full housing need figure, as calculated using the Government’s standard
methodology.

Each option was accompanied by a maximum number of homes per year that could be delivered
through that option. The debate that followed therefore focussed on the type of sites being
identified first and meeting the housing needs second. There was very little, if any, debate on
satisfy employment growth, which was not effectively incorporated into the committee report
except for a few paragraphs on growth at AMID through Options 4 and 5. Therefore, Members
could not, and did not, make an effective decision on satisfy employment needs through the
information presented.

This approach to decision making is unsound as it is not evidence-led on employment and
housing need.

Furthermore, the evidence showed that to meet the housing need greenfield Green Belt sites
should be released. However, Members focussed on the types of sites and housing only, devised
that the Council would not meet its housing need and chose Option 3.

There was no derivation or understanding in relation to employment land though each Option.
There is reference and an acceptance by the Council earlier on in the Cooperative Executive report
of 19" January 2022 to utilise the Green Belt for employment land, however there is no reference
in each Option to potential quantum of land and how that reflects the need. Paragraph 1.4.7
states that Members should “take into account the shortfall in the overall supply of employment
land to 2039, as well as the potential to provide additional, better-quality land that would be
suitable for logistics and manufacturing; possibly on the east of the city, close to the M1
Motorway”.

Option 3 was put forward as it would include two brownfield Green Belt sites. These are
mentioned in the Transitional Committee report at para 1.6.12, which states that “there are two
large brownfield sites in the Green Belt that adjoin the existing urban area. We estimate that, in
total, these sites could have capacity for up to 1,100-1,200 homes but they could also be suitable
for employment use. Adding these sites to the supply could enable a housing requirement of up
to 2,305 per year (see Appendix).” The two brownfield sites are again mentioned in the Options
in the appendix.

The Cooperate Executive Report of 19" January 2022 goes further in the accompanying Equality
Impact Assessment by highlighting the two sites, which are at Norton and Chapeltown. Members
therefore took the decision on the preferred Spatial Option in full cognisance that these two sites
would be identified in the Plan.

Ultimately only a portion of the former Norton aerodrome was released from the Green Belt for an
element of housing and the Chapeltown site has not been identified without any explanation, even
though it was subject to the consideration of Members.

The Chapeltown site is a derelict former spoil heap known as the Hesley Wood tip, which formed
part of Smithy Wood Colliery and will be covered in greater detail later on in these representations
(in response to Policy SA9). The site is being promoted by Rula for employment purposes and a



2.18

Delivery Report is attached at Appendix 1. However, the specific circumstances of the site are
highlighted in Spatial Option 3 as follows:

e Para 1.6.12: Could also be suitable for employment use

e Para 1.6.15: the benefits include: “it provides additional opportunities for family sized housing in
suburban locations and/or employment”.

e Para 1.6.15: the benefits include: “it would enable the reclamation of derelict/brownfield sites”.

e Para 1.6.16 indicates that due to reclamation costs there could be a stronger argument for releasing
the sites for employment use.

Therefore, the decision to not include the Chapeltown site is unsound.

The evidence base shows that the Council has not assessed all sites and therefore Members
could not understand what sites would be identified within each option. The information
presented as part of the consideration of Spatial Options is ill informed and unsound.

Subsequently, only sites that fit within Spatial Option 3, as perceived by the Council, have been
assessed and considered. The consideration of reasonable alternatives has therefore not
occurred. The approach towards the Plan is therefore unsound.

The Hesley Wood site can only be considered within Spatial Option 3 as it is previously developed
and previously disturbed land, as shown later on in these representations and the attached
Delivery Report. The site does not fit within the description and definitions of Spatial Option 4 or
5 as it has been previously worked and is not “previously undeveloped” land. The approach the
Council has followed is therefore unsound.

The Plan does not include any strategic employment policies and therefore the approach to
delivering the employment requirement and growth is not supported by an appropriate policy in
the Plan. The Plan therefore does not satisfy the Framework. It does not demonstrate how it will
meet economic objectives and meet the overall scale of need (para 20 & 32). The Plan also does
not address Chapter 6 Building a Strong, Competitive Economy. The Plan is not in accordance
with para 81 in creating “the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”. Para
82 sets out what planning policies should do, however with no strategic economic policy in the
Plan, the Plan has failed to accord with the Framework in this regard. Furthermore, para 83
focuses on addressing specific sectors and locational requirements, and again the Plan has failed
to address this aspect of the Framework.

The Council has therefore clearly chosen a Spatial Option and identified sites to suit and not meet
the identified employment need.

Rula has commissioned its own evidence on employment need and supply in Sheffield and
identifies a significant shortfall (Appendix 2). Furthermore, the Hesley Wood tip is previously
developed land and should be identified through Spatial Option 3. This position is expanded upon
later on in these representations.

Viability Assessment




2.20

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.256

2.26

2.27

Rula have undertaken a review of the HDH Planning and Development Whole Plan Viability
Assessment (September 2022), which forms part of the evidence base. The difficulties in
undertaking whole district Economic Viability Studies are not underestimated. However, it is
important that a level of robustness and rigour of testing of the evidence base is undertaken due
to the fundamental importance of this document in underpinning the policy direction for the whole
plan period.

Rula note that due to the nature of property market in terms of its cyclical nature and the
turbulence of build costs and revenues that any Viability Assessment can only be a point in time
and will quickly become out of date. It is therefore clear that the proposed policies need to include
more flexibility alongside ambitious demands to enable delivery.

The PPG states that the approach to viability should be: “proportionate, simple, transparent and
publicly available”. Further justification is required for several inputs and the raw data on revenues
for example should be made available for scrutiny. Rula is concerned that the Appraisal
assumptions and evidence base for many inputs are out of date. This should be reviewed and
updated, but also highlights the reason for greater flexibility.

Rula would like to highlight issues with some of the assumptions within the Viability Appraisal, for
example the costs for abnormals where only an allowance of 5% of the BCIS costs is included
and that “abnormal costs will be reflected in land value. Those sites that are less expensive to
develop will command a premium price over and above those that have exceptional or abnormal
costs”.

As the Council’s focus in the Local Plan is on urban brownfield sites appropriate development
costs should be incorporated into the Viability Appraisal. The Local Plan already highlights that
the deliverability and viability of a number of sites is unknown.

Rula therefore considers that the Local Plan and its evidence base should be updated.

Rula therefore reserve the right to comment further on the Local Plan and policies when evidence
and information is provided.

As currently drafted, Rula consider the Local Plan is unsound.

Proposed Change

2.28

To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update the evidence, including the Viability Appraisal.
o Reflect the evidence base within the Local Plan.

e Consider all reasonable alternatives, including Green Belt sites.




e Allocate the J35 Sheffield Gateway site at Hesley Wood tip for employment use.




03 Vision, Aims, and
Objectives

Vision, Aims, and Objectives

3.1 The Vision and Objectives do not reflect the economic growth agenda. Furthermore, there is
inconsistency between the Spatial Strategy, identification of sites and the Vision and Objectives.
The Plan is therefore unsound.

Justification

3.2 The Vision is relatively positive. However, there is no mention of economic growth or employment
growth. There are references to an “economically stronger, fairer and more inclusive city” and
performing “a nationally significant economic role at the heart of its region”. However, this is
particularly vague and does not in turn foster the conditions for “economic growth” in accordance
with the Framework.

8.3 Rula’s main concern is with the drafting and derivation of the Plan. The “Objectives for a Strong
Economy” in paragraph 2.12 states:

To ensure there is a sufficient range of locations, land and premises available for new
businesses and those relocating from within the city and elsewhere that are of high quality
and suitable for the needs of modern businesses.

3.4 Rula considers that the Plan does not reflect this Objective in under providing employment land
compared to the identified employment requirement and not having the range, choice and location
of employment sites to cater for modern requirements.

3.5 Rula considers the strategic approach of the Plan is flawed. The sites are available and have been
submitted to the Council to deliver an ambitious Plan for an ambitious City. However, the Plan
does not reflect the Vision or Objectives as internally inconsistent.

3.6 The Sheffield Local Plan is unsound as drafted.




Proposed Change

3.7 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update the Local Plan and identify further employment sites.

e Allocate the J35 Sheffield Gateway site at Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




04 Policy SP1

Policy SP1: Overall Growth Plan

41 The Local Plan is not addressing the identified employment requirement and does not reflect the
evidence base, national policy and guidance and is therefore unsound.

Justification

4.2 Policy SP1 identifies in bullet point b that Sheffield identified need for employment is 12.9ha per
year up to 2039. This equates to 219.3ha over the 17 year Plan period. This is split 2.9ha per
year for offices and 10ha per year for industrial development.

4.3 Paragraph 3.14 identifies that the Council has identified 171ha of employment land, which
comprises sites with existing planning permission and proposed site allocations. This is 48.3ha
short of the identified employment land requirement. The Council indicates that this shortfall
will be addressed through recycling sites and that there will be sufficient ‘churn’ of economic land
within the city and flexibility throughout the rest of the region to ensure the demand can be met
throughout the Plan period.

4.4  Therefore, in essence the Council will not meet the employment requirement as it is expecting
existing employment sites to be redeveloped for employment use. Therefore, this is not ‘new’
employment land and just redeveloped employment land. Furthermore, the Council is expecting
its shortfall to be met in adjacent authorities in the Sheffield City Region. However, it is evident
from the Duty to Cooperate statement that there has been no discussion on this in recent months
following the Spatial Option committees and any change of circumstances. The Duty to
Cooperate Position Statement of December 2022 therefore is inaccurate and incorrect.
Paragraphs 2.9 to 2.11 are incorrect in stating that the wider region can address the shortfall in
identified logistics need and there is no agreement reached with neighbouring authorities, which
have adopted Local Plans meeting their own needs (Barnsley, Rotherham and Doncaster) and
one which is at Examination in Public (Bassetlaw).

4.5 The Iceni Sheffield Logistics Study, dated December 2022 highlights in particular the potential for
the proposed Bassetlaw employment allocation at Apleyhead. However, this Local Plan is still at
Examination in Public and is the subject of outstanding objections, including by Rotherham MBC,
which would like it restricted to B8 only uses. The Apleyhead scheme is still under consideration




4.6

4.7

by Inspectors and is justified on meeting the needs along the A1 corridor south of Doncaster to
Newark. Therefore, this will not address the need for employment land in the Core PMA as
identified in the Council’s evidence base and along the M1 corridor.

Therefore, the need for industrial and logistics needs cannot be accommodated in the wider
region and importantly there are sufficient sites that can meet the employment needs within the
boundary of Sheffield City on sites that are derelict land and have been previously
developed/disturbed, such as the former Hesley Wood tip.

This is not evident within the Council’s evidence base as the Council has only assessed sites that
meet its chosen spatial strategy, which as explained earlier in these representations is chosen on
the types of sites and not on one that meets the identified need. Furthermore, the Council highlight
in paragraph 3.14 that there is no specific requirement within the Framework to meet the identified
employment need, however such an approach would be contrary to the Framework paragraphs
81, 82 and 83, which state:

o Planning policies and decision should help create the conditions in which businesses
can invest, expand and adapt. Significant welght should be placed on the need to
support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business
needs and wider opportunities for development. The approach taken should allow
each area to build on its strengths, counter any weaknesses and address the
challenges of the future. This is particularly important where Britain can be a global
leader in driving innovation, and in areas with high levels of proauctivity, which should
be able to capitalise on their performance and potential. (para 81)

o Planning policies should:

e (1) set out a clear economic vision and strateqy which positively and proactively
encourages sustainable economic growth, having regard to Local Inaustrial
Strategies and other local policies for economic development and regeneration;,

e (b)set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match
the strategy and to meet anticipated needs over the plan period;

o (c) seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as Iinadequate
infrastructure, services or housing, or a poor environment, and

e (0) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticjpated in the plan, allow
for new and flexible working practices (such as live-work accommocdation), and
to enable a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances. (para 82)

e Planning policies and decisions should recognise and adadress the specific locational
requirements of different sectors. This includes making provision for clusters or




networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high technology industries; and
for storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably accessible
locations. (para 83)

4.8 The Council’s approach to employment land is further undermined by the distinct lack of a
strategic employment policy, which again is contrary to the Framework and paragraphs 81, 82
and 83. This approach is even starker with the presence of a strategic housing policy through
Policy H1.

4.9 Rula also notes that within Policy SP1 and Policy H1 the Council has identified Broad Locations
for future housing growth. However, there is no equivalent for employment land. Therefore, there
is likely to be a housing/employment imbalance. Rula considers the equivalent long term sites for
employment land should be identified in the Green Belt. In accordance with the Framework
employment allocations and safeguarded land for longer term development needs should be
identified and which can be released as a resource to ensure the employment needs of the City
are met.

410 The Council’s strategy is focussed on the redevelopment of urban brownfield sites. Therefore,
significant pressures exist through this Local Plan for competing uses and in particular housing
and employment. There is little flexibility in this strategy. Furthermore, it is unclear from the
evidence what allowances have been made for losses and given the focus on urban brownfield
sites whether, if an allowance has been accounted for, it is sufficient.

411 [t is interesting that the Iceni Sheffield Logistics Study (December 2022) identifies a shortfall in
provision and a gap in the market, which should be provided for. Iceni reviewed potential sites in
Table A1.2 and A1.3 which shows that Hesley Wood as the best site capable of accommodating
a large area suitable for B8 with good direct access to the M1 Junction 35.

412 Rula has commissioned Savills to review the employment evidence and assess the need and
demand for Industrial and Logistics within Sheffield and the wider region. This report is appended
to these representations (Appendix 2) and is summarised below:

Savills Industrial and Logistics Needs Assessment (February
2023)

413 Savills Report reviews the Property Market Areas, key trends in the Industrial and Logistics sector,
the Council’s evidence base, the Industrial and Logistics (I&L) market, potential supply and future
demand assessment, before highlighting the economic and employment benefits of a robust 1&L
sector and specific benefits of the Hesley Wood site.

Key Trends

4.14 Savills’ discuss some of the key trends that have been driving growth in the I&L sector. Savills’
draw upon analysis from Savills’ recent publication for the British Property Federation “Leveling-
up — The Logic of Logistics’12, Savills’ Big Shed Briefings and other relevant research.




4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Not only has the I&L sector been outperforming other commercial sectors in the UK for some
time, but it is also ‘critical national infrastructure’ that supports the functioning of our economy
and the way we live our lives. The food we eat, the products and services we purchase, the
materials used to build new homes and new infrastructure, even the vaccines that give us
protection from Covid-19 are stored, manufactured and distributed from warehouses and
factories to ‘us’ the end customer.

The I&L sector enables the movement of goods across a multi-modal network of road, rail, air,
and water routes. Most businesses draw on supply chains - many of which are global in scale -
that rely upon these multiple modes of transport and on the transfer between freight nodes (such
as ports, airports, rail freight interchanges and road) to warehouses and then finally onto the end
customer. Without these facilities and the increasingly efficient supply chains that link them with
suppliers and end customers, the delivery of our purchases would be much slower, more
expensive and we would have less choice.

Within the warehouses and industrial sectors, including supply chains, lie a diverse array of skill-
based occupations. Over the past 10 years, there has been a shift away from mainly managerial
and warehouse operation roles, and an increase in more technological, trained and skilled
occupations, while there has been a decrease in managerial positions. The focus has been shifted
to allowing more specialists to work within particular roles, allowing the workforce to diversify
across all occupation groups with varied skillsets.

National and Regional Property Context

Both logistics and manufacturing businesses, which together make up the I&L sector, require
similar, shed-type properties (including ancillary offices). In terms of location, they both desire
highly accessible sites nearby to motorway junctions and other freight handing infrastructure as
well as major population centres.

In 2021, Savills Big Shed Briefing (which assesses &L premises above 100,000 sq.ft.) found that
gross take-up nationally reached a new annual record of 5.12 million sg.m, 86% above the annual
average. The number of transactions nationally was 220, surpassing the previous record of 172
in 2020. The 2022 mid-year findings of the Big Shed Briefing reported that Quarter 2 (Q2) was the
second best Q2 on record and that overall take-up for half-year (H1) reaching a new record of
28.6 million sq.ft., surpassing last year’s total and exceeding the H1 long-term average by 90%.
The full year figures for 2022 showed that despite increasing economic headwinds, it was the
third highest year for take-up on record.

Strong take-up has meant that the supply of premises nationwide has fallen at its fastest pace
ever, with a national vacancy rate estimated to be about 3% at the end of 2022. There is a
particularly severe shortage of supply of the high quality Grade A space, and given the increasing
costs associated with running warehouses it comes as no surprise that occupiers are gravitating
towards better quality buildings with better Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) features

Savills Big Shed Briefing also covers the Yorkshire and North East region, finding that take-up in
2022 was just slightly below 2021’s record-breaking year. 2022 ended with take-up reaching 7.3
million sq.ft. Supply remained at chronically low levels, with vacancy standing at just 2.5% in at
the end of 2022 which equates to just 0.23 years’ worth of supply. The report notes that only
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22% of supply is Grade A, with the rest being Grade B or C.20 A vast proportion of this space is
unlikely to accommodate modern occupier requirements. This is in light of rising concerns
surrounding the suitability of a unit, particularly referencing its ESG credentials, power availability
and amenities.

Current 1&L Growth Drivers

The I1&L sector is facing an era of unprecedented change. The past decade has seen the sector
undergo a remarkable transformation, reshaping operating models and occupier requirements in
ways that are only starting to become recognisable as an industry-wide phenomenon. Logistics
uses in particular have shown strong performance for a number of years, but the Covid-19
pandemic has exacerbated existing trends. This has driven demand up even further for logistics
floorspace while adversely impacting other commercial sectors such as retail and offices.

Savills consider the shift in habits we have been witnessing — such as the extraordinary growth in
online retailing — to be structural rather than temporary. As the country’s population continues to
grow, so will I1&L floorspace needs to support household consumption and other sectors of the
economy. Statistics collected by the ONS from November 2006 show that the share of internet
sales has consistently increased over time and it was at 19% before the onset of the Covid-19
pandemic. During the pandemic, due to lockdowns and restrictions this figure increased
considerably and is around 30.2% as of November 2022.

Most commentators agree that online retailing will continue to grow from a higher base than before
the pandemic due to behavioural changes such as increased home working and continued
demand for rapid parcel deliveries. Forrester Research, a respected source of online retail
projections, estimate that online retail will continue to grow but from a higher base reaching 37%
by 2025. While we appreciate these are just future estimates many online retailers and
commenters see online growth moving to 50% of total online sales as being inevitable. One such
report, ‘The Digital Tipping Point, 2019 Retail Report,” estimated retail sales would reach 53% by
2028. While this timeframe appears far too ambitious, the question appears to be more of ‘when’
rather than ‘if.’

The growth in online shopping has significant implications on future I&L demand given that e-
commerce requires around 3 times the logistics space of traditional bricks-and-mortar retailers.
The link between this growth and warehouse demand is well exemplified and shown in the Savills
report on Page 21. As the percentage of online sales reached a record high in 2021, so did the
total value of new warehouse projects. Yorkshire and the North East were at centre of this growth.
This data strongly aligns with the findings in the Big Shed Briefing discussed above that saw gross
take-up for large sheds reaching an annual record in 2021 with Yorkshire and the North East
playing a prominent role.

Freight flows are another key driver of 1&L floorspace demand. Significant growth is forecast
across all freight modes. Freight arriving and leaving the UK needs to be sorted, packaged and
distributed via a network of freight handling infrastructure (i.e. ports, airports, rail freight
interchanges and motorways) and conveniently located I&L premises in order to reach end
customers.




4.12 Brexit and Covid-19 have highlighted the level of interconnectedness of international supply chains
and their fragility when one or more links break. Companies have started building up greater
resilience in their operating models by moving operations either back to the UK (re-shoring) or
closer by (near-shoring) as a means to minimise future supply-chain-induced disruptions.

413 According to a survey carried out in July 2020 by the Institute for Supply Management, 20% of
firms were planning to, or have already started to, near-shore or re-shore. These findings are
corroborated by a survey carried out by Savills26 whereby over 80% of respondents expected
the Covid pandemic to either ‘greatly increase’ or ‘somewhat increase’ on-shoring. Recent data
from Sentieo, which analyses listed companies' annual reports, has found that mentions of the
term 'near-shoring' have risen dramatically in 2022. Savills are starting to observe new occupier
requirements directly related to this phenomenon and expect demand to rise as companies come
to terms with running 'just in case' supply chains (leading to increased stock piling) rather than
'just in time.

4.14 The figure below provides a visual representation of some of the major growth drivers generating
the record breaking demand in the I&L sector. While e-commerce and freight growth are two of
the most influential, as discussed above, there are several others at play also.

The I&L Sector is a Major Contributor to the National Economy

415 The |&L sector is a significant employer of at least 3.8 million people in England and produces
£232 billion of GVA annually. Gross Value Added (GVA) per job, currently at £58,000, is 12%
higher than the average of all sectors. Its productivity is also predicted to grow at a faster pace,
increasing by 29% between 2025 to 2039 compared to 18% across the UK economy as a whole.




416 These are extremely important statistics given the UK’s labour productivity currently lags many of
its western European peers. Improving the UK’s labour productivity will become increasingly
important in a post Brexit world given its important bearing on attracting inward investment, ability
to pay higher wages and higher tax revenues for the Government which can be reinvested in
critical services and infrastructure.

4.17 Over the last 10 years the logistics component of the I&L sector has grown by 26% compared to
only 14% across the economy as a whole.

4.18 Also in terms of business generation, the logistics sector is the fastest growing segment of our
economy, both in recent years and over the long term. Between 2011 and 2021 the number of
business premises within the logistics sector went up by 88%, much higher than the 26% growth
rate across the whole economy. Growth in the logistics sector has continued to accelerate over
the last couple of years, with the number of business premises increasing by 21% against just 1%
across the whole economy.

419 Notwithstanding its importance in terms of employment and GVA contribution, the sector is
subject to a number of misconceptions about average pay levels, skills required and types of
spaces provided.

4.20 Savills highlight that average pay in the I&L sector is higher than the UK average. Data from the
Office for National Statistics (ONS) show wages above average at +£3,600 for Manufacturing and
+£4,000 for Logistics. The difference between average wages and the two sectors is even greater
in the region. In Yorkshire and the Humber the manufacturing sector wages that are +£4,600 and
for logistics is +£4,800. Again, the logistics component of the sector is performing above average,
with wages between 2019 and 2020 having increased more than in other sectors (+6% growth in
logistics vs +4%) which is important in the current inflationary environment. In addition, entry-level
jobs in logistics are relatively well-paid, with median annual pay being 47% higher than across
jobs in the same occupational category.

4.21 |&L’s wider supply chain employment is often overlooked in favour of the higher on-site job
densities for retail and office uses. I&L premises are a critical link in the chain alongside the key
freight modes that allow goods to enter, leave and move around the country (i.e. ports, airports,
rail freight interchanges and motorways). Like warehouses and factories, these freight handling
facilities generate employment to drive the planes, trains and boats as well as jobs involved in their
maintenance and repair. Jobs are also created at ports, airports and rail freight interchanges as
part of their operation. The analysis of ONS Type | FTE multipliers for the Warehousing sector
suggests that for every 10 new warehousing jobs created, another 7 to 12 jobs are created offsite
across the wider supply chain.

Levelling-up and the &L Sector

4.22 As Savills’ discussed in their recent publication for the British Property Federation “Levelling-up —
The Logic of Logistics”, the I&L sector can play a pivotal role as part of the Government’s levelling
up agenda. In GVA terms, the South35 accounts for 63% of England’s total GVA while the
North36 accounts for only 37%. However, over the last 5 years I1&L demand (net absorption) in
the North has accounted for 70% of the country’s total demand.




4.23 Thanks to the I&L sector’s higher productivity, wide-range of well paid jobs and training
opportunities offered, its growth can help bridge the gap between the North and South. This point
is further substantiated by a recent study that looked into the link between logistics density and
growth in employment and GDP per capita. The study found that areas with high logistics density
have grown faster than other areas of the UK in both GDP per capita and overall employment.

4.24 One factor that makes the I&L sector especially well-suited to support levelling-up objectives is
the wide-range of occupations offered and their increased diversification across various skill levels.
Savills shows the change in the share of occupations in I&L in 2010 and 2019. While at the
beginning of the decade we see a more polarised distribution, with a higher share of managers at
one end of the spectrum and more routine occupations at the other end, today we see a higher
share of Professional and Associate Professional and Technical roles. These roles are typically
associated with higher-skilled engineering and technological professions in response to increased
automation and robotics in the sector and more advanced supply chain processes. These office-
based roles are increasingly co-locating alongside production and logistics uses as it is convenient
for these people to be closer to the operations they control and analyse.

4.25 This increased occupational diversity means the I&L sector can play an important role in re-
employing people that have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy as a result of the Covid-19
pandemic.

4.26 The Government’s Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (CJRS) has helped cushion the impact of
economic contraction on the job market. However, in spite of this effort, data on the claimant
counts remain high in most areas of the country. The claimant count measures the number of
people claiming benefit principally for the reason of being unemployed. As of November 2022 the
count in Sheffield totalled about 15,000 claimants. Whilst this is a reduction on the figures during
the covid-19 pandemic, it is well above pre-pandemic levels.

4.27 The I&L sector also generates significant construction and apprenticeship roles which will increase
further as it expands into the future. Savills estimate that if supply-constraints are addressed in
the future, the sector could deliver over half a million apprenticeships over the next 10 years. This
is about the same as the national youth unemployment rate. This is extremely important given
youth unemployment in the region stands at 10.5%. A number of case studies on the type of
employment opportunities, training and research centres that the sector delivers can be found in
Savills recent publication for the British Property Federation “Levelling-up — The Logic of Logistics”.

4.28 &L premises facilitate modern lives and therefore should be considered as ‘Critical National
Infrastructure,” similar to how major roads, ports, airports and rail freight interchanges are. The
sector makes a significant contribution to the national economy and supports a diverse range of
well paid jobs.

4.29 Current demand within the sector is at unprecedented levels being supported by a number of key
growth drivers. There is a strong need to support and foster economic growth in order to support
the post-Covid recovery and to secure UK’s post Brexit future. It is vital to support those sectors
which are proving to be resilient (such as logistics) and are therefore well-placed to provide new
employment opportunities to mitigate job losses in other sectors and underpin the economic
recovery.




Policy and Evidence Base Review

4.30 Savills’ Report Section 5 goes through the Council’s evidence and its assessment of need and
supply, whilst Section 8 presents Savills’ own assessment of need. Both of these show a
significant deficit and shortfall in employment provision within the emerging Sheffield Local Plan.

4.31 Analysis of the Council’s evidence shows a lack of consistency on the final supply and demand
figures both overall and I&L land specifically. It is evident from Policy SP1 that the Council’s
shortfall in its employment requirement is at least 48.3ha. However, upon further analysis the
shortfall is even starker. Table 5.1 from the Savills’ report (shown below) highlights that regardless
of which figures are used there is a shortage of employment land. This shortfall is particularly
acute for I&L uses and large B8 units (over 100,000 sq.ft.) in particular.




4.32 Analysis of the Council’s own evidence also highlights the following significant issues:

Paragraph 5.26 of the Sheffield Employment Land Review (March 2020) states that many Sheffield
companies relocate to other authorities such as Rotherham, Barnsley or Doncaster in search of
cheaper space. It is therefore important for Sheffield to maintain an appropriate mix of sites to attract
higher-end occupiers and also retain core indigenous employment. This shows that there is a
deficiency of suitable employment sites in Sheffield.

The ELR assessed 81 potential sites for future employment use that were categorised based on criteria
covering sustainability, market attractiveness and policy adherence. The exercise identifies about
144.58 hectares (net) of land across 71 sites that are available for future employment premises.
Paragraph 6.25 said that the industrial sites could accommodate ‘a combination of industrial (B1c/B2)
and low-grade warehousing’. This suggests that no land has been made available for higher grade
warehousing and there is a lack of space for B8 uses. The report provides no figure for the
amount of land across the 71 sites that could accommodate |1&L uses.

Savills reviewed the ELR and consider that it underestimates market demand. The labour demand
methodology is not appropriate for the estimation of future 1&L land demand, as employment forecasts
typically reflect the continued restructuring of the economy away from industry towards services, which
underestimate the &L sector’'s employment generation. Further, changes to the I&L market mean that
growth in floorspace/land is not accurately predicted by changes in jobs. The I&L sector does not
comprise low-skilled and low-paid jobs, nor do I&L companies functions’ neatly fit into Industrial or
Logistics.

A key trend in the &L sector is that companies are increasingly co-locating office, R&D, customer
services/sales and other administrative functions within their &L premises. Such co-located
employment is not reflected in the labour demand models as they assume I&L activities are entirely
accommodated within a narrow set of Standard Industrial Classification (‘SIC’) codes.

The labour supply method is flawed because housing growth at the local level has a limited relationship
to I&L markets which have a more regional demand profile, which leads to an underestimation of
future demand.

The past development rates method also underestimates true market demand for I&L land and
floorspace. Savills does not consider that past development rates is an indicator of demand, but rather
as a supply measure.

‘Suppressed demand’ is not accounted for. When supply, as signalled by floorspace availability, is
low, demand is ‘suppressed’ as prospective tenants can’t find space in a market. 8% is typically
referred to as the equilibrium level at a national level across the entire sector when supply and demand
are broadly in balance. The ELR notes that Sheffield’s employment market is tight and well below the
normal rate.

Current and future growth drivers not accounted for. The ELR ignores key current and future growth
drivers driving record levels of demand within the I&L sector in particular, including growth in online
retailing, housing growth, Covid-19 & Brexit, and the growth in UK freight volumes.

The Strategic Employment Appraisal Summary Report (May 2020) summarises a range of assessments
used by the different local authorities in the SCR to identify the need for I&L. This study underestimates
the demand for I&L uses across the SCR and in reality there is no surplus supply.




e The ELR Update (September 2021) was commissioned because of the impact of the Covid-19
pandemic and changes to Government Policy. The ELR Update does not cover specifically the need
for strategic B8 logistics (defined as premise over 100,000 sq.ft.).

e The Sheffield Logistics Study (December 2022) considers the need for large scale warehousing and
logistics for premises greater than 100,000 sq.ft. It identifies key drivers of demand for logistics
including the growth of e-commerce.

e Table A1.2 and A1.3 presents five sites in the Green Belt including Hesley Wood that are potentially
suitable for logistics. Hesley Wood is considered to be the most deliverable of the five sites because it
does not have any perceived barriers. The barriers of the other sites include challenging topography,
proximity to residential uses and poor access to the motorway

e  Whilst the Logistics Study concluded that there is probably sufficient land in the SCR to meet Sheffield’s
identified need, there is no evidence that this is the case. Savills consider this evidence vital in
demonstrating the Draft Local Plan’s employment strategy is sound.

e The Logistics Study estimates that 20% of the existing stock could come forward for redevelopment
over the period of the Draft Local Plan. The study characterises this assumption as a rule of thumb
although provides no evidence to suggest this is a reasonable figure. Savills find the likelihood of 15
hectares of existing employment land coming forward for redevelopment to be unrealistic. There is little
incentive for landowners to redevelop well-let premises. The redevelopment of existing and well-used
industrial units is expensive because of the construction costs and the foregone income during the
redevelopment process. Even if the land were to come forward, this would only result in a marginal net
increase in employment floorspace since existing units would be demolished.

Savills’ Assessment of Need

4.33

4.34

Savills” in their Section 8 estimate I&L land demand across SCR and Sheffield. We then apportion
Sheffield demand to 100,000 sq.ft+ units only and then to B8 units only.

Based on Savills demand methodology, over a 17-year which reflects the Council’s latest demand
projections, we estimate overall demand for I&L in Sheffield to be 300 ha of land. This is over 65
ha above Sheffield’'s own identified demand. However, greater discrepancies arise when
comparing need for large units, particularly for logistics (B8) premises. Savills estimate that about
193 hectares is for large 1&L (B2 / B8) premises (greater than 100,000 sq.ft.) and about 163
hectare for large B8 units only. This is over twice the level identified by the Council.




Industrial and Logistic Market Assessment

4.35 Savills analyses and presents supply and demand factors for I&L premises in Sheffield, the
Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) (Sheffield and Rotherham) and the Sheffield City
Region. The aim of the assessment is to identify and demonstrate where much needed support
is required in the Sheffield I&L market by identifying gaps in provision and where demand is
particularly strong.

4.36 Sheffield comprises a uniquely supply-constrained &L market in what is a supply-constrained
region. This is the result of a very limited historic supply response in the face of an endemic
shortage of modern I&L premises which has led to low availability and exceptionally strong rental
growth.

4.37 The lack of new I&L development means Sheffield’s I&L stock can be described as relatively old,
poor quality and small in terms of overall inventory when compared to other locations in the SCR.
Subsequently, Sheffield’s current sites and premises are ill-equipped to meet the needs of modern
warehouse occupiers.

4.38 Savills’ overall conclusion is that Sheffield and the wider FEMA and SCR are supply-constrained
with demand being higher than supply over the last decade. This is because supply has failed to
keep up with the pace with demand. As a result, availability rates in Sheffield, the FEMA and SCR
are very low. This has characterised the markets since 2014.

Savills’ Review of Supply

4.39 Savills have assessed the proposed and existing employment land allocations. Each site is
assessed based on its development potential, deliverability and overall commercial attractiveness
for large logistics development. Savills considers all sites over 5 hectares that satisfied the
locational characteristics described below:

Locational Characteristics

4.40 The Council’s Strategic Employment Land Appraisal states that only sites greater than 5 hectares
can be considered. Sites of this size can ordinarily accommodate two warehouses of about
100,000 sq. ft.

4.41 The Sheffield Logistics Study explains that commercially attractive sites are those that are:
e Accessible to the Strategic Road Network;
e large enough to accommodate a range of units;
e Accessible to labour; and
e |ocated away from incompatible units.

4.42 Therefore, a site that is over 5 ha and satisfies these requirements is considered to be a prime
site.




Employment Supply Key Findings

4.43 Across the four local authorities there are just 7 sites comprising about 92 ha of commercially
attractive sites that could accommodate strategic logistics. There is an additional 316 ha across
17 sites comprising land which is of average commercial attractiveness and which is unlikely to
come forward in the near term. This shortage of commercially attractive sites is unlikely to relieve
the shortage of suitable land and is more likely to exacerbate it.

4.44 Sheffield has about 14 ha of commercially attractive land available for strategic logistics. This is
less than the findings in the Sheffield Logistics Report and largely due to some of the identified
land being no longer available. This is comprised of three sites. Sheffield has an additional 34 ha
comprised of seven sites which is less commercially attractive and less likely to come forward for
strategic logistics.

4.45 Rotherham has about 145 ha of land that could potentially accommodate strategic logistics.
However, none of it is sufficiently commercially attractive to come forward for this type of
development. This shows that Rotherham is highly unlikely to provide sufficient capacity to meet
the needs to Sheffield, especially if Rotherham’s own needs are taken into account.

4.46 Barnsley and Doncaster combined have only 14 ha of employment land that is commercially
attractive for strategic logistics development.

Conclusion of Savills Report on Employment Supply

4.47 Savills’ supply review demonstrates that the existing shortage of land to accommodate strategic
logistics is likely to continue in Sheffield and the wider area because an insufficient quantum of
commercially attractive land is available.

4.48 Savills review identifies about 14 ha in Sheffield and about 92 ha across the four key local
authorities of commercially attractive land that is likely to come forward in the near term for
strategic logistics. Many of the most attractive sites identified in Sheffield’s Draft Local Plan or the
plan documents of other local authorities are no longer available to the market.

4.49 Savills suppressed demand analysis identified a need for 166 ha of land for strategic logistics.
This not only exceeds all the land which could potentially accommodate strategic logistics in
Sheffield but also the other three local authorities.

4.50 The Sheffield Logistics Study concludes that there is only about 22 ha of land available for
strategic logistics and Savills own analysis of supply shows this is well below this level at
around 14ha, largely due to the identified sites being no longer available. The need is far
greater as identified by our own analysis as well as that in the Council’s identified need of 78.2 ha.
The need for land to accommodate strategic logistics is already known to be unable to be met
within Sheffield itself, but it is also highly unlikely that it can be met by the other local authorities in
the area.

4.51 The Sheffield Logistics Study also identified a need for between 444.6 ha and 531.1 ha to
accommodate strategic logistics across the four key local authorities. It is highly unlikely that the
sites reviewed in this section are sufficient to meet this need, as only 92 ha across 7 sites are




considered to be available and commercial attractive for large scale logistics. Whilst a proportion
of the other remaining sites are likely to come forward to accommodate an element of strategic
logistics, they do not represent a quantum that is of sufficient commercial attractiveness to meet
the Council’s identified need.

Exceptional Circumstances

4.52 The Council has a significant shortfall in employment land within the Plan period:
e There is a shortfall against Policy SP1 of -48.3ha.
e There is a specific shortfall in meeting strategic logistics for 100,000 sq. ft. units within Sheffield.
e There is less strategic employment land than shown in the Sheffield Logistics Study.
e There is a need for 166 ha of land for strategic logistics.

4.53 Therefore, there is a gap in employment provision based on the Council’s own figures and
also on our own assessment of the need/demand for employment and the supply of land.

4.54 The Council accepts the need to utilise the Green Belt for employment land in the Cooperative
Executive report, which states in paragraph 1.4.7 that Members should “take into account the
shortfall in the overall supply of employment land to 2039, as well as the potential to provide
additional, better-quality land that would be suitable for logistics and manufacturing; possibly on
the east of the city, close to the M1 Motorway”.

4.55 In accordance with the Framework therefore, there are exceptional circumstances to meet the
need for employment by amending the Green Belt boundary. Rula’s site at the former Hesley
Wood tip, known as J35 Sheffield Gateway, should therefore be allocated for employment
development.

4.56 The former Hesley Wood tip is previously developed land and formed part of the wider Smithy
Wood Colliery. The site was used for the disposal of colliery waste from the Smithy Wood Colliery
between 1938 and 1972. The site includes seven old shafts, an air shaft, gravel pits, lagoons and
a building. There are also areas of hardstanding and roads and the footings of the aerial ropeway
from Smithy Wood Colliery across the site, which provided the means to deposit the colliery spoil.
There is also evidence of the former backfilled opencast that extracted the Parkgate Coal. This
opencast was operated by Smithy Wood Colliery.

4.57 There have been previous aspirations to redevelop the site throughout the years following the
mine’s closure in 1972, including police training centres, theme park and regional cycling facility,
and all Council documents identify the site as “derelict” and “disused”. The site is previously
developed and disturbed land and the Framework encourages such sites to be positively re-used
and redeveloped.

4.58 The site at Hesley Wood was utilised as a spoil heap for the adjacent Smithy Wood Colliery
between 1938 and 1972 when the Colliery closed. An aerial ropeway ran from the mine-head at
Smithy Wood Colliery in a north easterly direction before turning northwards into the Hesley Wood




site. The ropeway was supported by metal pylons carrying winding gear and continued through
the centre of the Hesley Wood site. The ground either side of the ropeway is clearly made up from
the colliery spoil transported via the ropeway from Smithy Wood Colliery. Whilst being separately
named, the Colliery and the tip were clearly part of one single integrated operation, with the tip
clearly existing and physically connected to the mine-head for the purposes of allowing the Colliery
to tip its spoil. The area, therefore, falls clearly within the definition of previously developed land in
the national planning policy framework, having been subject to extensive operational development
in the form of tipping and also the construction of structures, to facilitate the tipping and movement
of colliery spoil around the site from the Colliery. There is no restoration scheme in place for the

tip.

4.59 The site of the former Hesley Wood tip therefore lies within the Council’s Spatial Strategy Option
3 of utilising previously developed sites within the Green Belt. The Hesley Wood site can only be
considered within Spatial Option 3 as it is previously developed and previously disturbed land, as
shown later on in these representations and the attached Delivery Report. The site does not fit
within the description and definitions of Spatial Option 4 or 5 as it has been previously worked
and is not “previously undeveloped” land. The approach the Council has followed is therefore
unsound.

4.60 The land at the former Hesley Wood tip provides a unique opportunity to bring forward the
effective reuse of this derelict former coal workings, enabling the restoration of one of the largest
areas of derelict land that remains in Sheffield. This would deliver environmental improvements,
remove an unneighbourly use as well as bringing forward much needed employment whilst
making efficient and effective use of land.

4.61 Sheffield is enveloped by the South Yorkshire Green Belt which is placing a significant pressure
and obstacle to housing delivery. The Framework considers that Green Belt boundaries can
change in “exceptional circumstances”. Such circumstances exists through the significant need
to provide deliverable employment sites throughout the plan period in Sheffield. To meet the
economic growth aspirations Sheffield City Council will need to revise the Green Belt boundaries
for the emerging Local Plan and beyond to provide the new boundaries with some permanence.

4.62 The Framework establishes the five purposes for including land within the Green Belt. Having
reviewed the site against the purposes of Green Belt it can be demonstrated that the allocation of
the site for employment use will not undermine the integrity of the Green Belt, which is supported
by a Green Belt Review (Appendix 3):

To check unrestricted sprawl

4.63 The allocation of this site will require some encroachment into the Green Belt, however as the
parcel adjoins the built form and is contained within the landscape surrounded by the M1
motorway, employment and housing the current boundary is not robust. A new robust Green Belt
boundary will be formed using distinct features of the existing woodland and M1 motorway.




To prevent neighbouring towns from merging

4.64 The site is well contained with the M1 motorway to the east, industrial development to the south,
woodland to the north and housing in Chapeltown to the west.

To safeguard the countryside from encroachment




4.65 The site is a former coal workings and is previously developed derelict land, which is an
unneighbourly use. The natures of the site, as a former workings, has attracted illegal off-road
motor biking and is the cause of nuisance. The site’s location is influenced by its surroundings
with the M1 motorway located to the east, large industrial sheds located to the south and
residential development to the west. Redevelopment of the site for employment use could support
new jobs on a former industrial site and significant environmental improvements.

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

4.66 Chapeltown is not within a conservation area, and the site is not adjacent to a designated
Conservation Area. The allocation of the site will therefore not affect the setting of a Historic Town.

To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict land and other urban land

4.67 The siteis previously developed derelict land. The Framework encourages the re-use of previously
developed land and states that such sites should be considered first when releasing land from the
Green Belt. The development of this site will enable remediation of the site and bring this derelict
land back into use for the creation of valuable employment and jobs, whilst bringing forward
significant environmental improvements.

4.68 The impact on the openness of the Green Belt will be limited as the site is previously developed
derelict land contained within its landscape, in an area which is influenced by existing residential
and commercial development. The attached Green Belt Review also analyses the site from
qualitative and quantitative perspective and concludes that the current boundary of the Green Belt
boundary around the main urban area at Chapeltown is not robust, or durable and does not
accord with the Framework. [t can therefore be demonstrated that the site has a limited role to
play when considered against the five purposes, and the development will not undermine the
integrity of the Green Belt around Chapeltown and Sheffield.

Remediation and Regeneration

4.69 The legacy of the mining history of Sheffield and South Yorkshire can be seen throughout the
area. The former Hesley Wood tip is one of the few remaining sites of this scale awaiting
remediation and redevelopment and due to anti-social behaviour, pollution and the instability of
man-made ground this needs to occur in the short term, which will deliver significant benefits
when coupled with the provision of new jobs and economic growth.

Remediating the Mining History

4.70 The entire of the Hesley Wood area has a history of mining. As highlighted in paragraphs 4.56 to
4.59 the site is previously developed land as part of the wider Smithy Wood Colliery. This can be
seen from walking over the site. The topography remains shaped by the spoail tips with two
plateaus created separated by a steep embankment. The Scouts camping field to the north-east
of the site also formed part of this mining history with open cast mines shown on historic mapping
across the area. The lake on the eastern boundary of the site is man-made, formed within the
made ground. The site is predominantly made-ground which is up to 30m deep in places.




4.71  The most western of the plateaus is lower, only slightly above the adjacent Blackburn Valley Trail
which follows the route of a disused railway line. Vegetation has begun to grow on this plateau in
places creating the beginnings of new habitat. However, the ground investigations in this area
record high levels of toxic materials under the ground. The regeneration of the site is an
opportunity to remove and treat these materials to make them safe.

4.72 Furthermore, immediately to the north east of the site and possibly extending on to the site is a
former backfilled opencast colliery that extracted Parkgate Coal. There are also a number of
historical mine entries in this area. This area underlies the adjacent Scouts camping field and the
proposed scheme provides an opportunity for this area to be restored and enhanced for the
children’s enjoyment. The proposed development, by regenerating and restoring the site will also
address the pollutants that drain into the lake which the Scouts use. Therefore, the proposed
scheme will improve the environment for the Scouts and their safety.

4.73 The upper plateau demonstrates the damage done to the landscape. Since the pit was closed
the area has remained barren with plants unable to populate this area. This illustrates the poor
quality of the soil. Furthermore, throughout the site there are records of Bell Pits which have yet
to be made safe and there are also recordings of land slips.

4.74 The development of the site will allow for the remediation and stabilisation of the ground removing
the risks the site currently poses and protecting future generations.

Preventing Anti-Social Behaviour

4.75 Currently the site is used for antisocial behaviours. There have been numerous complaints that
the site is used, illegally for off-road motor biking and quad biking by trespassers. The scale of the
site makes securing it against these activities an extremely difficult task.

4.76 The development of the site will remove the opportunity for these illegal activities

Delivering New Jobs

4.77 The site forms a large area located closely to Chapeltown. The delivery of new employment will
support creation of new jobs for the town, Sheffield and the Region.

4.78 Savills Report highlights the economic and employment benefits of the proposed scheme, which
are also explained in the attached Delivery Report. This shows the potential for 261 construction
jobs per annum and 599 permanent operational jobs per annum alongside £1m of Business Rates
for Sheffield per year.

4.79 Table 9.4 from Savills report provides a useful summary of the Social Value for the proposed
Hesley Wood scheme:




Site Proposals

4.80 Rula therefore consider that their site at the former Hesley Wood tip, known as J35 Sheffield
Gateway, should be allocated for employment purposes to address this significant shortfall in
employment, not only against the requirement as identified by the Council, but also the shortfall
as identified by the attached Savills report, which cannot be address in the wider region.

4.81 As highlighted earlier there is a particular gap in the market within Sheffield for strategic
employment sites that can accommodate over 100,000 sq.ft units for Industrial and Logistics use
that are in strategic locations close to the Strategic Road Network. There is also not the range
and choice of sites available for a competitive and healthy market and there is evidence of
relocating to other authorities due to the lack of supply in sites.

4.82 The J35 Sheffield Gateway is an appropriate site to provide for the employment needs of the Plan
area in the short term. The site is available, suitable and achievable and therefore deliverable in
accordance with the Framework.

4.83 The former Hesley Wood tip is a previously developed site and therefore allocating the site, as
demonstrated, is in full accordance with the Spatial Strategy. Nevertheless, the site is a former
mining site and therefore there is a regeneration imperative to address this previous use and




remediate and regenerate the site, remove anti-social behaviour, contaminated land and bring the
site into a positive use with associated social and economic benefits.

4.84 A site summary is provided in response to Policy SA9 and the Delivery Report is attached at
Appendix 1.

Proposed Change

4.85 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update the evidence base.
e Identify employment sites to meet the employment need.
e |dentify safeguarded land for longer term development.

e Allocate the J35 Sheffield Gateway site at Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




05 Policy SP2

Policy SP2: Spatial Strategy

51 The Spatial Strategy will not deliver the economic growth aspirations and does not reflect the
evidence base, national policy and guidance and is therefore unsound.

Justification

5.2 As highlighted earlier in the General Comments section of these representations, Rula has
concerns with the approach of the Spatial Strategy and how it was identified.

5.3 Rula does not consider that the Spatial Strategy and the strategic approach of the Plan will deliver
the economic growth aspirations.

5.4 The Spatial Option 3 proposed is one of urban brownfield and greenfield sites and brownfield sites
in the Green Belt. Within that context only one brownfield Green Belt site has been identified.
Rula considers that their site at the former Hesley Wood tip fits within the Spatial Option as a
previously developed site.

5.5 Nevertheless, Rula considers that the strategy should be developed to meet the identified needs
and should be developed in such a manner that does not prevent the delivery of other sustainable
sites or sustainable developments.

Proposed Change

5.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update Spatial Strategy to address the evidence base and meet the identified employment needs.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




06 Policy SA1

Policy SA1: Central Sub-Area

6.1 The Central Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and Logistics.

Justification

6.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 10.1ha
however this ranges from 0.16ha through to 3.4ha and focusses primarily on the provision for
office accommodation.

6.3 None of these sites will satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by Savills or

the Council’s own Logistics Study. None of the sites are of strategic size or in a strategic location
close to the Strategic Road Network or a motorway junction.

Proposed Change

6.4 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

e Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




07 Policy SA2

Policy SA2: Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area

7.1 The Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and
Logistics.

Justification

7.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 28.3ha,
which comprises existing planning permissions and new allocations. In relation to proposed new
allocations the Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area includes for industrial;

e NWSO02 - Land at Wallace Road, S3 9SR: 4.04ha
e NWS04 - Allotments to the south of Wardsend Road North, S6 1LX: 2.35ha
e NWSO05 - Land to the northwest of Wardsend Road, S6 1RQ: 0.74ha
e NWSO06 - Land at Wardsend Road, S6 1RQ: 0.64ha
7.3 For general employment the Sub-Area includes:
e NWSO01 - Land and buildings at Penistone Road North, S6 1QW: 4.58ha
e NWSO03 - Land at Beeley Wood Lane, S6 1QT: 2.62ha
e NWSO07 - Land adjacent to Elsworth House, Herries: 0.42ha

7.4 None of these sites will satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by Savills or
the Council’s own Logistics Study. None of the sites are of strategic size or in a strategic location
close to the Strategic Road Network or a motorway junction.




Proposed Change

7.5 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




08

Policy SA3

Policy SA3: Northeast Sheffield Sub-Area

8.1  The Northeast Sheffield Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and Logistics.

Justification

8.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 28.8ha,
which comprises existing planning permissions and new allocations. In relation to proposed new
allocations the Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area includes for industrial;

NESOS3 - Land to the west of Blackburn Road, S61 2DW: 11.12ha

NESO04 - Gas Works, Newman Road, S9 1BT: 3.91ha

NESO05 - Land between Grange Mill Lane and Ecclesfield Road, S9 1HW: 2.01ha
NESO6 - Land to the north of Loicher Lane, S35 9XN: 1.42ha

NESO7 - Upwell Street/Colliery Road (North): 1.27ha

NESO08 - Land adjacent to Yarra Park Industrial Estate and Station Road, S35 9YR: 0.48ha

8.3 For general employment the Sub-Area includes:

NESO1 - Smithywood, Cowley Hill, Chapeltown: 13.32ha

NESO2 - Land adjacent to Chapeltown Academy, Nether Lane, S35 92X: 0.67ha

8.4 According to the Council’s own evidence through the Logistics Study the only potential strategic
site in the Northeast Sub-Area is Smithywood (NESO1). However, as evidenced within the Savills
Report this site is largely complete and will therefore not satisfy the employment need for large
scale logistics during the Local Plan period. The site has two remaining plots comprising just about
3.5 ha. The rest of the site is already fully delivered

8.5 Therefore, none of these sites will satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by
Savills or the Council’s own Logistics Study.




Proposed Change

8.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




09

Policy SA4

Policy SA4: East Sheffield Sub-Area

9.1 The East Sheffield Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and Logistics.

Justification

9.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 100.3ha,
which comprises existing planning permissions and new allocations. In relation to proposed new
allocations the Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area includes for industrial:

ESO5 - Pic Toys, land to the north of Darnall Road, S9 5AH: 1.05ha

ES06 - Outokumpu, Shepcote Lane: 19.53ha

ESO7 - Land at Europa Way, S9 1TQ: 3.38ha

ESO8 - Land adjacent to Veolia Sheffield, Lumley Street, S9 3JB: 3.26ha

ES09 710 Brightside Lane, S9 2UB: 2.14ha

ES10 - Land to the north of Europa Link, S9 1TN: 1.6ha

ES11 - Land at Shepcote Lane, S9 5DE: 1.52ha

ES12 - Airflow Site, Land at Beeley Wood Lane, S6 1QT: 1.36ha

ES13 - Land at Lumley Street, S4 7Z2J: 1.1ha

ES14 - Rear of Davy McKee, Land to the east of Prince of Wales Road, S9 4BT: 0.89ha
ES15 - Land to the northeast of Barleywood Road, S9 5FJ: 0.89ha

ES16 - Former Dr John Worrall School, Land at Brompton Road, S9 2PF: 0.68ha
ES17 - Land at Ripon Street, S9 3LX: 0.65ha

ES18 - Land at Catley Road, S9 5NF: 0.55ha




e ES19 - Land adjacent to 58-64 Broad Oaks, S9 3HJ: 0.45ha
9.3 For general employment the Sub-Area includes:
e ESO1 - Land to the south of Meadowhall Way, S9 2FU: 17.1ha
e ESO02 - Alsing Road Car Park and Meadowhall Interchange, S9 1EA: 9.98ha
e ESO83 - M1 Distribution Centre and The Source, Vulcan Road, S9 1EW: 3.24ha

e ESO04 - Land at Sheffield Road, S9 2YL: 1.22ha

9.4 The strategic sites identified by the Council’s Logistics Study are Outukumpu (ES06) and Alsing
Road (ES02). However, the Outkumpu site, known as Bessemer Park, is largely complete and is
therefore not a strategic site that will satisfy the employment need over the Local Plan period.
Bessemer Park Phase 1 is complete and fully let; Phase 2 is under construction and therefore the

site is only available to meet near-term demand. Furthermore, the Alsing Road site only has
2.28ha available for logistics.

9.5 Therefore, none of these sites will satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by
Savills or the Council’s own Logistics Study over the Local Plan period.

Proposed Change

9.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




010 Policy SA5

Policy SA5: Southeast Sheffield Sub-Area

10.1 The Southeast Sheffield Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and
Logistics.

Justification

10.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 22.6ha,
which comprises existing planning permissions and new allocations. In relation to proposed new
allocations the Northwest Sheffield Sub-Area includes for industrial;

e SESO3 - Land to the east of Eckington Way, S20 1XE: 6.85ha
e  SES04 - Mosborough Wood Business Park, Land to the north of Station Road, S20 3GR: 9.41ha
e SESO5 - Land to the east of New Street, S20 3GH: 3.75ha
e  SES06 - Warehouse and land adjacent, Meadowbrook Park, S20 3PJ: 0.57ha
e SESO7 - Land at New Street and Longacre Way, S20 3FS: 0.54ha
10.3 For general employment the Sub-Area includes:
e SESO1 - Land at Orgreave Place, S13 9LU: 1.29ha
e SESO2 - Land adjacent to the River Rother, Rotherham Road, S20 1AH: 1.1ha

10.4 None of these sites are identified by the Council’s Logistics Study as meeting the need. The
Eckington Way site is identified for small scale manufacturing and a Travelling Showpersons site.
Therefore, none of these sites will satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by
Savills or the Council’s own Logistics Study.

Proposed Change




10.5 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




011 Policy SA6

Policy SA6: South Sheffield Sub-Area

11.1  The South Sheffield Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and Logistics.

Justification

11.1  This Sub-Area does not include the provision of any employment land.

11.2  This approach will not satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by Savills or
the Council’s own Logistics Study.

Proposed Change

11.3 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




012 Policy SA7

Policy SA7: Southwest Sheffield Sub-Area

12.1  The Southwest Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and Logistics.

Justification

12.1  This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 0.02ha
of existing and planning permissions and new allocation, which is evidently not meeting a strategic
need.

12.2 This approach will not satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by Savills or
the Council’s own Logistics Study as the sites are not of strategic size.

Proposed Change

12.3 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




013 Policy SA8

Policy SA8: Stocksbridge/Deepcar Sub-Area

13.1 The Stocksbridge/Deepcar Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and
Logistics.

Justification

13.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 0.89ha
of existing and planning permissions and new allocation, which is evidently not meeting a strategic
need.

13.3 This approach will not satisfy the need for Industrial and Logistics land as identified by Savills or
the Council’s own Logistics Study as the sites are not of strategic size.

Proposed Change

13.4 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
o Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

e Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




014 Policy SA9

Policy SA9: Chapeltown/High Green Sub-Area

141 The Chapeltown/High Green Sub-Area sites will not meet the identified need for Industrial and
Logistics.

Justification

14.2 This Sub-Area does include the provision of some employment land. In total there is circa 1.03ha,
which comprises existing planning permissions and new allocations. Therefore, this Sub-Area is
not providing for any strategic employment.

14.3 This Sub-Area lies adjacent to Junction 35 of the M1 Motorway and includes the former Hesley
Wood tip. As highlighted earlier in these representations there is a shortfall in provision of
employment land when compared with the Council’s own requirement. Furthermore, there is an
even more significant shortfall when compared with the Savills’ assessment (Appendix 2). There
is a particular gap in the market within Sheffield for strategic employment sites that can
accommodate over 100,000 sqg.ft units for Industrial and Logistics use that are in strategic
locations close to the Strategic Road Network. There is also not the range and choice of sites
available for a competitive and healthy market and there is evidence of relocating to other
authorities.

14.4 This Sub-Area could provide for a strategic employment site at the former Hesley Wood tip. As
highlighted earlier in these representations there are the exceptional circumstances for allocating
the site due to the need to meet the employment need and demand. The site is previously
developed land and therefore accords with the Spatial Strategy.

14.5 The Delivery Report (Appendix 1) provides evidence that the site is available, suitable and
achievable and therefore accords with the Framework in relation to deliverability.

Overview of Proposals

14.6 The Delivery Report sets out the high level context and ambitions for the J35 Sheffield Gateway
site at Hesley Wood. An illustrative masterplan for the site shows the potential for the site, including
green and blue infrastructure. The proposal provides significant benefits which are explained




throughout the report which critically include the ability to meet the strategic need for new
employment floorspace, providing an ability to accommodate large format buildings within a
landscaped setting, with opportunities to connect to an existing green network.

14.7 The scheme aims to deliver over one million sq. ft. of new employment floorspace, making a
significant contribution to the Council’s acknowledged shortfall and the attached Savills report
shows an even more significant shortage that is unable to be addressed in the wider region. The
site benefits from excellent access to the motorway network and the railway station at
Chapeltown.

14.8 The deliverability and benefits of J35 Sheffield Gateway is as follows:

Deliverability

14.9 J35 Sheffield Gateway provides a development opportunity that is available, suitable and
achievable and therefore it is considered that the site is deliverable, in accordance with national




planning policy and guidance. It is promoted by Rula who have a successful track record in the
industry delivering, which further demonstrates the site’s deliverability within the plan period

Availability

14.10 The land is controlled by Rula. The site is therefore available in accordance with the Framework
and the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

14.11 The proposed development can make an efficient and attractive use of the land through the
remediation and regeneration of this former spoil heap. The site represents an excellent
opportunity for future employment development.

Suitability

14.12 The core objectives of the Framework are sustainable development and growth. The Framework
is explicit that planning should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand
and adapt. The key focus is to create the conditions for sustainable economic growth.

14.13 The attached Delivery Report has shown that the site provides a unique opportunity to create a
sustainable employment scheme. The proposed scheme can create new employment adjacent
to Junction 35 of the M1 motorway. This employment will also be close to existing services,
facilities and accessible from a range of public transport. The proposed scheme is close to
Chapeltown town centre and railway station, which is 800m away. The scheme can also connect
to and enhance existing wildlife and active travel networks. This approach will enhance the
employment offer and can assist with the regeneration of Sheffield through the provision of
attractive modern premises and the creation of new jobs.

14.14 The proposed development will make efficient use of this former coal working, located on the
edge of Chapeltown and Sheffield. The redevelopment of the site will also remove anti-social
behaviour and unneighbourly uses, which are attracted to this derelict site. The remediation of this
site will also address wider historical mining issues in the area by restoring the Scouts camping
field and addressing pollution issues in the lake. Therefore, the proposed scheme will create
significant environmental and social enhancement.

14.15 The delivery of the scheme will therefore generate significant benefits for Sheffield and the wider
region through the creation of direct and indirect job opportunities, alongside environmental
improvements, stimulating the local economy, adding value and changing perceptions for the
area.

14.16 It has been shown that the site is suitable for development. The site is in a sustainable area close
to Chapeltown town centre and a range of services and facilities and public transport routes.

14.17 Although the land is in the Green Belt it provides a unique opportunity in terms of locational and
strategic advantage which can make an efficient and effective use of the former colliery land. The
Council has established there is a need for a Green Belt Review to accommodate the housing
need in the City. The site provides a vitally important opportunity to meet the employment needs
and in particular needs for strategic warehousing and distribution, and manufacturing, which
provides the exceptional circumstances to justify the release of the site from the Green Belt.




14.18 Therefore, there are exceptional circumstances supporting the release of the site from the Green
Belt due to the urgent need to meet Sheffield’s employment need and ambitions for growth. The
site is previously developed and derelict land and in accordance with the Framework consideration
should be given first to such sites when releasing land from the Green Belt. Therefore the site is
“suitable” for employment development in accordance with the Framework.

14.19 The Site has strong physical features and boundaries surrounding the site. These boundaries
present an opportunity to create a new permanent Green Belt boundary in this location and would
accord with the Framework and by defining the Green Belt for the long-term.

14.20 It is clear from the site location plans and analysis that development of the site would not have a
material impact on the Green Belt, which is demonstrated within the attached Green Belt
Assessment (Appendix 3). The site is within a highly sustainable location on the edge of the built
up area with development located to the north, the site does not serve any Green Belt purpose
and as such development for residential purposes would create a logical long term boundary to
the Green Belt.

14.21 The proposed development would be delivered to a high quality design standard which respects
the nature of the surrounding area and setting with the inclusion of screening. The development
would not detrimentally affect the recreational opportunities that the Green Belt has to offer.
Therefore, although the site is in the Green Belt is a logical scheme with significant major benefits.
It is therefore considered that the proposed allocation of the site is suitable, in accordance with
national guidance.

14.22 Technical work that underpins the masterplan confirms that there are no known constraints to
development it is therefore considered that the proposed allocation of the site is suitable in
accordance with national guidance.

Achievabilit

14.23 A range of technical work is being undertaken and further survey work is ongoing. From the initial
assessments there are no technical issues that would prevent development or are insurmountable
and could not be suitably mitigated.

14.24 The technical work undertaken has informed the indicative masterplan and demonstrates that the
proposed development platform will support over 1,000,000 sq. ft. of new employment. The
proposed scheme can come forward from the identified access off Cowley Hill. As such, the
development of the site, as shown within the indicative masterplan, is considered to be achievable.

14.25 The technical assessments will be submitted in due course and are available upon request. The
site is therefore considered to be achievable and therefore deliverable in accordance with national
guidance.

14.26 Effective Use of Land

14.27 The site is previously developed land being the former Hesley Wood tip. The site is well located
within reasonable walking distance of Chapeltown Train Station. The site is easily accessible and
the site can be accessed from Cowley Hill, supported by a number of active travel/sustainable




travel links. The scheme is therefore making an efficient and effective use of land and
infrastructure.

Delivering sufficient employment land

14.28 The Framework requires Local Planning Authorities to meet their objectively assessed needs for
development and create the conditions win which businesses can invest, expand and adapt.
Further, the Framework requires policies and decisions to recognise and address the specific
locational requirements of different sectors. Rula considers that the site at Hesley Wood is
deliverable in the short term and will make a significant contribution to the substantial shortfall in
employment land as identified by the Council. The site is fully capable of being delivered in the
next 5 years and therefore should be allocated for housing through the review of the Plan.

A Positive BResponse to the Key Objectives of the Framework

14.29 The Framework sets out that the Governments key economic policy goal of securing economic
growth in order to create jobs and prosperity. The economic growth will also proactively drive and
support sustainable economic development to deliver homes, business and industrial units,
infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. The Framework explains that the
Government is committed to ensuring the planning system does everything it can to support
sustainable economic growth and that significant weight should be ascribed to economic growth
through the planning system. It also requires the effective use of land and existing infrastructure.
The proposal responds positively towards this national guidance in that:

14.30 In relation to the Framework:
e The site helps to meet employment needs and addresses an identified shortfall in employment land.

e The site is appropriate for accommodating employment development and economic growth, in
particular needs for strategic warehousing and distribution, and manufacturing.

e The proposed site is accessible to existing local community facilities, national and local infrastructure
services and public transport including rail.

e The site has been assessed and is available, suitable and achievable for development.
e The site is previous colliery land and requires regeneration.
e The site can be developed without adverse impact upon the Green Belt Openness and purposes.

Benefits of J35 Sheffield Gateway

14.31 The development of the site would provide significant benefits. The site would provide
employment land suitable to meeting the identified shortfall in employment land within the Plan
area. The site is previously developed and provides a unique opportunity in a sustainable location,
within reasonable walking distance to a train station, without compromising its Green Belt function
and purpose.

14.32 In accordance with the Framework this representation has shown that:




e The site is suitable for employment and can deliver circa one million square feet of employment
floorspace for B2 and B8 uses.

e The proposal can provide a good mix of employment plots commensurate to the demand and need in
the area, including the ability to accommodate large format units (over 100,000 square feet).

e The scheme uses land efficiently and effectively and helps to recycle derelict land.
e The scheme will restore and enhance the scouts camping field.

e The proposal is in line with planning for employment objectives and the emerging Local Plan update
themes, relating to active travel, SUDS, green infrastructure.

e The site is within a sustainable location situated in close proximity to facilities and services, including
within walking distance of Chapeltown Train Station and bus stops.

e The scheme will create direct and indirect job opportunities both during and after construction.
e The scheme will generate significant business rates for Sheffield.
e The scheme will create an additional £44m of Gross Value Added for Sheffield and the region.

14.33 The proposal is an appropriate site to provide for the employment needs of the Plan area in the
short term. The site is available, suitable and achievable and therefore deliverable in accordance
with the Framework.

14.1  Further deliverability evidence will be submitted in due course

Proposed Change

14.2 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Review the Spatial Strategy and identify sites to meet the need for Industrial and Logistics.

o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




015 Policy EST

Policy ES1: Measures required to achieve
Reduced Carbon Emissions in New
Development

15.1 Rula supports the reduction in carbon emissions, however policies should be flexible and reflect
national policy and guidance.

Justification

15.2 Policy ES1 stipulates the measures that should be incorporated into new developments to achieve
a reduction in carbon emissions in new developments.

15.3 However, it is unclear from the Viability Appraisal how the additional costs have been incorporated
into the assessment and where the evidence is derived from. Therefore, the evidence supporting
the Plan does not robustly support the policy approach and the potential implications for
development, which are mostly urban brownfield sites.

15.4 The Viability Appraisal states for commercial schemes:

It is clear from a range of data sources that the additional costs will vary tremendously
depending on the specifics of the building under consideration. In this assessment non-
residential buildings are tested with up to 20% additional costs.

15.5 Policy ES1 requires further evidence and be fully justified in relation to implications for potential
development schemes.




Proposed Change

15.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update evidence.

e Incorporate flexibility.




016 Policy ES2

Policy ES2: Renewable Energy Generation

16.1 Rula supports the reduction in carbon emissions, however policies should be flexible and reflect
national policy and guidance.

Justification

16.2 Policy ES2 expects the use of low-carbon energy sources in new developments. However, the
Viability Appraisal only assesses solar panels and housing development.

16.3 There is no assessment on non-residential schemes and other forms of energy generation and
therefore the implications for the delivery of sites, which are mostly brownfield urban schemes.

16.4 Policy ES2 requires further evidence and be fully justified in relation to implications for potential
development schemes.

16.5 Furthermore, Rula is unclear what the justification is for highlighting the area suitable for wind
power, as denoted on the Proposals Map. Policy ES2 highlights the potential of only one wind
turbine of up to 2.5 megawatts. Rula is unclear what the justification is, given the lack of evidence.

Proposed Change

16.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update evidence.

e Incorporate flexibility.




017 Policy ESS3

Policy ES3: Renewable Energy Networks and
Shared Energy Schemes

17.1  Rula welcomes the ambitions to reduce carbon emissions. However, Policy ES3 requires flexibility
to be in accordance with the Framework.

Justification

17.2 Policy ES3 states that new schemes will be required to connect to District Energy Networks will,
where feasible, and for significant new developments to prepare a feasibly assessment for
establishing a new network.

17.3 It is unclear from the Viability Appraisal what allowance has been made for commercial schemes.
For residential schemes £5,000 per unit has been assumed and £3,000 per unit for flatted
developments, however there is no reference to commercial schemes. Therefore, there is no
assessment for the implications for such a prescriptive policy, especially in a Local Plan that is
focussed on developing brownfield urban sites.

17.4 The Framework at paragraph 16 point d) states that Plans should: “contain policies that are clearly
written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should react to development
proposals.” It is clear then that polices should be clear and make sense to decision makers. The
current wording of this policy should therefore be amended to incorporate flexibility.

Proposed Change

17.5 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:

e Amend the policy to incorporate flexibility.




018 Policy ES4

Policy ES4: Other Requirements for the
Sustainable Design of Buildings

18.1 Rula supports the reduction in carbon emissions, however policies should be flexible and reflect
national policy and guidance.

Justification

18.1 Policy ES4 requires, where relevant, to maximise the incorporation of sustainable design features,
including green, blue or brown roofs. The terminology of the policy is vague “expected to
maximise” and “as relevant” and should be amended to be clear, especially to maximise but only
where relevant.

18.2 The Framework at paragraph 16 point d) states that Plans should: “contain policies that are clearly
written and unambiguous, so it Is evident how a decision maker should react to developrment
proposals.” It is clear then that polices should be clear and make sense to decision makers. The
current wording of this policy is unclear and vague and should therefore be amended to be clear
and incorporate flexibility.

18.3 Furthermore, the Viability Appraisal does not appear to include sufficient provision for Policy ES4.
It only appears to consider green roofs and makes only a small percentage allowance for housing
and flatted schemes, and no mention of commercial schemes.

18.4 Therefore, there is no evidence supporting the policy approach or an assessment of its
implications, especially in a Local Plan that is focussed on brownfield urban sites.




Proposed Change

18.5 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:
e Update evidence.
e  Amend policy to for clarity purposes.

e Incorporate flexibility.




019 Policy GS6

Policy GS6: Biodiversity Net Gain

19.1 Rula is concerned that Policy GS6 does not accord with national policy and guidance and is
therefore unsound.

Justification

19.2 Policy GS6 states that a minimum of 10% gain from pre to post development must be achieved
for all habitat types evident on site. Furthermore, Policy GS6 sets out criteria for where in excess
of a 10% net gain may be required.

19.3 Stem d) of Paragraph 174 of the Framework states that planning policies should “minimise
impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity”. if a development delivers the 10% minimum
requirement by law it will ensure that paragraphs 174(d) of the Framework is addressed as it will
ensure a net gain. As such any level above this is not necessary to make a development
acceptable in planning terms and cannot be made a requirement in the Local Plan. Therefore,
Rula does not consider that requiring Biodiversity Net Gain above a minimum of 10% meets the
tests set out in paragraph 57 of the Framework.

19.4 As the Government note on page 9 of their response to the consultation on Biodiversity Net Gain,
they considered 10% to deliver the right balance between “ambition, achieving environmental
outcomes, and deliverability and cost to developers”.

19.5 Rula consider it should be for the developer to decide whether they go beyond 10%. This is a
position the Government also supports stating on page 9 of their response to the consultation on
net gain that the 10% should not be a cap on the aspirations of developers who want to go further
“voluntarily”. It is important to remember that it is impossible to know what the cost of delivering
net gain is until the base level of biodiversity on a site is known and consequently what is required
to achieve a 10% net gain. On some sites this may be achievable on site with no reduction in
developable area, for others it may require a large proportion of it to be addressed offsite, or a
significant reduction in the developable area.

19.6 Rula therefore considers Policy GS6 should be amended to achieve only a 10% Biodiversity Net
Gain.




Proposed Change

19.7 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:

e Amend Policy GS6 to only achieve a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain.




020 Policy GS7

Policy GS7: Trees, Woodlands and
Hedgerows

20.1 Rulais concerned that Policy GS7 is requiring significant new tree planting, which could affect the
delivery of developments on tightly constrained urban sites.

Justification

20.1 Policy GS7 requires 1 tree per 100 sg. m. of internal floorspace per non-residential development.
Rula supports Green and Blue Infrastructure and the need for further tree planting. However, the
interaction of this policy alongside the need to deliver significant new employment on urban
brownfield and recycled sites may render some sites undeliverable.

20.2 Rula considers that such ambitions for new tree planting as part of Biodiversity Net Gain can only
be achieved through large scale strategic sites.

20.3 Rulais concerned with regards to the interaction of this policy with other policies in the emerging
Local Plan and the ability for sites to accommodate the aspired employment development. Rula
consider that further sites are needed to be identified to deliver the requisite employment land.

20.4 Rula therefore considers that their site at the former Hesley Wood tip should be allocated for
employment purposes.

Proposed Change

20.5 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:

e Amend policy to be less prescriptive.




o Allocate Rula’s site at the former Hesley Wood tip for employment purposes.




021 Policy DC1

Policy DC1: The Community Infrastructure
Levy (CIL) and Other Developer Contributions

211 Rula is concerned that the evidence base and the Viability Appraisal has limited information in
relation to the assessment of Policy DC1.

Justification

21.2 Policy DC1 states that non-residential schemes will be required to contribute to transport
infrastructure in accordance with Policy CO1 towards flood mitigation measures in accordance
with Policy GS9.

21.3 The Viability Appraisal states that £30/m2 has been assumed for commercial floorspace towards
infrastructure, which was provided in an email in April 2019 (according to footnote 66). Rula is
concerned that there is no supporting evidence for this assertion or how it was derived.

21.4 Rula considers that further evidence is required and be consulted upon in relation to the Viability
Appraisal.

21.5 Furthermore, Policy DC1 does not include flexibility in relation to viability-led planning applications
in case there are changed circumstances or unknowns during the lifetime of the Plan. Such an
approach is in full accordance with the Framework.

Proposed Change

21.6 To overcome the objection and address soundness matters, the following changes are proposed:

e Update evidence base.




e Incorporate flexibility.
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Executive Summary

This report responds to the opportunity to comment on Sheffield’s Publication Draft Local Plan (‘Draft Local Plan’)
and focuses on the evidence base and policies that relate to employment land and the large-scale (greater than
100,000 sqft).industrial and logistics sector (I&L) for logistics.

The report first presents Hesley Wood which is about 23 hectares of developable land that is potentially one of the
only large, commercially attractive I&L development sites for the logistics sector which remains in Sheffield. Hesley
Wood has near-direct access to Junction 35 of the M1 and its development would significantly address Sheffield’s
endemic shortage of employment land for logistics with capacity to deliver modern, large scale 1&L premises within
the City.

Our conclusion of the review of the Council’s evidence base and policies is that the underlying analysis is fragmented,
lacks sufficient transparency and employs flawed methodologies. Even though the Council’'s own analysis concludes
there is a significant deficit of employment land for the 1&L, the information and analysis is insufficient to demonstrate
the assessment is robust. And in spite of what both Sheffield and Savills identify as a significant deficit, the Council
suggests with limited high level evidence that it could be met by employment land in neighbouring local authorities.
And there is no analysis of how much land is available in the neighbouring authorities for Sheffield after they meet
their own identified need. Savills own analysis demonstrates that there are a limited number of sites in either Sheffield
or the wider area to address this need. It is evidence that additional land is required.

To underline the problem with the Draft Local Plan, Draft Policy SP 1: Overall Growth Plan states that nearly 13
hectares of employment land will be delivered annually within Sheffield itself to 2039. This is equivalent to about
219.3 hectares. However the Council’s identified supply shows that it has only allocated about 146 hectares and the
Draft Local Plan states that it has supply of employment land of 171 hectares. (It is unclear how much land in extant
permissions exists because the Council has not made this available.) Much of this land is either commercially
unattractive, no longer available or can be used to accommodate non-employment uses such as hotels and shops
(in the case of sites for General Employment). The result is a shortfall of at least 48.3 hectares of employment land
(219.3 hectares to be delivered by the Council versus supply of 171 hectares) and a chronic shortage as identified
in Sheffield’s own Employment Land Review (ELR) where it notes that ‘many Sheffield companies relocated to other
authority areas’ and that there is a need for additional sites. This inherent contradiction in the Council’s evidence
base needs to be resolved.

Whilst the Council’s estimate of need identifies a large deficit, our own assessment of the evidence base shows that
the Council’s approach to calculating need results in an even greater deficit. Whilst we explain the limitations of the
methodologies employed by the Council in estimating need (in Section 5), our gravest concern is that the evidence
base does not sufficiently account for the effects of the historic undersupply (‘suppressed demand’) or account for
the current and future growth drivers of I&L premises such as the growth in online retailing or housing growth in the
area.

Section 8 presents Savills’ own estimate of Sheffield’s employment land need. Based on a methodology that accounts
for historic suppressed demand arising from the endemic shortage of available premises, over the 17-year period of
the Draft Local Plan the estimate of overall demand for I&L in Sheffield is about 300 ha of land. This is more than 65
ha above Sheffield’s own identified demand. Even greater discrepancies arise when comparing the need for large
I&L units, particularly for logistics. We estimate that about 193 hectares is needed for large 1&L (B2 / B8) premises
(greater than 100,000 sq.ft.) and about 163 hectares for large logistics units. This is more than twice the level
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identified in the Council’s evidence base.

Sheffield’s problems in meeting its identified need becomes even more acute when the supply of available and
allocated land is critically assessed. Our detailed review identifies only 14 ha in Sheffield and about 92 ha across the
four key local authorities in the region that is commercially attractive land likely to come forward over the period of
the Draft Local Plan. Many of the most attractive sites identified in Sheffield’s Draft Local Plan or the plan documents
of other local authorities have already been developed. Other sites are simply unlikely to come forward over the
because they aren’t sufficiently commercially attractive. The reasons why these sites are less deliverable include
their compromised access; site constraints; sensitive uses in the vicinity; or their less desirable locations.

This report’s broad conclusion is that Hesley Wood provides the Council will its most compelling opportunity to
address the chronic shortage of employment land for large scale logistics identified in its evidence base. There is
simply insufficient capacity either in Sheffield or across the wider area to meet its need. This is having a detrimental
impact on the local economy and its prospects for higher levels of growth.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Purpose & Methodology
1.1.1.  This report responds to the public consultation on Sheffield’s Publication Draft Local Plan (‘Draft Local

Plan’) that takes place from 9 January until 20t February 2023. Its focus is on the Draft Local Plan’s
employment land evidence base and policies.

1.1.2.  The report first presents one of the best-located potential industrial & logistics (I&L) development sites in
Sheffield that would help address the shortage of modern, large scale 1&L premises. The Council’s draft
policies for the provision of employment land, as currently proposed, does not allocate enough land to meet
the strong demand within the 1&L sector, particularly for large scale premises (greater than 100,000 sqft) in
particular.

1.1.3. The policies in the Draft Local Plan and their potential impacts are assessed by first reviewing national
trends in the I&L sector. It then reviews the Council's evidence base and policies and presents our
understanding of the Council’'s own portrayal of its employment land position and forecast. The report then
presents Savills own assessment of Sheffield’s employment land market; the current and proposed supply
of employment land; and future demand. Savills future demand forecast accounts for key considerations
and demand drivers which are largely ignored in the Council’'s own assessment of future demand. The
report finally presents an estimate of the economic benefits and jobs that would be generated by the
Proposed Development at Hesley Wood.

1.2. Report Structure
1.2.1. The report is structured as follows:

= Section 2: Subject Site & Proposed Development

= Section 3: Property Market Area

= Section 4: Key Trends in the I&L Sector

= Section 5: Policy & Evidence Base Review

= Section 6: I&L Market Assessment

= Section 7: Savills Review of Supply

= Section 8: Savills Future Demand Estimates

= Section 9: Economic & Employment Benefits of Proposed Development
= Section 10: Conclusions

1.3. Reader Note

1.3.1.  When we refer to the industrial and logistics (I&L) sector we mean Light Industrial (formally B1c use class
now part of Class E), General Industry (B2 use class) and Storage and Distribution (B8 use class).
Effectively the primary use classes that require shed-type units (including ancillary offices) and associated
yard spaces. These use classes typically cover the diverse range of industrial, manufacturing and logistics
companies that operate within England.
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2.

2.1.

2.1.1.

2.2,

2.21.

2.2.2.

Subject Site & Proposed Development

Introduction & Summary

This section presents the Hesley Wood site and its spatial context. It is one of the few remaining large and
undeveloped potential 1&L sites in Sheffield. The site has excellent access to strategic HGV and LGV
routes, major logistics infrastructure, and customers, businesses and labour. This section also presents the
Proposed Development for Hesley Wood.

Site Context

Hesley Wood is located to the east of the village of Chapeltown within the administrative boundary of
Sheffield City Council (SCC). Access to the site is from the south-western edge by the A629 and comprises
approximately 23 ha of developable land. Figure 2.1 shows the site has near-direct access to Junction 35
of the M1.

Hesley Wood is approximately 500m east of Chapeltown railway station and 9km north of Sheffield City
Centre. It is a former colliery that is clear of existing structures. The site has varied levels but no significant
development constraints.

Figure 2.1 Hesley Wood Site Plan

Source: Savills 2023
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2.3.

2.31.

2.3.2.

2.3.3.

2.34.

Strategic Advantages

Hesley Wood benefits from a number of significant strategic advantages that make it ideal for I&L
development. These include:

o Near direct access to a junction of a nationally significant motorway (M1);

e Convenient access to suppliers and end customers;

e Convenient access to a large pool of potential workers (labour supply); and

e Convenient access to major freight handling infrastructure that can be utilised as part of I&L companies’
wider supply chains.

We consider Hesley Wood'’s strategic advantages in greater detail below.

Hesley Wood is also located nearby to areas of deprivation which would benefit from the diverse range of
jobs that the 1&L sector typically provides. Also, key to the site’s attractiveness for I&L uses is that it is one
of the few remaining large and undeveloped sites within SCC.

Hesley Wood Has Near-Direct Access to the M1 Motorway

As shown in Figure 2.2, the M1 is a nationally significant movement corridor that accommodates over
10,000 HGV and LGV movements per day. Hesley Woods access to such a critical motorway junction
would be extremely beneficial to 1&L occupiers. According to Savills European Logistics Census, location
is the most important factor impacting business investment decisions in the I&L sector (89% of
respondents).’

1 Savills European Logistics Census (2021) is a survey of over 400 occupiers, developers, investors, landowners, asset managers,

agents and advisors involved in the I&L sectors. lts aim is to understand and opportunities and challenges facing the sector and

is available at https:/pdf.euro.savills.co.uk/european/european-commercial-markets/spotlight---european-logistics-census-
winter-2021-2022.pdf
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Figure 2.2 Hesley Wood’s Access to Strategic LGV and HGV Routes

Source: Savills 2023; DfT

Hesley Wood Is Accessible to Suppliers and End Customers

2.3.5. Most I1&L occupiers operate in locations within 1 to 4 hours travel time of their suppliers and end customers.
This benefits the efficiency and sustainability of their supply chain. Shorter travel times are more typical of
small local companies, while longer travel times are more typical of larger companies that do business
throughout the country.

2.3.6. If we take the middle ground of 2 hours, which is appropriate for most companies, over 25 million people
(40% of England and Wales’s population) and 909,250 businesses (19% of England’s businesses) can be
accessed from Hesley Wood.?2 Such impressive numbers are achieved due to the proximity of large

2 This analysis uses GIS conducted on ONS Population Estimates and Business Count data at Middle Layer Super Output Areas
(MSOAs)
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conurbations within its catchment such as Stoke-on-Trent, Ripon, Kingston upon Hull, Lincoln, Birmingham,
Nottingham, Leeds, Leicester and Manchester which are all within 2 hours as shown in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3 Hesley Wood’s Two-Hour Drive Time Catchment

Source: Savills 2023; DfT.
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Hesley Wood Provides Access to a Large Labour Pool

2.3.7. The I&L sector is a growing segment of the economy with significant employment growth opportunities
across the sub-region. This means it can play a key role in re-employing local people who have lost jobs in
other sectors as result of the Covid Pandemic or the current macro-economic challenges. Despite having
been constrained by insufficient supply (discussed in Section 6), Sheffield’s I&L sector has supported job
growth of 1% between 2016 and 2021. The I&L sector could support significantly higher jobs growth in
Sheffield if its growth was facilitated by additional land supply such as the Hesley Wood site.

2.3.8. Labour availability is one of the key factors impacting investment decision in the I&L sector as evidenced
in Savills European Logistics Census according to around 50% of respondents.3 We consider a 23-minute
drive time catchment to be appropriate for accessing labour from Hesley Wood. This is the average home-
to-work travel time for Sheffield.* Figure 2.4 shows that within this catchment about 828,000 working-age
people can be accessed. This represents a high level of workforce accessibility and a considerable labour
pool for future businesses who could locate at Hesley Wood.

3 Savills European Logistics Census (2021), p5
4 ONS User Request Data — 2018: TRVTME Usual home to work travel time (minutes) by local authority
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Figure 2.4 23-Minute Drive Time Catchment

Source: Savills 2023
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2.3.9.

2.3.10.

2.3.11.

Hesley Wood Links to Major Freight Handling Infrastructure

Savills advises on numerous major freight handling projects across England. These include East Midlands
Gateway, West Midlands Interchange (WMI), DIRFT, Humber Ports, Ellesmere Port, Southampton Airport
and Heathrow Airport. These projects demonstrate that I&L premises that are not directly linked to freight
handling infrastructure can benefit from and make use of use nearby freight handling infrastructure (i.e.,
airports, ports and rail freight interchanges). A study of the operations of DIRFT | and Il analysed the
destination of outbound lorries leaving its rail terminal. It found that 73% of all outbound lorries were
destined to locations outside the DIRFT estate. ®

To assess Hesley Wood's access to freight handling infrastructure we have used the 2-hour drive time
catchment. We consider this suitable as it is likely to capture the majority of I&L businesses in the area that
may use freight handling infrastructure as part of their supply chains. We have also used a 45-min drive
time catchment (based on previous work) of what operators of rail freight interchanges consider their
primary catchment area for businesses using their facilities.

Table 2.1lists freight handling infrastructure within a 45-minute and 2-hour drive time catchment of Hesley
Wood. Figure 2.5 shows the geographic coverage of these catchments.

Table 2.1 Freight Infrastructure within a 45 Minute and 2 Hour Drive Time Catchment

45 Minute Drive Time . .
- T 2 Hour Drive Time Catchment

Rail Freight Doncaster; Sheffield (Tinsley); Goole;
Interchanges  Wakefield; Leeds Stourton

Airports

Major Ports Goole

Birmingham International (Birch Coppice); Burton; Cleveland;
(Wilton); Daventry 1 and 2; Ditton/Widnes; Doncaster;
Donnington; Goole; Hams Hall; Immingham; Knowsley; Lawley;
Street; Leeds Stourton; Liverpool Garston; Manchester;
Northampton Gateway Rail Freight Interchange; Port of Liverpool
(Seaforth); Port of Tyne; Prologis RFI DIRFT Northamptonshire;
Rugby; SEGRO East Midlands Gateway; Selby; Sheffield Tinsley);
Teesport; Tess Riverside Intermodal Park (TRIP); Trafford Park 1;
Trafford Park 2; Wakefield; West Midlands Interchange

Humberside International; Coventry; Teesside; Leeds Bradford;
None Blackpool; Liverpool; Birmingham; East Midlands; Manchester;
Doncaster Sheffield

Boston; Ellesmere; Fleetwood; Goole; Grimsby; Hartlepool;
Heysham; Hull; Immingham; Liverpool; Port Warrington; Queen
Elizabeth Il Dock; River Trent; Runcorn Docks; Salford Quays;
Sunderland; Tees; Tyne

Source: Savills 2023

5 Nathaniel Lichfield & Associates (2012), DIRFT IlI: Planning For The Future — The Expansion Of Daventry
International Rail Freight Interchange — cited in Roxhill (2019), Document 6.8 — Market Analysis Report — Northampton Gateway
Strategic Rail Freight Interchange
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Figure 2.5 Freight Infrastructure within a 45-Minute and 2-Hour Drive Time of Hesley Wood

Source: Savills 2023
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2.312.

2.3.13.

2.3.14.

2.3.15.

2.3.16.

Hesley Wood Could Improve the Employment Prospects of Deprived Communities

The 1&L sector has become far more diverse in the last decade in terms of the different types of jobs it
supports. This allows it be a key re-employer of people who have lost jobs in other sectors. For instance a
person that may have lost their job as an engineer or IT consultant within an office-based firm can now find
similar roles in 1&L.

This ability of the sector to provide high-skilled jobs is linked to its increasing automation and the complexity
and reach of 1&L supply chains. As shown in Figure 2.6, today many companies co-locate their office, R&D
and administrative functions with their production, manufacturing and distribution operations, therefore
bringing different occupations and specialisms together in one place.

The logistics sectors is also particularly good at providing employment opportunities to those that may not
otherwise be in work. Based on a recent independent survey undertaken by YouGov, Frontier-Economics
found that 20% of workers in the logistics sector were previously unemployed and that within this group,
one in four was long-term unemployed.® As of June 2022, the proportion of working age adults classified
as unemployed in Sheffield was 4.4% which is marginally higher than the national rate of 3.8%.” The
number of people claiming benefits within Sheffield in November 2022 was around 15,000.

The link between addressing deprivation through 1&L development is now recognised by the planning
system. For example, in a recent decision called in by the Planning Inspectorate for an I&L development in
St Helens, the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the jobs created by the development “would
have a tangible benefit to the local economy and would provide an early opportunity to help address [...]
deprivation issues”.

The map in Figure 2.6Error! Reference source not found. shows that within proximity of Hesley Wood and a
cross Sheffield, Barnsley and Rotherham in particular, there are numerous neighbourhoods that score
among the top 20% most deprived areas in England. Many of these neighbourhoods are within the 27-
minute average home-to-work travel time for Sheffield. This means that Hesley Wood would increase the
employment opportunities available to the residents of these deprived neighbourhoods.

8 Frontier Economics (2022) The Impact of Logistics Sites in the UK. Available at:
https://logistics.org.uk/CMSPages/GetFile.aspx?guid=d3e3d23c-2dca-4b0a-8406-0d126¢71eb4d&lang=en-GB
7 Nomis (2022) Labour Market Profile — Sheffield. Available at:

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/Imp/la/1946157123/report.aspx#tabwab
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Figure 2.7 Hesley Wood Indicative Masterplan

Source: Spawforths, 2023

Spawforths

February 2023

14



Hesley Wood, Sheffield

Industrial & Logistics Needs Assessment

3.

3.1.

3.1.1.

3.2

3.21.

3.2.2.

3.2.3.

3.2.4.

Property Market Areas

Introduction

Before we consider the strength of the I&L market relevant to Hesley Wood, we need to define the
appropriate geography of the Property Market Areas (PMA) and sider area for which we assess I&L market
dynamics.

Defining a Property Market Areas

The PMA needs to be relevant to Hesley Wood, namely they are ‘areas of search’ within which the site sits
and which prospective I&L occupiers will consider. The PMA would include the competing locations to
Hesley Wood for attracting this occupier demand.

To define the appropriate PMA for Hesley Wood we first consider the relevant evidence base documents.
The Sheffield Employment Land Review (ELR 2020) identifies Sheffield’s Functional Economic Market Area
(FEMA) as comprising Sheffield and Rotherham.® (A FEMA is a group of administrative areas which share
economic linkages as defined by travel to work patterns, housing market areas, shared infrastructure,
labour skills and other socioeconomic factors.) The Sheffield Logistics Study (2022) identifies the Sheffield
PMA is comprising Sheffield, Rotherham, Barnsley and Doncaster. These are the two most relevant
geographies for considering land for I&L in Sheffield. In neither of the most relevant PMAs are Bassetlaw
Bolsover, Chesterfield, Derbyshire Dales or North East Derbyshire identified as being part of Sheffield’s
PMA.

The ELR also references the wider Sheffield City Region (SCR), as do other key evidence base documents.
As we discussed in Section 2, |&L occupiers typically have supply chains that span 1 to 4 hours travel time
linking themselves with their suppliers and end use customers, meaning their operations cover a far greater
area than one or two local authorities. Forthese reasons we consider a sub-regional approach to assessing
I&L demand appropriate and is consistent with the Planning Practice Guidance.®

The Sheffield City Region comprises the following local authorities (as shown in Figure 3.1):

e Doncaster

e Barnsley

e Bassetlaw

e Bolsover

e Chesterfield

e Derbyshire Dales

e North East Derbyshire

e Rotherham

8 Sheffield ELR (2020), para 3.51
9 Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 3-007-20190722 and Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 2a-025-20190220
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e Sheffield

3.2.5. We consider this wider geography to be appropriate for considering sub-regional market signals relevant
to 1&L uses. Our ‘I&L Market Assessment’ (Section 6) and ‘Savills Future Demand Estimates’ (Section 8)
use this wider geography to inform the alongside the Council-defined FEMA (comprised of Sheffield and
Rotherham) or the Sheffield PMA defined in the Logistics Study (comprised the key local authorities of
Sheffield, Rotherham, Barnsley and Doncaster.

3.2.6. Figure 3.1 sets out the Sheffield’'s PMA (the FEMA) and the SCR.

Figure 3.1 Property Market Areas for Hesley Wood

Source: Savills, 2023
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422

Key Trends in the I&L Sector

Introduction

In this section we discuss some of the key trends that have been driving growth in the I&L sector. We draw
upon analysis from Savills’ recent publication for the British Property Federation “Levelling-up — The Logic
of Logistics™'°, Savills’ Big Shed Briefings and other relevant research.

Not only has the I&L sector been outperforming other commercial sectors in the UK for some time, but it is
also ‘critical national infrastructure’ that supports the functioning of our economy and the way we live our
lives. The food we eat, the products and services we purchase, the materials used to build new homes and
new infrastructure, even the vaccines that give us protection from Covid-19 are stored, manufactured and
distributed from warehouses and factories to ‘us’ the end customer.

The I&L sector enables the movement of goods across a multi-modal network of road, rail, air, and water
routes. Most businesses draw on supply chains - many of which are global in scale - that rely upon these
multiple modes of transport and on the transfer between freight nodes (such as ports, airports, rail freight
interchanges and road) to warehouses and then finally onto the end customer. Without these facilities and
the increasingly efficient supply chains that link them with suppliers and end customers, the delivery of our
purchases would be much slower, more expensive and we would have less choice.

Within the warehouses and industrial sectors, including supply chains, lie a diverse array of skill-based
occupations. Over the past 10 years, there has been a shift away from mainly managerial and warehouse
operation roles, and an increase in more technological, trained and skilled occupations, while there has
been a decrease in managerial positions. The focus has been shifted to allowing more specialists to work
within particular roles, allowing the workforce to diversify across all occupation groups with varied skillsets.

National and regional property context

Both logistics and manufacturing businesses, which together make up the I&L sector, require similar, shed-
type properties (including ancillary offices). In terms of location, they both desire highly accessible sites
nearby to motorway junctions and other freight handing infrastructure as well as major population centres.

In 2021, Savills Big Shed Briefing (which assesses I&L premises above 100,000 sqft.) found that gross
take-up nationally — shown in Figure 4.1 - reached a new annual record of 5.12 million sqm, 86% above
the annual average''. The number of transactions nationally was 220, surpassing the previous record of
172 in 2020"2. The 2022 mid-year findings of the Big Shed Briefing'® reported that Quarter 2 (Q2) was the
second best Q2 on record and that overall take-up for half-year (H1) reaching a new record of 28.6 million

10 Savills and BPF (2022), Levelling-up — The Logic of Logistics
1 Savills Research (2022), Big Shed Briefing (January 2022) Available at:
https://www.savills.co.uk/research articles/229130/323880-0

12 1bid.

13 Savills Research (2022), Big Shed Briefing (July 2022) Available at: https://pdf.euro.savills.co.uk/uk/commercial---

other/spotlight---big-shed-briefing---july-2022.pdf
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43.2.

43.3.

We consider the shift in habits we have been witnessing — such as the extraordinary growth in online
retailing — to be structural rather than temporary. As the country’s population continues to grow, so will I&L
floorspace needs to support household consumption and other sectors of the economy. Statistics collected
by the ONS from November 2006 show that the share of internet sales has consistently increased over
time and it was at 19% before the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic. During the pandemic, due to lockdowns
and restrictions this figure increased considerably and is around 30.2% as of November 2022.19

Most commentators agree that online retailing will continue to grow from a higher base than before the
pandemic due to behavioural changes such as increased home working and continued demand for rapid
parcel deliveries. Forrester Research, a respected source of online retail projections, estimate that online
retail will continue to grow but from a higher base reaching 37% by 2025 (Figure 4.5). While we appreciate
these are just future estimates many online retailers and commentors see online growth moving to 50% of
total online sales as being inevitable. One such report, ‘The Digital Tipping Point, 2019 Retail Report,’20
estimated retail sales would reach 53% by 2028. While this timeframe appears far too ambitious, the
question appears to be more of ‘when’ rather than ‘if.’

Figure 4.5 Internet Sales as a % of Retail Sales (2006-2025)

40%

37%

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Historic Forecast

Source: ONS, Retail Sales Index Time Series, Forrester Research, Savills 2021

434.

The growth in online shopping has significant implications on future I&L demand given that e-commerce
requires around 3 times the logistics space of traditional bricks-and-mortar retailers.2' The link between this
growth and warehouse demand is well exemplified by Error! Reference source not found.Figure 4.6 below. A
s the percentage of online sales reached a record high in 2021, so did the total value of new warehouse

19 ONS (2023), Internet sales as a percentage of total retail sales (ratio) (%)
20 The Digital Tipping Point, 2019 Retail Report, Retail Economics and Womble Bond Dickinson
21 Prologis (2016), Global E-Commerce Impact on Logistics Real Estate. Online Article:

https://www.prologis.com/about/logistics-industry-research/global-e-commerce-impact-logistics-real-estate. Internet shopping
relies on increased choice for the consumer and also increased delivery speeds to a location of people’s choosing. This means

that more inventory is required to be located nearer to the general population. This in turn has meant that more and more
warehouse space is required.

Spawforths February 2023 21



Hesley Wood, Sheffield

Industrial & Logistics Needs Assessment

projects. Yorkshire and the North East were at centre of this growth.22 This data strongly aligns with the
findings in the Big Shed Briefing discussed above that saw gross take-up for large sheds reaching an
annual record in 2021 with Yorkshire and the North East playing a prominent role.

Figure 4.6 Value of warehouse new orders for construction, GB (2011 — 2021)
6,000
5,000
4,000

3,000

2,000
1,000 I I I I I

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

£ millions

o

Source: ONS and Barbour ABI — Construction Output and Employment; Savills

4.3.5. Freight flows are another key driver of I&L floorspace demand. Significant growth is forecast across all
freight modes (Figure 4.7). Freight arriving and leaving the UK needs to be sorted, packaged and
distributed via a network of freight handling infrastructure (i.e. ports, airports, rail freight interchanges and
motorways) and conveniently located I&L premises in order to reach end customers.

Figure 4.7 Projected growth in freight by Mode

Source: DfT, MDS Transmodal, Boeing, Savills

4.3.6. Brexit and Covid-19 have highlighted the level of interconnectedness of international supply chains and
their fragility when one or more links break. Companies have started building up greater resilience in their
operating models by moving operations either back to the UK (re-shoring) or closer by (near-shoring) as
a means to minimise future supply-chain-induced disruptions.

4.3.7.  According to a survey carried out in July 2020 by the Institute for Supply Management, 20% of firms were
planning to, or have already started to, near-shore or re-shore. These findings are corroborated by a survey

22 ONS (2022), The rise of the UK warehouse and the “golden logistics triangle” — online article available at:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/activitysizeandlocation/articles/theriseoftheukwarehouseandthegold

enlogisticstriangle/2022-04-11
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carried out by Savills?®> whereby over 80% of respondents expected the Covid pandemic to either ‘greatly
increase’ or ‘somewhat increase’ on-shoring. Recent data from Sentieo, which analyses listed companies’
annual reports, has found that mentions of the term 'near-shoring’ have risen dramatically in 2022. Savills
are starting to observe new occupier requirements directly related to this phenomenon and expect demand
to rise as companies come to terms with running 'just in case' supply chains (leading to increased stock
piling) rather than ‘just in time'.2*

Figure 4.8 'Near-shoring' on the rise in company reports (2005-2022)
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Source: Sentieo, an AlphaSense company

4.3.8. Figure 4.7 below provides a visual representation of some of the major growth drivers generating the record
breaking demand in the 1&L sector. While e-commerce and freight growth are two of the most influential,
as discussed above, there are several others at play also.

2 Savills (2020) The impact of Covid-19 on Real Estate. Online Article: https://www.savills.com/impacts/market-trends/the-impact-

of-covid-19-on-real-estate.html

24 https://www.savills.co.uk/research articles/229130/330619-

0?utm source=ExactTarget&utm medium=Email&utm term=5335003&utm content=8987518&utm campaign=UK+Commerci
al+Market+in+Minutes+-+July+2022
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Figure 4.7 I&L Growth Drivers

Source: Savills

4.4. The I&L sector is a major contributor to the national economy

44.1. The l&L sector is a significant employer of at least 3.8 million people in England and produces £232 billion
of GVA annually.?> Gross Value Added (GVA)% per job, currently at £58,000, is 12% higher than the
average of all sectors. Its productivity is also predicted to grow at a faster pace, increasing by 29% between
2025 to 2039 compared to 18% across the UK economy as a whole.?’

44.2. These are extremely important statistics given the UK’s labour productivity currently lags many of its
western European peers as shown in Figure 4.8 below. Improving the UK’s labour productivity will become
increasingly important in a post Brexit world given its important bearing on attracting inward investment,
ability to pay higher wages and higher tax revenues for the Government which can be reinvested in critical
services and infrastructure.

25 ONS (2021), Workforce Jobs by Region and Industry - Jobs in Manufacturing, Transportation and Storage for March 2020;
ONS (2021) — England, Regional Gross Value Added (Balanced) by Industry — GVA for Manufacturing, Transportation and
Storage in 2019 — England

26 Gross Value Added (GVA) measures the contribution made to an economy by one individual producer, industry, sector or
region.

27 Oxford Economics (2019), GVA by Sector and Employment by Sector for Manufacturing, Transportation and Storage - UK
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retail and office uses. &L premises are a critical link in the chain alongside the key freight modes that allow
goods to enter, leave and move around the country (i.e. ports, airports, rail freight interchanges and
motorways). Like warehouses and factories, these freight handling facilities generate employment to drive
the planes, trains and boats as well as jobs involved in their maintenance and repair. Jobs are also created
at ports, airports and rail freight interchanges as part of their operation. The analysis of ONS Type | FTE
multipliers for the Warehousing sector suggests that for every 10 new warehousing jobs created,
another 7 to 12 jobs are created offsite across the wider supply chain.

Figure 4.12 The wide span of supply-chain jobs across the logistics sector

Source: Savills

4.5.

4.51.

45.2.

4.53.

Levelling-up and the 1&L Sector

As we discuss in our recent publication for the British Property Federation “Levelling-up — The Logic of
Logistics™", the 1&L sector can play a pivotal role as part of the Government’s levelling up agenda. In GVA
terms, the South32 accounts for 63% of England’s total GVA while the North3® accounts for only 37%.
However, over the last 5 years I&L demand (net absorption) in the North has accounted for 70% of the
country’s total demand.

Thanks to the 1&L sector’'s higher productivity, wide-range of well paid jobs and training opportunities
offered, its growth can help bridge the gap between the North and South. This point is further substantiated
by a recent study that looked into the link between logistics density and growth in employment and GDP
per capita. 3 The study found that areas with high logistics density have grown faster than other areas of
the UK in both GDP per capita and overall employment.

One factor that makes the 1&L sector especially well-suited to support levelling-up objectives is the wide-
range of occupations offered and their increased diversification across various skill levels. Figure 4.13
shows the change in the share of occupations in I&L in 2010 and 2019. While at the beginning of the decade

31 Ibid.

32 London, South East, East of England and South West
33 North West, West Midlands, East Midlands, Yorkshire and the Humber
34 Frontier Economics (2022), The impact of logistics sites in the UK
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we see a more polarised distribution, with a higher share of managers at one end of the spectrum and more
routine occupations at the other end, today we see a higher share of Professional and Associate
Professional and Technical roles. These roles are typically associated with higher-skilled engineering and
technological professions in response to increased automation and robotics in the sector and more
advanced supply chain processes. These office-based roles are increasingly co-locating alongside
production and logistics uses as it is convenient for these people to be closer to the operations they control
and analyse.

Figure 4.13 Occupational Distribution in Manufacturing, Transport & Storage (2010 vs 2019)
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Source: ONS APS, Savills
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4.5.5.

456.

This increased occupational diversity means the I&L sector can play an important role in re-employing
people that have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic.

The Government’s Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (CJRS) has helped cushion the impact of economic
contraction on the job market. However, in spite of this effort, data on the claimant counts remain high in
most areas of the country. The claimant count measures the number of people claiming benefit principally
for the reason of being unemployed. As of November 2022 the count in Sheffield totalled about 15,000
claimants. Whilst this is a reduction on the figures during the covid-19 pandemic, it is well above pre-
pandemic levels.

The I&L sector also generates significant construction and apprenticeship roles which will increase further
as it expands into the future. Savills estimate that if supply-constraints are addressed in the future, the
sector could deliver over half a million apprenticeships over the next 10 years .3 This is extremely important
given youth unemployment in the region stands at 10.0%.36 This is about the same as the national youth
unemployment rate. A number of case studies on the type of employment opportunities, training and
research centres that the sector delivers can be found in our recent publication for the British Property

35 Savills and BPF (2022), Levelling-up — The Logic of Logistics
36 ONS (2023), Annual Population Survey — unemployment rate of people aged 16 to 24 in England (October 2021 to
September 2022)
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Federation “Levelling-up — The Logic of Logistics™.

45.7. I&L premises facilitate modern lives and therefore should be considered as ‘Critical National Infrastructure,’
similar to how major roads, ports, airports and rail freight interchanges are. The sector makes a significant
contribution to the national economy and supports a diverse range of well paid jobs.

4.5.8. Current demand within the sector is at unprecedented levels being supported by a number of key growth
drivers. There is a strong need to support and foster economic growth in order to support the post-Covid
recovery and to secure UK'’s post Brexit future. It is vital to support those sectors which are proving to be
resilient (such as logistics) and are therefore well-placed to provide new employment opportunities to
mitigate job losses in other sectors and underpin the economic recovery.

37 Ibid.
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5.

5.1.

5.1.1.

5.1.4.

5.1.5.

Policy & Evidence Base Review

Introduction & Summary

This section reviews relevant policies and evidence base documents that support Sheffield’s Draft Local
Plan. The Council’s evidence base and its identified employment land need and supply of sites has changed
considerably over time and lacks transparency. For instance the Council’s estimated employment land
supply from extant planning applications has not been made available which makes the Council’'s supply
figures unclear .

Table 5.1 on the next page sets out Savills’ understanding of the Council's employment land supply and
identified need based on a range of sources. It highlights a lack of consistency on its supply and demand
figures for both overall employment land and for 1&L land specifically. Further evidence on the supply of
land from extant planning permissions and more certainty around the land designated for General
Employment and the extent to which it could meaningfully contribute to logistics uses would go some way
towards helping to calibrate the various and inconsistent demand and supply figures.

Table 5.1 shows that regardless of which figures are used there is a shortage of employment land. This
shortfall is particularly acute for I&L uses and large B8 units (over 100,000 sqft) in particular.

One of the more confounding elements of the Council’s evidence is that the its overall supply figure of
employment which is set out in the Draft Local Plan is about 171 hectares. And yet Draft Policy SP1: Overall
Growth Plan states that about 13 hectares of employment land will be delivered per annum over the plan
which is equivalent to 219.3 hectares. It is essential that the Council reconcile this contradiction. It is
inappropriate for the Council to simply assume that this 48.3 hectare shortfall will be met by other local
authorities or by existing employment land being redeveloped.

Section 8 presents Savills’ own estimate of need which shows that the deficit is significantly greater than
what is shown below.
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5.2.4.

5.2.5.

5.2.6.

5.2.7.

5.2.8.

5.2.9.

5.2.10.

5.2.11.

year of which 8.6 hectares will be for industrial development. The document makes no mention of what this
figure is based on and does not provide a total quantum of employment land need. These figures were later
superseded by subsequent evidence and policies.

The document provided information on the proposed site allocations which have also been superseded by
a more recent version of the Draft Local Plan discussed below.

SCC Report to Policy Committee Regarding Endorsement of ‘The Draft Sheffield Plan’ (3
November 2022)

This report presented the Draft Local Plan from October 2022 to SCC committees and stated that it would
meet the need for 11.5 hectares of employment land per year. For I&L, the figure would be 8.6 hectares
per annum or about 75% of the total. It sets out the total employment land requirement over the 17-
year period from 2022 to 2039 of 195.5 hectares. Based on the 75% apportionment, I&L land needs
equates to 146.6 hectares from 2022 to 2039.

The report says that the Draft Plan provided 160.81 ha of land for employment including 41 hectares that
has planning permission. It says that the supply provides almost 14 years supply which is enough to meet
needs to 2036. It also states that there is an expectation that other land will be brought forward.

SCC Report to Council Regarding Approval of ‘The Draft Sheffield Plan’ (14 December 2022)

The report reduces the Council’s overall supply of employment land from 160.81 hectares (as set out in the
SCC Report to Policy Committee (3 November 2022)) to 154 hectares. It also states that another
adjustment to the supply data is needed following further checking but no further information is provided. It
is unclear how the mix of employment land has changed between existing planning permissions, proposed
allocations and the employment uses that the different sites and permissions could accommodate.

As a result of the reduction in supply, the report recommends that the employment land need figure in the
Draft Sheffield Plan be increased from 11.5 hectares to 12.8 hectares per year between 2022 and 2039.
The additional 1.3 hectares per year is for meeting the need for large scale strategic warehousing (units
over 100,000 sq.ft). This required a change to draft Policy SP1.

The report states that the employment land need of 11.5 hectares per annum would be sufficient
to support the jobs growth target in the Sheffield City Region Strategic Economic Plan. However, the
Logistics Study recommends providing an additional 62.6 hectares (3.7 hectares) per year to cater for large
scale warehousing. In spite of the recommendation in the Logistics Study, the report states that it is not
possible to accommodate all of this need due to topography and the need to protect the Green Belt.

The Logistics Study identifies sites comprising over 84 hectares of land for large scale warehousing but
many of them are in the Advanced Manufacturing Innovation District (AMID). Since the report says that the
AMID will provide higher skilled jobs compared to the warehousing, the use of the land for large scale
warehousing will be resisted and that the needs will have to be met elsewhere in the SCR. The report
concludes that supply is around 22.3 hectares which is equivalent to the 1.3 hectares per annum between
2022 and 2039 if the potential warehousing sites in the AMID are removed.

The Logistics Study says that there is sufficient supply of land for larger scale warehousing in the wider
SCR property market although the study notes the strong demand for logistics sites in Sheffield.
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5.2.12.

5.2.13.

5.2.14.

5.2.15.

5.2.16.

5.2.17.

The report makes amendments to the list of proposed allocations for I&L premises in the Draft Sheffield
Plan from October 2022.

Sheffield Plan: Our City, Our Future Publication (Pre-Submission) Draft (December 2022) (‘Draft
Local Plan’)

This document is Draft Local Plan and supersedes the October 2022 version presented above.

The document states in paragraph 3.14 that existing planning permissions and proposed site allocations
provide over 171 hectares of employment land, a further adjustment from 14 December 2022 SCC Report
discussed above. It says that other sites are also expected to come forward which will enable the Council’s
employment needs to be met up to 2039. It is expected that through the ‘churn’ of economic land within the
city and flexibility across the city region, demand can be met through the plan period, again without any
supporting evidence.

Paragraph 3.17 states that land for industry will be located in four sub areas: Northwest Sheffield, Northeast
Sheffield, East Sheffield and Southeast Sheffield.

Draft Policy SP1: Overall Growth Plan states that 12.9 hectares of employment land will be delivered per
year of which 10 hectares will be for industrial development. The document makes no mention of what this
figure is based on and does not provide a total quantum of employment land need but based on the per
annum figures should equate to about 219 ha of total employment land and 170 ha of I&L over the 17-year
Plan period to 2039. We note that the Council’s identified supply does not meet this requirement even
though it is stated that this land will be delivered within Sheffield.

Table 5.2 sets out all the site allocations categorised as either Industrial or General Employment that could
accommodate I&L within the Draft Local Plan. The first part of the table presents the proposed industrial
land allocations; the second part presents the General Employment sties. (The sites for General
Employment can only accommodate B8 uses along with other uses that are not I&L.)

Table 5.2 Employment Land Allocations in the Draft Local Plan that Could Accommodate I&L

Site
Sub-Area Allocation | Site Address

Reference
Industrial Sites
Northwest Sheffield NWS02 Land at Wallace Road, S3 9SR 4.04
Northwest Sheffield NWS04 Allotments to the south of Wardsend Road North, S6 1LX 2.35
Northwest Sheffield NWSO05 Land to the northwest of Wardsend Road, S6 1RQ 0.74
Northwest Sheffield NWSO06 Land at Wardsend Road, S6 1RQ 0.64
Northeast Sheffield NESO03 Land to the west of Blackburn Road, S61 2DW 11.12
Northeast Sheffield NES04 Gas Works, Newman Road, S9 1BT 3.91
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5.3.

5.3.1.

5.3.2.

5.3.3.

5.3.4.

5.3.5.

5.3.6.

5.3.7.

5.3.8.

5.3.9.

5.3.10.

Employment Land Evidence
Sheffield Employment Land Review (March 2020) (‘ELR’)

The ELR is the most important evidence used to support the employment land policies in the draft Local
Plan. It provides forecasts of employment land need between 2018 and 2036.

Paragraph 3.51 concludes that Sheffield and Rotherham should be viewed as comprising of a single
Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA).

Paragraph 4.8 notes that gross annual completions of employment land since 1989 has averaged 11.53
hectares per annum. However since 2010 the completion rate land has been about 5.59 hectares per
annum. The report does not specifically state the reason for the drop in the delivery rate but infers at multiple
points that there is a lack of supply. Savills agrees with this position as it's a market reality that demand is
strong, but cannot be accommodated because of the lack of available supply. We discuss this imbalance
between demand and supply in Sheffield and the wider SCR is Section 6.

Paragraph 5.19 says that the 1&L market has performed well in recent years due to a lack of speculative
development, particularly for mid-sized and large occupiers.

Paragraph 5.21 says there is a limited supply of suitable I&L sites along the M1 corridor between junctions
33 and 34 and there is a need for additional sites close to the motorway.

Paragraph 5.26 states that many Sheffield companies relocated to other authority areas such as
Rotherham, Barnsley or Doncaster in the search for cheaper space. It is therefore important for Sheffield
to maintain an appropriate mix of sites to attract higher-end occupiers and also retain core indigenous
employment.

In paragraph 5.37, an assessment by Knight Frank identified that demand for larger I&L units will continue
to grow and that the Council may wish to look for large sites with good motorway access such as at junction
35 of the M1. It said that the Council will need to consider whether Sheffield is in a position to offer these
types of sites or whether demand would need to be met elsewhere in the SCR.

The ELR assessed 81 potential sites for future employment use that were categorised based on criteria
covering sustainability, market attractiveness and policy adherence. The exercise identifies about 144.58
hectares (net) of land across 71 sites that are available for future employment premises. Paragraph 6.25
said that the industrial sites could accommodate ‘a combination of industrial (B1¢/B2) and low-grade
warehousing’. This suggests that no land has been made available for higher grade warehousing. The
report provides no figure for the amount of land across the 71 sites that could accommodate I1&L uses. Our
own assessment of supply is set out in Section 7 of this report.

The ELR forecasts future employment land requirements based on three methodologies: Labour demand,
labour supply and past completions. The ELR states that the three approaches all have limitations.

The labour demand methodology is based on employment forecasts across different industrial sectors.
The ELR presents four different scenarios that reflect different employment forecasts. In each case, an
employment density figure is applied to the forecasted net change in employment to calculate the
employment floorspace required. This is then translated into employment land. Paragraph 7.27 explains
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5.3.11.

5.3.12.

5.3.13.

5.3.14.

5.3.15.

Table 5.3 Gross I&L Employment Land Scenarios (2018-2036)

that an adjustment is made to the figures to reflect vacancy rates that are below normal conditions of around
8-10%.

The labour supply methodology uses the new workers generated by anticipated new housing to estimate
the demand for employment floorspace and land. It uses a similar approach to the labour demand in that it
relies on employment forecasts to estimate the need for employment floorspace.

Paragraph 7.59 shows that in both the labour demand and labour supply methodologies, the ELR uses a
plot ratio of 40% to translate employment floorspace needs in to employment land requirements.

The past development rate methodology uses past development patterns as the basis for forecasting
future delivery. This methodology uses two scenarios which are based on different historic timeframes:
1989-2019 and 2010-2019.

Across all three methodologies adjustments are made to convert net to gross floorspace requirements. To
do this, an allowance is made for the replacement of lost existing employment space. It is assumed that
66% of future lost employment floorspace will need to be replaced. This is equivalent to about 4.1 hectares
per annum. The ELR also provides a safety margin that is equivalent to five years of net take-up.

Table 5.3 sets out the range of gross employment land requirements based on the three methodologies
and seven scenarios. The figures include adjustments for anticipated lost employment land and the safety
margin.

Total Total

Bic /B2 Total I&L Pe:‘::'n'fn: Employme Em::i’;’::

ntLand Per Annum

Labour Demand — Scenario 1 23.11 86.41 109.52 6.08 141.16 7.84
Labour Demand — Scenario 2 101.02 81.72 182.74 10.15 229.01 12.72
Labour Demand — Scenario 3 86.09 99.94 186.03 10.34 248.19 13.79
Labour Demand — Scenario 4 28.67 89.56 118.23 6.57 150.20 8.34
Labour Supply 38.89 123.72 162.61 9.03 201.81 11.21
Past Development Rates — Scenario 1 128.23 55.26 183.49 10.19 198.02 11.00
Past Development Rates — Scenario 2 67.63 57.49 125.12 6.95 157.93 8.77
Average 67.66 84.87 152.53 8.47 189.47 10.52

Source: Sheffield Employment Land Review (2020)

5.3.16. Paragraph 7.102 says that about 75% of the total employment land should be for industrial use (B1c, B2
and B8). It identifies a total employment land requirement of between 141 and 248 hectares between 2018
and 2036. It recommends that a gross figure of around 200 hectares to meet its employment needs is
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5.3.17.

appropriate. If the 75% is applied to the total gross figure, then the employment need for I&L employment
land is about 150 hectares.

The final chapter of the ELR compares demand and supply. The ELR identifies a shortfall of about 55
hectares of overall employment land. This is set out in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4 Demand / Supply of Employment Space

Demand Supply Balance

Requirement for B Class Space (ha) 200 ha
Estimated Supply of Employment Space (net) ha 145 ha
Shortfall -55 ha

Source: Sheffield Employment Land Review (2020)

5.3.18.

5.3.19.

5.3.20.

5.3.21.

5.3.22.

The report recommends that the Council identifies and allocates additional sites for employment use in
order to meet the shortfall.

Savills Review of the Sheffield Employment Land Review (March 2020) -

Methodologies used underestimate market demand
Below we outline what we consider to be some of the key weaknesses of the demand methodologies used
in the ELR.

The labour demand methodology is not appropriate for the estimation of future I&L land demand, as
employment forecasts typically reflect the continued restructuring of the economy away from industry
towards services, which underestimate the I&L sector's employment generation. Further, changes to the
I&L market mean that growth in floorspace/land is not accurately predicted by changes in jobs. The &L
sector does not comprise low-skilled and low-paid jobs, nor do I&L companies functions’ neatly fit into
Industrial or Logistics.

A key trend in the I&L sector is that companies are increasingly co-locating office, R&D, customer
services/sales and other administrative functions within their I&L premises. Such co-located employment
is not reflected in the labour demand models as the assume I&L activities are entirely accommodated within
a narrow set of Standard Industrial Classification (‘SIC’) codes.

The underestimate of future demand from the labour demand methodology is apparent when historic job
growth in the industrial sector are compared with future job projections from macroeconomic forecasts from
models such as the East of England Forecasting Model (‘EEFM’), Experian and Oxford Economics. With
reference to Figure 5.1, logistics jobs have grown by 23% nationally over ten years. However, labour
forecasting products including Experian and Oxford Economics predict much lower levels of growth,
including negative growth, over the next 20 years (Figure 5.2). This does not reflect reality on the ground
given that logistics is performing strongly with recent demand nationally for floorspace being 86% above
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5.3.26.

5.3.27.

5.3.28.

5.3.29.

‘Suppressed Demand’ Not Accounted For

When supply, as signalled by floorspace availability, is low, demand is ‘suppressed’ as prospective tenants
can’t find space in a market. 8% is typically referred to as the equilibrium level at a national level across the
entire sector when supply and demand are broadly in balance (as sourced in publications such as the GLA’s
Land for Industry and Transport SPG (2012). (Savills have found that for the part of the market for larger
units, the equilibrium rate can be lower.) Below the equilibrium level available supply becomes tight and
real rents increase as strong occupier demand compete for limited available stock.

The ELR also references the concept of a market equilibrium but uses vacancy rates instead of availability.
Paragraph 7.27 covers the ‘idealised’ or ‘normal’ vacancy rate of around 8% to 10% as the level at which
a market is able to function smoothly and allow for market churn. The ELR also notes that Sheffield’s
employment market is tight and well below the normal rate. It makes a one-off adjustment to account for
the market returning to a 10% vacancy rate.

However, as shown in Figure 5.3 and then further discussed in Section 6, over the past decade the
availability rates in Sheffield, its FEMA and SCR have been below both Savills 8% availability equilibrium
threshold and the ELR 8-10% vacancy rate since 2014. This indicates that the markets have been supply
constrained for most of the past decade with not enough available supply for the markets to operate
efficiently. A one off adjustment, as applied in the ELR, is insufficient in correcting nearly a decade of
undersupply.

A confirming factor of this conclusion is that rental growth has outpaced inflation by a significant margin
(again discussed in Section 6). Such strong rental growth is a by-product of strong occupier demand
competing with one another for limited available stock. This competition pushes up rents. By only providing
a top up for the current year, the ELR is only addressing suppressed demand for one year and not correcting
the historic trend.

Figure 5.3 Availability in Sheffield and Wider PMAs Since 2009
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Source: Savills, CoStar (2023)
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5.3.30.

5.3.31.

5.3.32.

5.3.33.

Savills have developed a methodology that estimates a market’s suppressed demand when supply is below
the equilibrium rate (i.e. when supply and demand are in balance). We add this to historic demand
projections to give a more realistic picture of future demand. We address this in Section 8 of this report.

Current and Future Growth Drivers Not Accounted For

The ELR also ignores key current and future growth drivers driving record levels of demand within the I&L
sector in particular. The main ones, discussed below, include the growth in online retailing; housing growth;
Covid-19 & Brexit; and the growth in UK freight volumes.

Growth in online retailing: The exponential growth in online retail is probably the most quantifiable of the
major changes driving growth in the I&L sector. Statistics collected by the ONS show that the share of
internet sales has consistently increased over time from 2.5% in November 2006 to 19% before the onset
of the Covid pandemic.3® During the pandemic, due to lockdowns and restrictions this figure increased
considerably. However, since the reopening of the economy online retailing has remained at a higher level
at around 30% as of November 2022.4° The growth in online shopping has significant implications on future
I&L demand given that e-commerce requires around 3 times the logistics space of traditional bricks-and-
mortar retailers.*!

Most commentators agree that online retailing will continue to grow from a higher base than before the
pandemic due to behavioural changes such as increased home working and continued demand for rapid
parcel deliveries. Forrester Research, a respected source of future online retail projections, estimate that
online retail will reach 37% of all retail sales by 202542 (Figure 5.4). While we appreciate these are just
future estimates many online retailers and commentors see online growth moving to 50% of total online
sales as being inevitable. One such report, “The Digital Tipping Point, 2019 Retail Report,” estimated retail
sales would reach 53% by 2028. While this timeframe appears too ambitious, the question appears to be
more of ‘when’ rather than ‘if.’

39 ONS (2022), Internet sales as a percentage of total retail sales (ratio) (%)

40 |bid

41 Prologis (2016), Global E-Commerce Impact on Logistics Real Estate. Online Article: https://www.prologis.com/about/logistics-

industry-research/global-e-commerce-impact-logistics-real-estate

42 Forrester Research (2021) Online Retail Sales by Country, 2002-2025
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Figure 5.4 Internet Sales as a % of Retail Sales (2006-2025)
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Source: ONS, Retail Sales Index Time Series, Forrester Research, Savills (2023)

5.3.34. Housing growth: The growth in online retailing is both a function of the UK’s increasing housing supply,
and the fact each individual house on average is spending more online. As shown in Figure 5.5, housing
growth at the national level has broadly tracked the growth in online retailing before the onset of the Covid-
19 Pandemic, during which time online retailing has spiked even higher.

5.3.35. The Sheffield population is expected to continue to grow too, with an expected increase of about 24,000
people by 2039.43 Online retailing relies on increased choice for the consumer and also increased delivery
speeds to a location of people’s choosing. This means that more inventory is required to be located nearer
to the general population which has been increasing. This in turn has meant that more and more warehouse
space is required both by online retailers but also traditional bricks and mortar retailers who are adapting
their supply chains to compete. Again this modern day trend will not have been accounted for in the
Council’'s employment evidence which relies on job projections and past change in stock.

Figure 5.5 Internet Sales as a % of all Retail Sales and Dwelling Completions since 2007

43 ONS, population projections at local authority level (2021 to 2040)
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Local Authority | Total Demand Supply Balance
Derbyshire Dales 15 24 +9
North East Derbyshire 42.7 38.4 -4.3
Total 1,468.7 1,524.4 +55.7

Source: Strategic Employment Land Appraisal (2020)

5.3.43.

5.3.44.

5.3.45.

5.3.46.

5.347.

5.3.48.

5.3.49.

5.3.50.

Savills Review of the Strategic Employment Land Appraisal Summary Report

The document summarises a range of assessments used by the different local authorities in the SCR to
identify the need for I&L. The reports use the same problematic methodologies that we critiqued in our
review of the Sheffield Employment Land Review. We do not agree with the approaches because they
underestimate actual need by relying on metrics that do not correlate with the underlying need for
employment land for the I1&L sector.

In addition, the report does not assess the sites being made available or the extent to which employment
land available in one local authority is appropriate to meet the needs for employment land in another local
authority.

We consider this study to underestimate the demand for I&L uses across the SCR and in reality there is no
surplus supply. We outlined Savills view of overall I&L demand across the SCR and Sheffield specifically
within Section 8

Employment Land Review Update for Sheffield Final Report (September 2021) (‘ELR Update’)

The ELR Update was commissioned because of the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and changes to
Government Policy. The ELR Update provides an updated assessment of economic land need; a critical
assessment of supply; and the specific need for logistics. The ELR Update does not cover specifically the
need for strategic B8 logistics (defined as premise over 100,000 sq.ft.).

Paragraph 5.11 stated that agents say the quality of available industrial stock is generally low and
unsuitable for many of the businesses looking to locate in the City. Also, local firms looking to move to
larger or higher quality premises often struggle to find suitable premises.

Paragraph 5.14 characterises the logistics sector as severely constrained due to a lack of development.
This is causing many firms to located into other less desirable areas such as Doncaster, Rotherham and
Barnsley. Enquiries from large occupiers were said to be queuing up to locate in Sheffield but are forced to
look elsewhere. Stakeholders say that Sheffield ‘risks missing big opportunities’ and whilst the City’s offers
good transport links, labour market skills and an attractive leisure offer for workers, there are insufficient
sites.

Paragraph 5.15 said that at the time of the report, Invest Sheffield had six enquires for large industrial sites
totally about 94 hectares, none of which were able to be fulfilled because of the lack of land.

Paragraph 5.18 states that stakeholders stressed that bold decisions about the provision of more industrial
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5.3.51.

Table 5.6 I&L Employment Land Scenarios (2018-2038)

land was required from the Council to ensure investment is not lost. A representative from the SCR said
that logistics was a key area of opportunity as demand extends northwards from the East Midlands. In
Paragraph 5.19 agents stressed that despite a vacancy rate of 8.4% at the time, the available stock is not
suitable for current needs of the market.

Table 6.18 in the ELR Update provides an update of employment land need. This is set out in Table 5.6.
The figures for I&L are not directly comparable to the original ELR because of the calculation methods. This
is because the flexibility factor and the loss replacement adjustments are applied on total employment land
need and not for the different use classes. The result regarding overall employment land need, is that the
average annual need declined from 10.52 to 9.32 ha per annum, seemingly at odds with the report’s
synopsis of market conditions centred around strong demand and a lack of supply.

Total Total

Employ- Employme

Total I&L* ment nt La,::::

Land= Annum

Labour Demand — Scenario 1 63.85 -17.46 14.97 61.36 182.32 9.12
Labour Demand — Scenario 2 8.5 -18.13 23.85 14.22 141.22 7.06
Labour Demand — Scenario 3 74.45 -12.47 35.89 97.87 224.26 11.21
Labour Supply — Scenario 1 57.35 -20.52 212 38.95 156.57 7.83
Labour Supply — Scenario 2 56.04 -21.13 -0.22 34.69 151.65 7.58
Labour Supply — Scenario 3 78.95 -10.35 4477 113.37 242.05 12.10
Labour Supply — Scenario 4 76.23 -11.63 39.40 104 231.28 11.56
Labour Supply — Scenario 5 64.11 -17.33 15.47 62.25 183.34 9.17
Labour Supply — Scenario 6 62.36 -18.16 12.02 56.22 176.41 8.82
Past Development Rates — Scenario 1 208.82 10.44
Past Development Rates — Scenario 2 152.34 7.62
Average 9.32

5.3.52.

5.3.53.

Sheffield Logistics Study (December 2022)

The report considers the need for large scale warehousing and logistics for premises greater than 100,000
sq.ft. It identifies key drivers of demand for logistics including the growth of e-commerce.

The study says that Sheffield is an important industrial and logistics hub given its proximity to six airports
and two key container ports (Humber and Liverpool).
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5.3.54.

5.3.55.

5.3.56.

5.3.57.

5.3.58.

5.3.59.

5.3.60.

5.3.61.

5.3.62.

5.3.63.

The study introduces two new sub-regional geographies not previously covered in the Council’s evidence
base. The Core Property Market Area is the Sheffield PMA and is comprised of Sheffield, Rotherham,
Barnsley, and Doncaster. The Wider Property Market Area is called the Sheffield Wider PMA and is
comprised of Sheffield, Rotherham, Barnsley, Doncaster, North East Derbyshire, Chesterfield, Bolsover
and Bassetlaw. This is distinct from the SCR that had been used by the Council in its ELR.

Table 4.4 of the study shows that the Sheffield has the lowest level of vacancy compared to the other
markets in the wider property market areas. It was below 1% at the time of the study. Paragraph 4.39 shows
that Sheffield’s rate of delivery for this sector of the market has been lower than the rest of the property
market area.

The report identifies the pipeline of development across the Core Property Market Area. There was about
2.6m sq.ft. of development under construction in the Core PMA. Paragraph 4.45 states that of the total
pipeline of about 14.9m sq.ft. in the Core PMA (comprised of employment land and premises that is
proposed, allocated and permitted) only about 13% is in Sheffield.

Paragraph 4.47 says that Sheffield has had a lack of investment in new stock and available property which
points to untapped demand in the market arising from planning and natural constraints. Paragraph 4.48
says that Sheffield has lagged behind all benchmarked areas in terms of total floorspace growth and that
there is a pressing demand for large warehousing facilities in Sheffield.

Paragraph 4.55 says that stakeholders in the Sheffield logistics sector say too little has been built to meet
local and regional demand. In contrast, Doncaster has taken a more proactive approach to promoting sites.

Paragraph 4.56 says that agents report that Sheffield is perceived as better than other locations and
demand remains high. It is attractive because of its status as a large consumer market and because it offers
a large pool of workers.

Paragraph 4.65 says that Doncaster and Rotherham have seen significantly greater levels of take-up
compared to Sheffield. However Paragraph 4.67 says that there are important threats to logistics in these
areas. Principally that Doncaster is facing recruitment issues.

The study provides forecasts for the need for logistics in Sheffield, the Core PMA (also called the Sheffield
PMA) and the Sheffield Wider PMA area. It covers several methodologies including past completions;
historic net absorption; demand and supply metrics in the wider property market area; and a per dwelling
requirement of 69 sq.ft. based on the national per dwelling average in 2017.

Table 5.3 sets out the demand for employment land to accommodate large logistics in the Sheffield PMA
(comprised of Sheffield, Rotherham, Barnsley and Doncaster) based on historic net absorption. It identifies
a need for between 444.6 ha and 531.1 ha although it is recognised that in a supply-constrained market,
this is likely to be an underestimate.

Paragraph 5.5 considers the past completions methodology to forecast demand for Sheffield. It also applies
top-ups for the current vacancy being below 5% and a safety margin of 5 years’ worth of net absorption
based on the historic average. This method identifies a need for 24.2 hectares between 2022 and 2039
but concludes in Paragraph 5.6 that it may not be a clear indicator of future need because demand has
been suppressed in Sheffield. Paragraph 5.7 characterises Sheffield as having very few modern buildings
and being undersupplied.
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5.3.64.

Table 5.6 below sets out the identified need in Sheffield based on the range of historic data. It concludes
the employment land need for all large I&L premises is 86.7 hectares for large-scale logistics is 78.2
hectares. Paragraph 7.5 states that there is a need for Sheffield to make a meaningful contribution towards
meeting this need.

Table 5.6 Need for Land for Large Scale Industrial Premises (100,000 sq.ft) in Sheffield (2022-2039) Based on

Net Absorption Methodology

Land Requirement (hectares)

B8 — Based on Historic Data from 2012-2021 69.6
B8 — Based on Historic Data from 2017-2021 86.8
Average (B8) 78.2
B2/B8 — Based on Historic Data from 2012-2021 83.8
B2/B8 — Based on Historic Data from 2017-2021 89.5
Average (B2/B8) 86.7

Source: Sheffield Logistics Study (2022)

5.3.65.

5.3.66.

5.3.67.

5.3.68.

In terms of supply, Paragraph 6.2 considers only 22.3 ha is an estimate of the supply of land available for
large logistics in Sheffield. Our assessment of those sites in Section 7 demonstrates that three of the four
sites are inappropriate for large scale logistics and therefore don’t meet the Council’s needs. It estimates
supply to be upwards of 84.2 ha but that given the Council’s prioritisation of the advanced manufacturing
sector over logistics, only 22.3 ha is made available for large scale logistics.

Table 6.1 of the study presents the sites the Council is making available for logistics. The 22.3 hectares of
land made available in Sheffield for large scale logistics comprises four sites:

¢ River Don District, Weedon Street (4.2 hectares);

e Bessemer Park, Former Outokumpu Site, Shepcote Lane - Phase 2 (4 hectares);
» Smithywood, Cowley Hill, Chapeltown (11.3 hectares); and

e Alsing Road (2.8 hectares).

These sites are reviewed in Section 7 which is Savills own review of supply. Three of the four sites are in
locations where advanced manufacturing is prioritised which means they may not be made available for
logistics. In addition, Bessemer Park Phase 1 is complete and fully let; Phase 2 is under construction and
therefore the site is only available to meet near-term demand. Also, Smithywood has two remaining plots
comprising just about 3.5 ha. The rest of the site is already fully delivered. The other two sites (River Don
District, Weedon Street and Alsing Road) have very limited capacity for strategic logistics and can hardly
be considered strategic. This suggests that much of the Council’s identified 22.3 hectares is unavailable
because it has already been developed or the sites are too limited in scale to be considered strategic.

The study suggests that Sheffield does not need to meet its identified need for large scale logistics. It says
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5.3.69.

Table 5.7 Sheffield Demand Supply Balance for Large Scale Logistics

| Land Requirement (hectares)

that other local authority areas can meet some of this need and that some need can be met through
refurbished or recycled stock.

The result of the report’s analysis is that Sheffield has a shortfall of 40.3 hectares of employment land for
large scale logistics. This is presented in Table 5.7. Our own analysis of supply set out in Section 7 shows
that the Council’s identified supply is less than 22.3 hectares.

Recommended Need 78.2
20% Reduction from Recycled Sites 62.6
Supply 223
Shortfall -40.3 ha

Source: Sheffield Logistics Study (2022)

5.3.70.

5.3.71.

5.3.72.

5.3.73.

Whilst the study concludes in Paragraph 8.19 that Sheffield may not be providing enough land to meet its
large logistics requirements, it concludes that there is probably sufficient land elsewhere such as in
Bassetlaw.

Paragraph 7.10 sets out some of the key characteristics of sites for large logistics including:

* Well-connected to the strategic highway network;

o Sufficiently large and flexible to accommodate a range of units which means a minimum of 2.5 ha but
ideally a minimum of 20 ha;

e Accessible to labour markets; and
e Located away from incompatible land-uses.

Table A1.2 presents five sites in the Green Belt including Hesley Wood that are potentially suitable for
logistics. Hesley Wood is considered to be the most deliverable of the five sites because it does not have
any perceived barriers. The barriers of the other sites include challenging topography, proximity to
residential uses and poor access to the motorway.

Savills Review of the Logistics Study

Whilst the Logistics Study concluded that there is probably sufficient land in the SCR to meet Sheffield’s
identified need, there is no evidence that this is the case. We consider this evidence vital in demonstrating
the Draft Local Plan’s employment strategy is sound. Our assessment of supply in Section 7 shows that
the sites available for strategic logistics in the key local authorities are very limited and are unlikely to
provide sufficient land to meet the identified need.

The Logistics Study estimates that 20% of the existing stock could come forward for redevelopment over
the period of the Draft Local Plan. The study characterises this assumption as a rule of thumb although
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provides no evidence to suggest this is a reasonable figure. We find the likelihood of 15 hectares of existing
employment land coming forward for redevelopment to be unrealistic. There is little incentive for landowners
to redevelop well-let premises. The redevelopment of existing and well-used industrial units is expensive
because of the construction costs and the foregone income during the redevelopment process. Even if the
land were to come forward, this would only result in a marginal net increase in employment floorspace since
existing units would be demolished.
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6. I&L Market Assessment

6.1. Introduction and Summary

6.1.1.  This section presents supply and demand factors for I&L premises in Sheffield, the FEMA (Sheffield and
Rotherham) and the SCR. The aim of the assessment is to demonstrate where Hesley Wood could provide
much-needed support to Sheffield’s I&L market by identifying both gaps in provision and where demand is
particularly strong. The most salient contribution from Hesley Wood would be by addressing the shortage
of and strong demand for modern, large scale warehousing premises.

6.1.2.  Sheffield comprises a uniquely supply-constrained I&L market in what is a supply-constrained region. This
is the result of a very limited historic supply response in the face of an endemic shortage of modern I&L
premises which has led to low availability and exceptionally strong rental growth.

The lack of new I&L development means Sheffield’s I&L stock can be described as relatively old, poor
quality and small in terms of overall inventory when compared to other locations in the SCR. Subsequently,
Sheffield’s current sites and premises are ill-equipped to meet the needs of modern warehouse occupiers.

6.2. Sheffield’s I&L Market Has Been Uniquely Supply-Constrained Compared to the Wider SCR

6.2.1. Table 6.1 presents a summary of key market indicators for all local authorities in the SCR. Sheffield is the
second largest I&L market with 31 million sqgft which accounts for 23% of the SCR’s total I&L stock. In spite
of Sheffield’s large share of overall inventory, it has underperformed with regard to the level of net
absorption and development activity. There simply hasn't been enough development to accommodate
underlying demand. For the past decade, the level of net absorption in Sheffield has only been 11% of the
SCR. Whilst the SCR has been a supply-constrained market, Sheffield has been uniquely supply-
constrained.

6.2.2. Table 6.1 shows that I&L markets in all the local authorities have availability rates significantly below 8%
which is the threshold at which a market is considered to be balanced in terms of supply and demand
(discussed in further detail below). An availability rate below 8% indicates that a market is supply-
constrained.

6.2.3.  With the exception of North East Derbyshire, over the past decade the average per annum net absorption
(demand) exceeded net deliveries (supply) in all local authorities. This highlights that generally supply has
not been keeping pace with demand.

Table 6.1 Key I&L Indicators by Local Authorities in the SCR

Inventory | Availability | Ave. Market Rental Ave. Net Average net

(sq.ft) Rate (%) | Rents (2022 Growth Absorption deliveries p.a.

YTD) | (2012-22) (2012-22) | (2012-22) (sqft)

Barnsley 16,099,833 1.8% £4.81 46% 365,949 200,947
Bassetlaw 11,778,663 2.0% £4.93 24% 272,690 117,762
Bolsover 9,211,267 1.3% £6.13 58% 179,546 160,638
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Figure 6.3 Share of Inventory by Age
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6.4. Availability
6.4.1. Table 6.2 presents the historic availability rates for all the local authorities in the SCR.

6.4.2. At the national level, 8% availability across all size bands is commonly referred to as the level where a
market is broadly in balance (i.e. equilibrium frictional capacity) in terms of supply and demand as identified
in publications such as the GLA’s Land for Industry and Transport SPG (2012). Below 8% the supply of
premises is tight and rents accelerate as occupiers compete for limited available stock.

6.4.3. As shown in Table 6.2, availability in Sheffield, the FEMA and SCR has been below 8% since 2014.
Currently, the average availability rate across all of the local authorities in the SCR is just 3%. The shortage
of available 1&L floorspace is an SCR-wide issue.

6.4.4. Table 6.2 shows that the I&L market has been supply-constrained for a considerable period of time which
in turn suppresses take-up as occupiers are unable to find space to meet their needs. As a result they are
forced to either remain in existing premises, even if not ideal for their operational requirements, or leave
the area to find suitable premises elsewhere, taking the jobs and investment they generate away with them.

Table 6.2 Historic Availability Rates in FEMA, 2012-2023 YTD

2014 | 2015 2017 | 2018 2020 | 2021
Barnsley 12% | 11% 7% 5% 6% 5% 4% 7% 6% 3% 2% 2%
Bassetlaw 15% | 14% | 12% 4% 3% 6% 5% 4% 5% 2% 2% 2%
Bolsover 7% 6% 3% 3% 1% 6% 0% 0% 4% 3% 1% 1%
Chesterfield 16% | 13% 7% | 12% 8% | 12% | 12% 4% 4% 2% 1% 1%
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2021 | 2022
Derbyshire Dales 27% | 20% | 14% | 12% | 10% | 10% 9% 2% 3% 0% 1% 1%
Doncaster 7% 5% 3% 3% 4% 6% 4% 3% 9% 5% 4% 4%
North East Derbyshire 6% 4% 2% 2% 1% 6% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Rotherham 14% 9% 7% 6% 4% 5% 6% 5% 6% 3% 4% 4%
Sheffield 14% | 13% 7% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4%
FEMA 14% | 12% 7% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 3% 4% 4%
SCR 1% | 10% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 4% 6% 3% 3% 3%

Source: CoStar (2023)

6.4.5. Figure 6.4 presents the historic availability rate in the Sheffield, the FEMA and the SCR compared to the
8% equilibrium rate. The availability rates in all areas fell below 8% in 2014 and have remained below this

level ever since.

Figure 6.4 Availability Rate since 2012

14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

Availability Rate (%)

4%

2%

2009 2010

Source: CoStar (2023)

2011

Sheffield

2012

6.5. Availability by Size Band
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6.5.1. Table 6.3 below, shows that availability is below 8% across all size categories in Sheffield. In the SCR,

availability is lowest in larger properties (greater than 100,000sq.ft.).

6.5.2. In Sheffield’s large unit sector, availability in the 100,000 to 200,000 sq.ft. category is 6.7%. Availability is
primarily comprised of the unit at Drakehouse Crescent which comprises 62% of the available space.
However, our own review shows that this unit has been divided into smaller premises and is now
substantially let, with only about 25,000 sq.ft. remaining. This suggests that current availability is lower than
the figures in CoStar is let, the size category will have an availability rate of just 2.5%.
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6.5.3.  Similarly in the largest size category in (greater than 200,000 sq.ft.), there is one site on Shepcote Lane
that constitutes all available space within this size category. This unit is currently being marketed.

Table 6.3 Availability by Size Band

Less than 30,000 30,000-50,000 50,000-100,000 | 100,000-200,000 More than

sq.ft sq.ft sq.ft sq.ft 200,000 sq.ft

Barnsley 3.3% 4.2% 2.4% 0.0% 0.1%
Bassetlaw 6.9% 11.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bolsover 3.0% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Chesterfield 2.2% 4.9% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Derbyshire Dales 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Doncaster 3.3% 3.3% 6.5% 5.5% 4.2%
North East Derbyshire 0.5% 0.0% 2.5% 9.4% 0.0%
Rotherham 3.1% 7.7% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Sheffield 4.4% 2.0% 2.3% 6.7% 3.9%
FEMA 4.0% 4.8% 4.2% 5.0% 2.9%
SCR 3.4% 3.8% 2.7% 2.4% 0.9%

Source: CoStar (2023)

6.6. Demand vs Supply

6.6.1.  Netabsorption is a leading measure of demand based on lease deals. It compares occupied space (move-
ins) versus vacated space (move-outs). On the other hand net deliveries is a measure of supply and
registers the change in inventory (floorspace).

6.6.2.  Over the last decade, the average net absorption (demand) has exceeded average net deliveries (supply)
across nearly all of the SCR. The higher the ratio in the right-hand column, the more likely that there are
tight market conditions. This relationship is shown in Table 6.4 and in Figure 6.5.

Table 6.4 Net Absorption and Net Deliveries p.a. (2012-2022) in the FEMA

Ave. Net Absorption p.a. Ave. Net Deliveries p.a. Ave. Net Absorption p.a. to

(2012-22) (2012-22) | Ave. Net Deliveries p.a. Ratio

Barnsley 365,949 200,947 1.8
Bassetlaw 272,690 117,762 23
Bolsover 179,546 160,638 11
Chesterfield 241,614 178,022 1.4
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Figure 6.
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6.8.

6.8.1.

6.8.2.

6.8.3.

Demand by Sector

E-commerce has accounted for the largest proportion of floorspace demand across the SCR. The sectors
which are typically linked to e-commerce are Retail, Transport & Warehousing and Wholesale. Over the
past 10 years these sectors have accounted for 46% of total take-up in Sheffield compared to 44% in the
SCR.

The increase in e-commerce is one of the main growth drivers for the I&L sector. Not only is the UK
continuing to build more homes, each individual home is spending more online. The increasing need for
I&L floorspace is a by-product of this trend as is the growth in freight flows, both in terms of weight (tonnage)
and value, moved in, out and within the country.

E-commerce businesses typically require large modern premises in which to operate. Sheffield has the
largest variation of stock with 38% of its inventory being categorised as “undefined” or ‘all other sectors’. In
comparison, just 28% of the FEMA'’s stock falls within this category and 36% of the SCR’s. This is likely a
symptom of Sheffield having older and poorer quality stock in general compared to the FEMA and SCR.
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7.1.

7.1.1.

7.1.5.

71.7.

Savills Review of Supply

Introduction

In this section, we present a detailed assessment of employment sites in the four key local authorities of
Sheffield, Rotherham, Barnsley and Doncaster. These local authorities comprise the Sheffield PMA as
defined in the Sheffield Logistics Study and have the best access to the strategic road network (SRN). The
purpose of our supply review is to consider the amount and quality of employment land available to meet
the needs of strategic logistics uses.

The sites we have assessed include proposed and existing employment land allocations (identified in the
respective local plans) or development schemes that have planning permission. The site assessments are
presented in Appendix A.

Each site is assessed based on its development potential, deliverability, access to the strategic road
network (SMR) and overall commercial attractiveness for large logistics development. We consider all sites
greater than 5 hectares since which is considered the Council’s threshold as set out in the Strategic
Employment Land Appraisal report that is reviewed in Section 5. (In fact, strategic I&L sites are ordinarily
considered to be significantly larger, with a minimum size being about 25 hectares as per the literatures
and regional studies such as the West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study.*”) Sites of 5 hectares
can ordinarily accommodate two warehouses of about 100,000 sq.ft. We have also considered the
characteristics set out in the Sheffield Logistics Study which comprise a commercially attractive site. This
includes being accessible to the SRN; large enough to be flexible and accommodate a range of units;
accessible to labour markets; and located away from incompatible land-uses.

The sites were given a grade from 1 to 5 with 5 being the most commercially attractive/deliverable. Sites
with a score of 4 to 5 were identified as very commercially attractive and deliverable. Sites with a score of
2.5 to 3.5 are somewhat commercially attractive/deliverable but with some type of barrier such as
compromised access; site constraints; sensitive uses in the vicinity; or a less than ideal location, for
example. Sites that scored below 2.5 were not very commercially attractive or deliverable and are unlikely
to come forward for strategic logistics.

In undertaking the supply assessment we have reviewed local plan documents; the CoStar and Glenigan
databases; and Savills’ own proprietary database of development sites.

Based on our review, we identified fifty sites across the four local authorities. Forty-six of the sites retained
sufficient capacity to potentially accommodate strategic logistics. However the analysis finds a shortage of
commercially attractive sites for strategic logistics.

Whilst the sites with capacity to accommodate strategic logistics comprised approximately 566 hectares,
just about 92 ha is considered to be above average in terms of their commercial attractiveness. The rest
of the sites are moderately or less commercially attractive and therefore are less likely to come forward for
large logistics in the near-term. Table 7.1 presents the high level results.

47 West Midlands Strategic Employment Sites Study (2015)
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Table 7.1 Site Assessment Summary

Local Authority Total Assessed Commercially Moderately Less
Sites (Number of Attractive Sites | Attractive (Albeit Commercially | Sites That Cannot
Sites & Hectares for Strategic Compromised) Attractive Sites Accommodate
of Developable Logistics Sites for for Strategic Strategic
Land) Strategic Logistics Logistics
Logistics
Sheffield — Sites 10 3 4 3 0
Sheffield - Land 47.85 14.13 12.70 21.02
Rotherham - Sites 18 0 5 10 3
Rotherham - Land 144.89 0.00 54.08 90.81
Barnsley — Sites 12 3 4 3 2
Barnsley — Land 204.80 53.80 135.70 15.30
Doncaster — Sites 10 1 o 3 2
Doncaster - Land 168.80 24.02 113.93 30.85
|
Total - Sites 50 7 17 19 7
Total - Land 566.34 91.95 316.41 157.98

Source: Savills (2023)

7.2. Key Findings
7.2.1.  The key findings from this exercise are:

e Across the four local authorities there are just 7 sites comprising about 92 ha of commercially attractive
sites that could accommodate strategic logistics. There is an additional 316 ha across 17 sites
comprising land which is of average commercial attractiveness and which is unlikely to come forward
in the near term. This shortage of commercially attractive sites is unlikely to relieve the shortage of
suitable land and is more likely to exacerbate it.

o Sheffield has about 14 ha of commercially attractive land available for strategic logistics. This is less
than the findings in the Sheffield Logistics Report and largely due to some of the identified land being
no longer available. This is comprised of three sites. Sheffield has an additional 34 ha comprised of
seven sites which is less commercially attractive and less likely to come forward for strategic logistics.

* Rotherham has about 145 ha of land that could potentially accommodate strategic logistics. However,
none of it is sufficiently commercially attractive to come forward for this type of development. This
shows that Rotherham is highly unlikely to provide sufficient capacity to meet the needs to Sheffield,
especially if Rotherham’s own needs are taken into account.

e Barnsley and Doncaster combined have only 14 ha of employment land that is commercially attractive
for strategic logistics development.
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7.3.

7.31.

7.3.2.

7.3.3.

7.3.4.

7.3.5.

Conclusions

Our supply review demonstrates that the existing shortage of land to accommodate strategic logistics is
likely to continue in Sheffield and the wider area because there is an insufficient quantum of commercially
attractive land available.

Our review identifies about 14 ha in Sheffield and about 92 ha across the four key local authorities of
commercially attractive land that is likely to come forward in the near term for strategic logistics. Many of
the most attractive sites identified in Sheffield’s Draft Local Plan or the plan documents of other local
authorities are no longer available.

In Section 8, Savills have identified a need for 166 ha of land for strategic logistics. This not only exceeds
all the land which could potentially accommodate strategic logistics in Sheffield but also the other three
local authorities.

The Sheffield Logistics Study concludes that there is only about 14 ha of land available for strategic
logistics. Savills own analysis of supply shows that the amount of land available is well below this level.
The need is far greater as identified by our own analysis as well as that in the Council’s identified need of
78.2 ha. The need for land to accommodate strategic logistics is already know to be unable to be met within
Sheffield itself. However it is also highly unlikely that it can be met by the other local authorities in the area.

The Sheffield Logistics Study identifies a need for between 444.6 ha and 531.1 ha to accommodate
strategic logistics across the four key local authorities. It is highly unlikely that the sites reviewed in this
section are sufficient to meet this need, as only 92 ha across 7 sites are considered to be available and
commercially attractive for large scale logistics. Whilst a proportion of the other remaining sites are likely to
come forward to accommodate an element of strategic logistics, they do not represent a quantum that is of
sufficient commercial attractiveness to meet the Council’s identified need.
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8. Savills Future Demand Estimates

8.1. Introduction & Summary

8.1.1.  The purpose of this chapter is to estimate &L land demand across SCR and Sheffield. We then apportion
Sheffield demand to 100,000 sq.ft+ units only and then to B8 units only.

8.1.2. Based on Savills demand methodology, over a 17-year which reflects the Council’s latest demand
projections, we estimate overall demand for I&L in Sheffield to be 300 ha of land. This is over 65 ha above
Sheffield’s own identified demand. However, greater discrepancies arise when comparing need for large
units, particularly for logistics (B8) premises. We estimate that about 193 hectares is for large I&L (B2 / B8)
premises (greater than 100,000 sq.ft.) and about 163 hectare for large B8 units only. This is over twice the
level identified by the Council. This is summarised in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1 Comparison of Council’s Identified Demand for Sheffield against Savills’

Employmentilandleactor Council’s Identified Savills’ Identified

Demand (ha) Demand (ha)
All' l1&L Land 233.3 299
All I1&L Land for Large Units (greater than 100,000 sqft)* 86.7 193
All 1&L Land for Large B8 Units (greater than 100,000 sqft) 62.6 163

* Identified in the Logistics Study

8.2 Savills Demand Methodology

8.2.1.  We present below Savills’ full methodology for estimating future I&L demand. Our methodology considered
addresses the issues we raised against the ELR methods in Section 5.

8.2.2.  Our methodology is compliant with the requirements of the Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’) as it:

e Analyses ‘market signals, including trends in take up and the availability of logistics land and floorspace
across the relevant market geographies’.*® If a market is identified as being supply constrained (i.e.
demand exceeds supply) such as SCR, the Savills model supplements the historic demand profile
accounting for suppressed demand (i.e. demand lost due to historic supply constraints).

e Applies ‘economic forecasts to identify potential changes in demand and anticipated growth in sectors
likely to occupy logistics facilities, or which require support from the sector’.*? For I&L, The Savills
method quantifies how much floorspace growth is linked to current and future e-commerce growth
which is the major growth driver for the sector, driving both demand for the supply-chain, and also the
manufacturing of goods.

8.2.3. Based onthe above, we consider the Savills model to represent industry best practice. It has been endorsed
by the British Property Federation (‘BPF’) in our ‘Levelling Up — The Logic of Logistics’ report and was

48 In accordance with PPG, Paragraph: 031 Reference ID: 2a-031-20190722
4 |bid

Spawforths February 2023 65



Hesley Wood, Sheffield

Industrial & Logistics Needs Assessment

8.2.4.

8.2.5.

8.2.6.

8.2.7.

8.2.8.

8.2.9.

shortlisted for an RTPI Award for Research Excellence 2022. The BPF Industrial Board, who commissioned
the report, consists of many of the major investors and thought leaders in the I&L sector including St
Modwen, The United Kingdom Warehousing Association, IM Properties, Newlands Developments, Segro,
GLP, Tritax Symmetry and the BPF itself. The report has also been referenced as part of the Government’s
recently published ‘Future of Freight Plan’ and has been the focus of several discussions with senior officers
at DLUHC and DfT.

We take a sub-regional approach to estimating future I&L demand across SCR. Sheffield City, like all local
areas is part of a wider sub-regional market and is subject to supply and demand forces which need to be
assessed beyond its local authority boundaries. This is true for many commercial sectors, but it is
particularly important for I&L occupiers which typically have distribution networks linking their customers
and suppliers of between 1 to 4 hours travel time, sometimes longer, depending on their size i.e. up to 4
hours plus is more typical of very large companies with a national reach, while 1 hour drive time is ideal for
the majority of companies. As discussed in Section 3, we consider SCR to be an appropriate market area
for understanding the sub-regional demand profile of which Sheffield City is a part.

Our overarching approach to demand estimation considers the full market for 1&L units, estimating demand
for all unit sizes and relevant planning use classes covering light industrial, manufacturing and
warehousing. This is considered a more robust approach as it relies on a larger pool of data and the fact
light industrial, manufacturing and warehouse occupiers desire similar types of premises with similar
locational characteristics. After running our model for the full I&L market, and apportioning it to Sheffield
City, it is then possible to segment that demand for larger units above 100,000 sqft (9,000 sq.m) and the
B8 uses specifically.

Step 1: Estimating demand over the Local Plan period

We adopt a 17-year estimation period which covers the Council’s most recent presentation of their
employment land need set out in their Draft Local Plan which is from 2022 to 2039.

Step 2: Estimation of historic demand

This is based on the average annualised net absorption for SCR (from Section 6) at about 2.5 million sqft
per annum for the overall market (between 2012 and 2022). Savills considers net-absorption to be the
leading measure of demand for floorspace as it indicates the quantum of net floorspace occupied over a
period of time (i.e. move-ins minus move-outs) based on lease deals.

As discussed in Section 5, we do not consider labour demand forecasts nor the past development rate as
accurate measures of future market demand. Labour demand models often reflect the restructuring of the
economy away from industry towards services, but this does not imply equivalent restructuring of space.
Changes to the industrial and warehousing market in particular mean that growth in floorspace/land is not
accurately predicted by changes in jobs. Past development rates is another methodology used in the
evidence base. However, this is a supply measure which primarily depends on new land being allocated
as part of the local plan process followed by the grant of planning permission before new development is
constructed. This is a lengthy process which explains why completions (new supply) typically lags demand
(net absorption) as has been the case in Sheffield City and SCR.

Using net absorption rather than labour demand or past completions results in a higher historic demand
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profile. For example, between 2012 and 2022 average annual net absorption for the overall I&L sector
across the SCR was 34% greater than average net deliveries as shown in Figure 8.1.

Figure 8.1 Average Net Absorption and Net Deliveries of All I&L Premises Per Annum 2012-2022
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Source: CoStar (2023)

8.2.10.

8.2.11.

8.2.12.

8.2.13.

Step 3: Estimation of suppressed demand

The rationale for accounting for suppressed demand is that when sufficient supply isn’t available, demand
cannot be accommodated. This is the top-up figure to be added to the historic demand (net absorption)
trend to account for years when the market was supply-constrained.

Supply and demand are inextricably linked across all commercial property sectors. Put simply if demand
exceeds supply rents typically rise more quickly as occupiers compete for limited available stock. This can
have a number of wider implications. For example, new companies aren’t able to move into a market area,
nor are existing companies able to find new space if their floorspace needs change, for instance due to
expansion. It may also happen that some existing local companies get priced out of the market as they
can'’t afford the increasing rents. As a result, companies have to locate to areas that are not ideal in terms
of serving their customer base, thereby increasing travel times and the costs of doing business, not to
mention environmental impacts. The lack of supply may also mean companies are forced to occupy space
that is not entirely suitable for their operational needs impacting productivity.

We describe a market where supply doesn’t keep up with demand as being ‘supply-constrained’. Limited
supply in a strongly performing market means that demand cannot be fully satisfied, typically resulting in
strong rental growth. Between 2012 and 2022, SCR’s I&L rents increased by around 60%. This indicates
new supply has struggled historically to keep pace with the strong demand. This is more than twice the rate
of inflation (depending on the metric used) over the same period.

At the national level the market equilibrium level, where supply and demand are broadly in balance and
rents are more stable, is around 8% availability. This benchmark rate is found in a number of prominent
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8.2.14.

8.2.15.

publications such as the GLA’s Land for Industry and Transport Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG).

Using the England-wide I&L market as an example, if one studies real rental growth (i.e. rental growth
adjusted for inflation) over the past decade and observes its relationship to availability, it becomes clear
that rents tend to begin to grow strongly when availability is below 8%. This relationship is clearly illustrated
in Figure 8.2 below. When availability was above 8% between 2009 and 2014 real rental growth (net of
inflation) was either negative or only slightly positive. This enabled demand to be accommodated as
sufficient supply was available.

However since 2014, as availability dipped below 8% and has stayed below this level ever since at the
England level, real rents have grown strongly year-on-year. During this period, net absorption has been
lower than the 2009-2014 period despite the 1&L sector going from strength to strength. This clearly shows
the suppressing nature tight availability (below 8%) has had on I&L premises demand across England.

Figure 8.2 Historic Net Absorption (Sq.ft.), Availability (%) and Real Rental Growth (%) in England

8% equilibrium

Source: CoStar, OBR, Savills

8.2.16.

8.2.17.

The 8% benchmark is also applicable to SCR. Within SCR, I&L availability dropped below the 8%
equilibrium level in 2014 (see Section 6, Figure 6.2), similar to the national market. In terms of I&L rents,
the SCR began outpacing inflation from around 2014 when availability dropped below 8% (see Section 6,
Figure 6.6), same as the national market.

The individual steps for calculating suppressed demand are as follows:

= Step 3a: For years where availability has been below the 8% equilibrium threshold, we calculate the
quantum of floorspace necessary to achieve 8% availability (Column “Av. To EQ (sq.ft)” in Table 8.2,
calculation F);

= Step 3b: We then take the average of the ratio between net absorption and available floorspace for
every year over the past decade (Calculation E averages 40% for the overall |I&L market based on
Column “Net Absorption / Availability”);
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8.2.18. Table 8.2 shows the relevant calculations.

Table 8.2 Suppressed Demand Calculations for I&L in the SCR

Step 3c: We apply this average to the estimated floorspace required to reach 8% availability in each
year where the market is below the 8% availability threshold to estimate each period’s suppressed
demand (Calculation F*E in Column “Suppressed Net Absorption (sqft)”);
Step 3d: We calculate average suppressed net absorption over the past decade. This give the
annualised suppressed demand figure to be used as a top-up to the historic trend. The estimated overall
average suppressed demand figure for SCR is about 1.3 million sqft per annum.

A B C=(A*B) D F=(E.Q.*-B)*A F*E
Availability Availability Net . i Avall.a!mll.ty to Suppressed Net
Year Inventory SF Absorption Absorption/ Equilibrium .
(%) (sq.ft) L Absorption (sq.ft)
(sq.ft) Availability (sq.ft)

2022 135,129,883 3.4% 4,594,416 2,879,562 63% 6,215,975 2,482,066
2021 132,099,205 3.4% 4,491,373 2,203,404 49% 6,076,563 2,426,398
2020 131,173,548 5.7% 7,476,892 1,746,633 23% 3,016,992 1,204,698
2019 128,001,494 4.3% 5,504,064 2,733,090 50% 4,736,055 1,891,128
2018 125,819,143 4.8% 6,039,319 2,953,751 49% 4,026,213 1,607,684
2017 124,295,227 6.0% 7,457,714 1,647,566 22% 2,485,905 992,633
2016 120,858,517 4.5% 5,438,633 3,102,775 57% 4,230,048 1,689,077
2015 118,267,909 4.8% 5,676,860 1,860,040 33% 3,784,573 1,511,197
2014 117,090,568 6.1% 7,142,525 4,180,449 59% 2,224,721 888,341
2013 116,462,102 9.5% 11,063,900 2,330,850 21% -1,746,932 0
2012 116,150,559 11.4% 13,241,164 1,863,270 14% -3,949,119 0

E = Average Suppressed

Source: Savills; CoStar

Spawforths

Demand = Average

Step 3e: The final step requires adding the combined annualised historic and suppressed demand
figures, and multiplying this by the number of years in the estimated period (17-year period) as shown
in Table 8.3. This gives total overall floorspace demand for I1&L of 65.2 million sq.ft over the 17-year
plan period.
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Table 8.3 Demand Forecasts Based on Historic and Suppressed Demand

‘ Overall I&L Demand (Sq.ft)

(A) Annualised historic demand 2,500,100
(B) Annualised suppressed demand 1,335,700
(C) Total annualised demand (A+B) 3,835,900
(D) Total demand over 17 years 65,209,900

Note: Figures may not add up due to rounding
Source: Savills (2022)

8.2.19.

8.2.20.

8.2.21.

Step 4: Adjusting for increases in online retail

As discussed in Section 4, there are a number of factors driving future growth in demand for I&L premises
which are not captured by projections based on employment change/labour demand or historic net change
in stock. Attempting to factor them all in is a challenging exercise prone to errors and overestimation due
to the uncertainty around major events such as Brexit and the risk of double counting the impacts of different
growth factors. The strongest growth drivers are population growth and the move to online shopping, which
the Covid-19 pandemic has accelerated. We consider demand arising from population growth to be largely
captured by increases in online sales which are a function of household spending and household growth.
For this reason, in our work we focus on the move to online shopping.

In order to estimate future increases in demand for I&L premises linked to e-commerce growth, we first
need to establish the share of demand that has historically been linked to e-commerce and then determine
how much higher this is likely going to be in the future. The sectors which are typically linked to e-commerce
are Retail, Transport and Warehousing and Wholesale, with these sectors accounting for 49% of all
industrial floorspace leased in SCR between 2011 and 2021.

We have considered Forrester's®® online retail forecasts for the UK to 2025 and compared the annual
increase in online spending over this period to that seen over the last 10 years. As shown in Table 8.4,
between 2011 and 2019 online retail sales increased at an average rate of £5.95 billion per annum. 2020
marked a departure from the historic trend, bringing total online sales above £100 billion, up from £79 billion
in 2019 (a £26 billion annual increase). If we accept that 2020 and 2021 were exceptional years due to the
Covid-19 pandemic and exclude them from our calculations, and focus on the period between 2022 and
2025, online sales growth is predicted to average £9.86 billion per annum. This suggests a 66% uplift from
the 2011-2019 trend.

50 A prominent retail forecasting house

Spawforths February 2023 70






Hesley Wood, Sheffield
Industrial & Logistics Needs Assessment SaV"IS

Table 8.5 Adjusting for Current and Future Increases in Online Retail within the PMA

Over 17 Years of Period of the
Demand for I&L

Premises (sqft)

Council’s Evidence Base for the
Draft Local Plan (sqft)

E-commerce related (49% of historic + suppressed) (sqft) 1,878,400 31,933,400
E-commerce related after 66% uplift (sqft) 3,113,000 52,920,400
E-commerce demand uplift (sqft) 1,234,500 20,987,000

Source: Savills (2023)

Step 5: Savills Estimate of Future Demand across the SCR

8.2.23. Adding the e-commerce uplift to the combined historic and suppressed demand estimates for the I&L sector
yields a total demand of about 86.2 million sqft for the SCR over the 17-year plan period. This is summarised
in Table 8.6.

Table 8.6 Summary of Future Demand within the SCR (2022 to 2039) (sq.ft.)

1&L
(A) Historic Demand (Net Absorption) over 17 years (sqft) 42,502,100
(B) Suppressed Demand over 17 years (sqft) 22,707,700
(C) E-commerce Uplift (sqft) 20,987,000
(D) Total demand over 17 year plan period (A+B+C) (sqft) 86,196,900

Source: Savills (2022)

8.2.24. As discussed above, the ELR uses a plot ratio of 40% to translate floorspace to land needs. Using a 40%
plot ratio results in demand for 2,002 ha of land for I&L uses in SCR.

Step 6: Savills Estimate of Future Demand in SCR apportioned to Sheffield City

8.2.25. Within this section we seek to apportion the Savills’ SCR-wide demand estimates to Sheffield City. This
can be done in a number of different ways as follows:

» Based on Sheffield City’s historic proportion of average demand between 2012 and 2022; or

 Based on Sheffield City’s historic proportion of average net deliveries of new I&L floorspace between
2012 and 2022, or

* Based on Sheffield City’s current proportion of total I&L stock in the SCR
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8.2.26.

8.2.27.

Table 8.7 Sheffield City’s I&L market share of SCR - floorspace (sqft) and land (ha)

The results of this comparison are detailed in Table 8.7 below indicating Sheffield City’s future 1&L demand
equates to between 9.2 million sqft and 19.8 million sqft.

Savills considers it appropriate to take an average of the three indicators to apportion SCR-wide demand
to Sheffield City. This results in an apportionment level of 15%, indicating that Sheffield City’s future 1&L
demand equates to 12.9 million sqft over the 17-year Plan Period or 299 ha using a 40% plot ratio. This
is significantly higher than the 233 ha estimated in the ELR.

Ave. Net Absorption (2012-22) 11% 9,615,000 223
Ave. Net Deliveries (2012-22) 11% 9,245,900 215
I&L Inventory (2023 YTD) 23% 19,757,800 459
Average 15% 12,872,900 299

8.2.28.

8.2.29.

8.2.30.

8.2.31.

8.2.32.

Source: CoStar, Savills

Step 7: Savills Estimate of Future Strategic I&L Demand in Sheffield City (100,000 sqft+)

As discussed at the beginning of this section, our approach is to first consider overall I&L demand
regardless of units size of planning use class. This is because using a larger pool of data allows for a more
accurate assessment of market trends and the fact light industrial, manufacturing and warehouse occupiers
desire similar types of premises with similar locational characteristics. We have then segmented the total
demand to estimate strategic I&L floorspace demand for units above 100,000 sq.ft (9,000 sgm) in SCR.

As above, we have considered a number of indicators to apportion demand within the 100,000 sq.ft+
segment based on CoStar data. These consist of:

e The current proportion of 100,000 sq.ft+ inventory in SCR relative to SCR’s total I&L inventory;

e The proportion of 100,000 sq.ft+ average demand per annum (net absorption) between 2012 and 2022
in SCR relative to total I&L demand in SCR; and

e The proportion of 100,000 sq.ft+ average net deliveries of stock per annum between 2012 and 2022 in
SCR relative to total I&L deliveries in SCR.

The metrics above consider the large unit market share in SCR rather than in Sheffield City as demand
forces are best captured at this wider regional level. Capturing these forces at Sheffield City only would risk
to perpetrate existing and historic supply constrains that have restricted the growth in large I&L units.

The results of these comparisons are detailed in Table 8.8 below. Inventory gives the lowest metric at a
58% share, while demand (net absorption) and new supply (net deliveries) over the last decade are higher
at 63% and 72% respectively.

Based on the average of these metrics, we assume that 100,000 sq.ft+ units will account for 64% of future
I&L demand across Sheffield City. This equates to 8.3 million sqft or 193 ha over the 17-year plan period.
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Table 8.8 100,000 sq.ft I&L Market Share Across SCR

Average Net Absorption p.a. (2012-2022)

2,500,126 1,575,039 63%
Average Net Deliveries p.a. (2012-2022)
1,863,845 1,351,076 72%
Inventory (2023 YTD)
135,129,883 78,352,243 58%
Average 64%

8.2.33.

8.2.34.

8.2.35.

8.2.36.

Source: CoStar, Savills

Step 7: Savills Estimate of Future Strategic B8 Demand in Sheffield City (100,000 sqft+)

The figure above figure includes light industrial, manufacturing and warehousing (i.e. all I&L units above
100,000 sqft). To finally apportion demand to Sheffield City’s B85 100,000+ sqft units, we consider the
below metrics with SCR 100,000 sqft+ market segment:

* SCR’s proportion of B8 average demand per annum (net absorption) between 2012 and 2022 relative
to overall I&L uses,

e SCR’s proportion of B8 average net deliveries of stock per annum between 2012 and 2022 relative to
overall I&L uses, and

e SCR'’s current proportion of B8 inventory relative to overall I&L uses.

As already explained in Step 6, the metrics above consider the B8 share in SCR’s large unit segment rather
than in Sheffield City’s as demand forces are best captured at this wider regional level. Capturing these
forces at Sheffield City only would risk to perpetrate existing and historic supply constrains that have
restricted the growth in large B8 units..

The results of these comparisons are detailed in Table 8.9 below. Inventory gives the lowest metric at 68%,
while demand (net absorption) and new supply (net deliveries) over the last decade are higher at 94% and
93% respectively.

Based on the average of these metrics, we assume that B8 100,000 sq.ft+ units will account for 85% of
future 100,000 sqft + demand across Sheffield City. This equates to 7 million sqft or 163 ha over the 17-
year plan period

51 To define B8 we have used the following CoStar secondary uses: Distribution, Light Distribution, Refrigeration/Cold Storage,

Telecom/Data Hosting, Truck Terminal, Warehouse, and Showroom.
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9.

9.1.

9.1.1.

9.1.3.

9.2.

9.2.1.

9.3.

9.3.1.

9.3.2.

9.3.3.

Economic & Employment Benefits

Introduction

This section presents the estimated gross economic benefits and social value that is expected to be
generated by the Proposed Development.

In terms of economic benefits the scheme would generate new employment during the construction and
operational stages. It would also generate Gross Value Added (GVA), and business rates for Sheffield City
Council.

The new employment generated during the operational employment will include managerial roles, most of
which require highly qualified and skilled employees. Office roles have also been included, for which there
would be a range of differing skill levels, with most of them requiring some level of training or experience.
Additionally, there are other job roles which would also consist of some skilled activities as well. The
proportion of these skilled roles out of the total employment has been calculated by splitting and
categorising these type of jobs.

In relation to social value, the Proposed Development would help to create apprenticeships, NHS savings
from any reduction in unemployment, and support local businesses through local procurement during the
construction stage.

Land Use

The land use consists of 95,237 sgm (1,024,800 sqft) GIA of warehouse floorspace, measured and
calculated as the B8 use type in our assessment.

Construction Employment Benefits

To calculate construction jobs generated by the proposed scheme, we have used a construction cost
estimate and data on the output per construction worker in Sheffield City. An estimate for duration was then
calculated from BCIS, with applied contingencies and consideration for the construction period, projected
at 2 years.

We estimate that the construction phase will generate around 656 onsite construction job years over the
duration of the construction process. Assuming a 2 year construction period this equates to an average of
330 FTE gross construction jobs per annum for the proposed scheme (rounded to the nearest 10). This is
referred to in the Additionality Guide (HCA, 2014) as the ‘gross direct’ employment and can be considered
as the average number of workers on-site during the construction period. The precise number will depend
on the phase of work and specific construction activities on-site. During the peak of construction activities,
the on-site workforce is expected to be larger.

We have also estimated how much of this employment is likely to be taken up by residents of Sheffield City.
We assume that 34% of the construction workforce will live outside Sheffield City. We allow for a low level
of displacement (25%) from existing construction projects this is based on the Additionality Guide (HCA,
2014) recommendations and market reports . The construction multiplier (1.6) has been adjusted, as per
the HCA additionality guide, to capture the locally generated multiplier effects. This is based the on national
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9.5.

9.5.1.

9.5.2.

9.6.

9.6.1.

9.6.2.

containing specialised workers.

GVA Benefits

GVA is an indicator of wealth creation, that measures the development proposals’ contribution to the
economy. We have based our estimates on the GVA generated per worker in Yorkshire & the Humber and
the estimated number of operational jobs using the Industry Labour Productivity by Region (2019) . We
used Industry H (Transportation & Storage) for Yorkshire & the Humber from 2019.

The projected figure results in an additional GVA increase of £44 million.
Business Rates Revenue

To estimate business rates, we have assessed the rateable values of similar uses to the assumed uses
within the B8 floorspace of the Proposed Development. This was achieved using current information from
the Valuation Office Agency (VOA). (New valuations for the sector will come into effect in April 2023 which
is expected to significantly increase the amount of business taxes generated by the Proposed
Development.)

The proposed scheme is expected to generate total business rates of around £2 million per annum for
Sheffield. This figure represents an estimate of current total business rates generated. About half of the
total business rate revenues would continue to be retained by the local government. However, this depends
on decisions on rate retention and re-appointment in the future; the amount retained locally could increase.
Based on current assumptions, Sheffield City Council can expect to receive £1 million per annum.
However this is expected to increase significantly after new rates are introduced in April 2023.

Figure 9.3 Estimated Business Rates Revenue for Proposed Development
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10. Conclusions

10.1.1.  This report concludes that Hesley Wood provides the Council will its most compelling opportunity to address
its chronic shortage of employment land for large scale logistics identified in its evidence base. Our analysis
of the Council’s evidence base demonstrates there is insufficient capacity either in Sheffield or across the
wider area to meet its need for employment land, particularly for large scale logistics. This is having a
detrimental impact on the local economy and the prospects for higher levels of growth.

10.1.2. Hesley Wood is a 44.5 hectare site that is potentially one of the only large, commercially attractive I&L
development sites for the logistics sector remaining in Sheffield. The site has near-direct access to Junction
35 of the M1 and its development would significantly address Sheffield’s acute shortage of employment
land with its capacity to deliver modern, large scale I&L premises within the City.

10.1.3. This report’s review of the Council’s evidence base and policies shows that the underlying analysis is
fragmented, lacks sufficient transparency and employs flawed methodologies. Even though the Council’s
own analysis concludes there is a considerable deficit of employment land for the I&L, the information and
analysis is insufficient to demonstrate that its conclusions are robust. And in spite of what both Sheffield
and Savills identify as a significant deficit in the employment land supply, the Council concludes with little
evidence or commitment that it could be met by employment land in neighbouring local authorities. Savills
own analysis demonstrates that there are a limited number of sites in either Sheffield or the wider area to
address this need and that additional land will be inevitably required.

10.1.4. To underline the crux of the problem which is inherent in the latest version of the Draft Local Plan, Draft
Policy SP 1: Overall Growth Plan states that nearly 13 hectares of employment land will be delivered
annually within Sheffield itself until 2039. This is equivalent to more than 219 hectares. However the
Council’s identified supply shows that it has only allocated about 146 hectares. And the Draft Local Plan
states that there is 171 hectares. (It is unclear how much of the 171 hectares is comprised of extant
permissions because the Council has not made this available.) This points to a deficit identified by the
Council’s evidence of at least 48.3 hectares (although our evidence shows that it is much greater). Much
of the land identified by the Council is either commercially unattractive, already developed and unavailable,
or permitted to accommodate non-employment uses (in the case of sites for General Employment). The
result will inevitably be that Sheffield’s chronic shortage of employment land will continue unless more land
is allocated.

10.1.5.  Whilst the Council’s estimate of need identifies a large deficit, our own assessment of the evidence base
shows that the Council’s approach to calculating need results in a significant underestimate (and therefore
an even greater deficit). We explain the limitations of the methodologies in Section 5 but our gravest
concern is that the Council’s forecasts do not sufficiently account for the effects of the historic undersupply
nor account for the current and future growth drivers of 1&L premises.

10.1.6. Savills own estimate of Sheffield’s need for employment land is based on a methodology that accounts for
historic suppressed demand arising from the endemic shortage of available premises. We estimate overall
demand for I&L in Sheffield to be 300 ha of land which is more than 65 ha above Sheffield’s own identified
demand. But even greater discrepancies arise when comparing the need for large I1&L units, particularly for
logistics. We estimate that about 193 hectares is needed for large I&L (B2 / B8) premises (greater than
100,000 sq.ft.) and about 163 hectares for large logistics units. This is more than twice the level identified
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in the Council’s evidence base.

10.1.7. Sheffield’s problems in meeting its identified need becomes are more acute than suggested above when
the amount of available and allocated land for logistics is critically assessed. Our detailed review identifies
only 14 ha in Sheffield and about 92 ha across the four key local authorities in the region that is commercially
attractive land likely to come forward for logistics over the period of the Draft Local Plan. Many of the most
attractive sites identified in Sheffield’s Draft Local Plan or the plan documents of other local authorities have
already been developed. Other sites are simply unlikely to come forward because they aren’t sufficiently
commercially attractive.

10.1.8. Hesley Wood provides the Council will the most compelling opportunity to address the chronic shortage of
employment land for large scale logistics identified in its evidence base. In addition, it would deliver
considerable on-site and off-site employment for residents of Sheffield, GVA per annum of approximately
£44 million and at least £1m per annum in business rates.
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Market Need

A report has been prepared by Savills to respond to Sheffield’s Publication Draft
Local Plan (‘Draft Local Plan’) and focuses on the evidence base and policies
that relate to employment land and the large-scale (greater than 100,000 sqft).
Industrial and Logistics sector (I&L) for logistics.

The Hesley Wood site is a 44.5
hectare site that is potentially one
of the only large, commercially
attractive &L development sites
for the logistics sector which
remains in Sheffield. Hesley
Wood has near-direct access
to Junction 35 of the M1 and its
development would significantly
address Sheffield’s endemic
shortage of employment land
for logistics with capacity to
deliver modern, large scale 1&L
premises within the City.

Savills’ conclusion of the review
of the Council’s evidence base
and policiesis that the underlying
analysis is fragmented, lacks
sufficient  transparency and
employs flawed methodologies.
Even though the Council’s own
analysis concludes there is a
significant deficit of employment
land for the 1&L, the information
and analysis is insufficient to
demonstrate the assessment is
robust. And in spite of what both
Sheffield and Savills identify as
a significant deficit, the Council
suggests with limited high
level evidence that it could be
met by employment land in
neighbouring local authorities.
And there is no analysis of how
much land is available in the

J35 Sheffield Gateway
P4443-SPA-RP-MP-003-00

neighbouring  authorities  for
Sheffield after they meet their
own identified need. Savills
own analysis demonstrates that
there are a limited number of
sites in either Sheffield or the
wider area to address this need.
It is evidence that additional
land is required.

To underline the problem with
the Draft Local Plan, Draft
Policy SP 1: Overall Growth
Plan states that nearly 13
hectares of employment land
will be delivered annually within
Sheffield itself to 2039. This
is equivalent to 219 hectares.
However the Council’s identified
supply shows that it has only
allocated about 171 hectares.
(It is unclear how much land
in extant permissions exists
because the Council has not
made this available.) Much of
this land is either commercially
unattractive, no longer available
or can be used to accommodate
non-employment uses such as
hotels and shops (in the case of
sites for General Employment).
The result is a chronic shortage
as identified in Sheffield’s own
Employment Land  Review
(ELR) where it notes that ‘many
Sheffield companies relocated

to other authority areas’ and
that there is a need for additional
sites.

Whilst the Council’s estimate of
need identifies a large deficit,
Savills’ own assessment of
the evidence base shows
that the Council’s approach
to calculating need results
in an even greater deficit.
Whilst there are limitations of
the methodologies employed
by the Council in estimating
need, the gravest concern
is that the evidence base
does not sufficiently account
for the effects of the historic
undersupply (‘suppressed
demand’) or account for the
current  and future growth
drivers of I&L premises such as
the growth in online retailing or
housing growth in the area.

Savills’ own estimate of
Sheffield’s employment land
need. Based on a methodology
that accounts for historic
suppressed demand arising
from the endemic shortage of
available premises, over the 17-
year period of the Draft Local
Plan the estimate of overall
demand for I&L in Sheffield is
about 300 ha ofland. Thisis more



























The ground is weak and subject
to ongoing mining induced
settlement and collapse. The
materials in the made ground
across the whole site contains
in soil contaminants that are
potentially harmful to humans
and that can potentially leach
into watercourses.

Torestore the site to a standard
suitable for development and
for use as parkland a significant
earthwork and remediation
exercise will be needed across
the whole site.

Existing made ground (mining
stockpiles), will have to be
temporarily removed to
treat mine workings that lie
beneath them (this equates to
approximately 3 million m3 of
material).  This will be done
in stages to ensure material
volumes are well managed and
that placement of materials
after treatment is undertaken in
a controlled manor.

Mineworking will be grouted,
and shafts capped to the
satisfaction of the Coal
Authority to ensure that the risk
of collapse, and migration of
collapse to the ground surface
is managed.

Remediation and
Regeneration

The site, given its historic heritage, presents a risk to the environment and a
risk to its users in its current state. The development of the site provides an
opportunity to remediate the disused spoil heap and remove the opportunity for
nuisance behaviour on the site.

The existing stockpile height
would be reduced in total height
and spread over a larger area to
create a development platform
for industrial units. The material
will be placed to an approved
engineering specification
to limit settlements on new
development. The reinstated
stockpiled material will have
slopes not steeper than 1:3 to
ensure their long-term stability.

Contaminated areas will be
remediated and capped with
appropriate depths of clean
cover material to protect the
environment and users of the
site.

The existing pond will be lined
and made larger to act as a
surface water balancing pond
for rainwater. Groundwater
contamination would be
treated, and a suitable
sustainable urban drainage
system installed to protect
downstream watercourses and
rivers.

Embankments, adjacent
woodland  and pathways
would be created to create
an improved environment for
local residents and workers to
enjoy. Preventing Anti-social
Behaviour

Preventing Anti-social
Behaviour

Currently the site is used
for anti-social behaviours.
There have been numerous
complaints that the site is
used, illegally for off-road
motorbiking and quad-biking
by trespassers. The scale of the
site makes securing it against
these activities an extremely
difficult task.

The development of the site
will remove the opportunity for
these illegal activities.

Delivering New Jobs

The site forms a large area
located closely to Chapeltown.
Thedelivery of newemployment
will support creation of new
jobs for the town, Sheffield and
the Region.
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01 Introduction

Purpose of Review

1.1 Spawforths have been instructed by Rula Developments (Rula) to undertake an assessment of
the South Yorkshire Green Belt in the context of Sheffield City Council administrative area with
specific reference to their site at the former Hesley Wood tip. Consequently, this review therefore
only covers those parts of the Green Belt designation falling within Sheffield City Council and more
specifically at the former Hesley Wood tip. As such, this review is not intended to be a strategic
assessment of the wider Green Belt but is instead to be a site specific assessment of the Green
Belt in order to satisfy national policy objectives in relation to the site at Hesley Wood.

1.2 The Review considers the national and local policy context, prior to reviewing the Green Belt at
the former Hesley Wood tip, known as J35 Sheffield Gateway, against the five purposes of the
Green Belt.




02 National Planning Policy
Context

National Planning Policy and Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework)

2.1 The Framework sets out the Governments’ planning policies for England and how it expects these
to be applied. It contains a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which it defines as
having three dimensions: economic, social and environmental. The Framework must be taken into
account in the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans, and is a material consideration in
planning decisions.

2.2  Government policy on the protection of Green Belt is set out in section 13 of the Framework. Key
paragraphs are detailed as follows:

2.3 Paragraphs 137 and 138:
“137. The Government attaches great imporiance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green
Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence.
138. Green Belt serves five purpooses.
e [0 check the unrestricted spraw! of large built-up areas;
e [0 prevent neighbouring fowns merging into one another;
e [0 assist in safequarding the countryside from encroachment;

e o preserve the setting and special character of historic towns, and

e foassist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.”

2.4  Paragraph 139 advises that:

“139. The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established and new Green
Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example when planning for
larger scale development such as new settlements or major urban extensions.”




2.5 Paragraph 140 advises that existing Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where
exceptional circumstances are fully justified through preparation or updating of Plans. The new
boundaries should have permanence in the long term and be capable of enduring beyond the
plan period.

2.6 Paragraph 142 confirms that:

“142. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote sustainable
patterns of developrment should be taken into account. Strategic policyrnaking authorities should
consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards
urban areas inside the Green Belt bounaary, fowards towns and villages inset within the Green
Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt bounaary. Where it has been concluded
that it /s necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should give first
consideration to land which has been previously-developed andsor is well-served by public
transport. They should also set out ways in which the impact of removing land from the Green
Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.”

2.7 Inrelation to boundaries, paragraph 143 advises that:
“1435. When defining Green Belt boundaries, plans should':

a) ensure consistency with the development plan’s strategy for meeting identified requirernents
for sustainable development;

b) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

c) where necessary, identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green
Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period;

a) make clear that the safequarded land is not allocated for development at the present time.
Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted
following an update to a plan which proposes the development,

€) be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be alfered at the end of the
plan period, and

1) define bounaaries clearly, using physical features that are readlly recognisable and likely to be
permanent.”

National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

2.8 The PPG provides guidance to support and expand on policies within the Framework, and in that
sense does not provide additional policy but rather more detailed consideration of how policies
within the NPPF should be approached and met. The guidance on the role of the Green Belt in
the planning system was updated on 22 July 2019.




2.9

2.10

Paragraph 001, Reference ID:64-001-20190722. Identifies the factors that can be taken into
account when considering the potential impact of development on the openness of the Green
Belt. It states that these include but are not limited to:

. “Openness is capable of having both spatial and visual aspects — in other words, the visual
impact of the proposal may be relevant, as could it volume,

o The duration of development, and its remediability — taking into account any provisions to
return land to its original state or to an equivalent (or improved) state of openness, and

o The degree of any activity likely to be generated, such as traffic generation.”

Paragraph 002 Reference Id 64-002-20190722 sets out the ways in which the impact of removing
land from the Green Belt can be offset by compensatory improvements. It considers where it is
necessary to release Green Belt land for development, compensatory measures may be informed
by supporting evidence of landscape, biodiversity, or recreational needs and compensatory
measures could include:

. “New or enhanced green infrastructure;

o Woodland planting,

o Landscape and visual enhancements (beyond those needed to mitigate the immediate
impact of the proposal);

o Improvements to biodiversity, habitat connectivity and natural capital;

o New or enhanced walking and cycle routes; and

o Improved access to new enhanced or existing recreational and playing field provision.”

NPPG also provides guidance on ensuring that compensatory improvements to environmental
quality and accessibility of the Green Belt will be secured (Paragraph 003, Reference ID 64-003-
20190722).

Planning Advisory Service: Planning on the Doorstep: Green Belt (planning

advisory service, updated February 2015

2.11
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The Planning Advisory Service (PAS) guidance reflects Inspector’s Reports and Planning Practice
Guidance at that time. The Guidance states that the purpose of a review is for the identification
of the most appropriate land to be used for development, through a local plan.

This guidance reiterates that any review of the Green Belt boundaries should involve an
assessment of how the land still contributes to the five purposes of the Green Belt. It indicates
how the five purposes might be used when undertaking a Green Belt Review:

“Purpose: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas
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2.14

The terminology sprawl cormnes from the 1930s when Green Belt was conceived. Has this meaning
changed? Is development that is planned positively through a local plan and well designed with
good master planning, sprawl!?

Purpose: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlerments near to towns, but
this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be different for each case. A scale rule approach
should be avoided. The identity of a settlernent is not really determined just by the distance to
another settlement,; the character of the place and of the land in between must be taken into
account. Landscape character assessment is a useful tool for undertaking this.

Purpose: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

Presumably all Green Belt does this, making the purpose difficult to distinguish the contribution of
different areas. The most useful approach is to look at the difference between urban fringe — land
under the influence of the urban area- and open countryside, and to favour the latter in determining
which land to try and keep open, taking into account the types of edges and bounaaries that can
be achieved.

Purpose: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

This purpose is generally accepted as relating to very few settlements in practice. In most towns
there already are more recent developrments between the historic core, and the countryside
between the edges of the fown.

Purpose: To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land

With this one, it must be the case that the amount of land within urban areas that could be
aeveloped will already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt Land. If Green Belt
achieves this purpose, then all Green Belt does so to the same extent and hence the value of
various land parcels is uniikely to be distinguished by the application of this purpose.

The guidance considers that the types of area of land that might seem to make a relatively limited
contribution to the overall Green Belt, or might be considered for development through a review
of the Green Belt would be:

. Effectively infill, with the land partially enclosed by development
. The development would be well contained by the landscape e.g. with rising land
. There would be little harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct identity of

separate settlements in reality.
. A strong boundary could be created with clear distinction between ‘town’ and ‘country’.

The guidance states that there is a need to be mindful of all the other planning matters, in particular
sustainability and the overall spatial strategy. Plans should identify for development of the most



sustainable locations, unless outweighed by effect on the overall integrity of the Green Belt,
according to an assessment of the whole of the Green Belt.




03 Local Planning Policy
Context

Sheffield UDP and Sheffield Core Strategy

3.1 The statutory Development Plan for the area is the saved policies of the Sheffield Unitary
Development Plan, adopted on 1st March 1998, and the Sheffield Core Strategy, adopted on 4th
March 2009. However, this Plan pre-dates the Framework and the policy and strategy are
presently under review as part of the emerging Local Plan. Figure 1 identifies the current Green
Belt boundary as established in the Unitary Development Plan and other allocations in the vicinity
of the site at the former Hesley Wood tip.

Figure 1. UDP Proposals Map (excerpt), approximate site boundary outlined in red.

3.2 The Core Strategy, see Figure 2, seeks to focus new development in the Main Urban Area of
Sheffield, complemented by Chapeltown/High Green and Stocksbridge/Deepcar and it seeks to
direct development to take place mainly on previously developed land and seeks to protect the
Green Belt and urban open space. Chapeltown is considered to be an “outer built up area” by the




strategy, it is designated as a Principal Town. However, development is limited to within the
existing built up areas.

Figure 2. Sheffield City Council Core Strategy Key Diagram (excerpt).

Emerging Local Policy: Sheffield Local Plan,
City Wide Options for Growth to 2034 (2016)

3.3 Theemerging Local Plan: City Wide Options for Growth to 2034 has identified the need for around
43,000 homes and 25,500 jobs between 2014 and 2034. The options paper is clear that the
entire need cannot be met on brownfield land by 2034. It recognises that there needs to be a
strategic review of the South Yorkshire and North Derbyshire Green Belt to achieve the level of
growth sought in the region. The provisional view expressed is that the: “majority of Sheffield’s
Green Belt is too environmentally sensitive to be suitable for development. Areas bordering the
Peak District National Park are particularly valuable, and the countryside around Sheffield is one
of the city’s distinctive characteristics which make it a great place to live.”

3.4 The growth options paper considers a range of options for meeting the City’s growth and indicates
that identifying land through range of options including Urban Capacity (option A), Urban
Intensification (option B), Urban Remodelling (Option C), Limited number of Urban Extensions into
Green Belt (option D), with a small element of smaller Green Belt releases (Option E). The Growth
Option paper states that this would include assessing potential Green Belt Sites around the edge
of the Main Built Up areas. This would include the built up areas of Sheffield, Stockbridge/Deepcar,
Chapeltown/High Green and the three larger villages of Oughtibridge, Worrall and Wharncliffe
Side.




3.5

The options paper consider that Chapeltown/Ecclesfield have a role to provide employment
opportunities close to communities and potentially reducing the need to travel long distances. As
such it seeks views on acknowledging the strategic importance of Chapeltown/Ecclesfield in
terms of providing new employment opportunities close to new homes. In line with the approach
of selecting a range of options for Growth of Sheffield Map 5 identifies land between Chapeltown
and Ecclesfield as a Main Employment Growth Area (B class uses), and Map 6 of the growth
options paper identifies a potential park and ride at the same location.




04 The South Yorkshire
Green Belt

South Yorkshire Green Belt Origins

41 The South Yorkshire Green Belt was established in the 1960’s. The South Yorkshire Structure
Plan (1979 and 1981) set the broad extent of the Green Belt in Sheffield (in addition to the other
South Yorkshire Authorities of Rotherham, Barnsley and Doncaster). Since its formation, the South
Yorkshire Green Belt has not been reviewed at the sub regional level. Amendments, notably
additions to the South Yorkshire Green Belt were proposed in the first round of Unitary
Development Plans in the 1990’s. Since then, the extent of the Green Belt has been established
within the various Unitary Development Plans.

4.2 The principal purpose of the South Yorkshire Green Belt together with the West Yorkshire Green
Belt is to prevent the metropolitan areas of Sheffield, Barnsley, Doncaster, Rotherham and
Wakefield from merging and to support the regeneration of these urban centres.

4.3 Excluding the London Metropolitan Green Belt, the South and West Yorkshire Green Belt is the
largest Green Belt in England with 248,24 1ha of land falling within this designation (Source: Green
Belts: a greener future joint report by CPRE AND Natural England January 2010).

4.4  Circular 42/55 instructed Local Planning Authorities to establish Green Belts several miles wide
wherever practicable. The South Yorkshire Green Belt wraps around several major settlements
such as Doncaster, Wakefield, Barnsley, Rotherham and Sheffield, and stretches some
considerable distance.

Sheffield Green Belt

4.5 The Green Belt around Sheffield was one of the first to be established in 1938. A Green Belt Plan
was statutorily adopted in 1983, and most of the policies were included in the Unitary
Development Plan 1998 (UDP). The UDP only made two small changes to the Green Belt
boundary, to include land off Rushley Avenue, Dore, and a site at Clifton Lane, Handsworth.

4.6 It is notable that the South Yorkshire Green Belt report when first adopted in 1983 discusses
under the heading “Derelict Land” the land at Hesley Wood in the context of problematic




4.7

4.8

contaminated sites which are within the Sheffield Green Belt. The extract is quoted below and
shown in figure 3 :

“10.3 The amount of derelict land in the countryside in Sheffield is quite small compared with other
aistricts in South Yorkshire. However, such land tends to be concentrated in certain areas and in
sensitive locations close to the built up areas or in otherwise prominent positions. Derelict land in
Sheffield tends to be associated with spoil heaps and old quarry excavations although disused
allotrnents and sewage works are also problems in certain locations. The worst areas of dereliction
are to be found on the east of Sheffield notably at Smithy Wood, east of Chapletown, at
Handsworth Colliery, and along the Shirebrook Valley.

10.4 Both the city and County Councils are involved in the preparation and carrying out of
reclamation schemes. Grants up to 100% of the costs are available from the Departrment of the
Environment in respect of reclamation of derelict land which can be described as being so
agamaged by industrial or other development as to be incapable of beneficial use without
treatrent.”

Figure 3. Extract from South Yorkshire Green Belt Report.

This illustrates how the site at the former Hesley Wood tip is a longstanding derelict site in the
Green Belt upon which there have been longstanding plans for re-use and reclamation to make
effective use of the land. It also underlines the point made later within this report that the land at
Hesley Wood without remediation work is incapable of beneficial use.

Policy GE1 of the Unitary Development Plan sets the approach to Green Belt in Sheffield. It states:

“In the Green Belt, development will not be permitted, except in very special circumstances, where
it would’:

o Lead to unrestricted growth of the built- up area;




4.9

4.13
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e Contribute towards merging of existing settlerments,; or
e Lead to encroachment of urban development into the countryside, or
o Compromise urban regeneration.”

Locally the Green Belt is intended to encourage the regeneration of run down inner areas, and
protect the open character of the countryside. It is also stated that the use of land in Green Belts
has a positive role to play in preserving areas of open land extending into the urban area which
have existing or potential recreational value. It also helps to preserve access to open countryside
for recreation purposes.

At the time PPG 2 gave advice on defining Green Belt and stated that: “wherever practicable a
Green Belt should be several miles wide, so as to ensure an appreciable open zone all-round the
built up area concerned.”

The subsequent Core Strategy adopted in 2009 maintained the Green Belt, and stated that it will
not be subject to review other than the removal of ‘untenable anomalies’. The core strategy Policy
CS71 states:

“Countryside and other open land around the existing built up areas of the city will be safeguarded
by maintaining the Green Belt, which will not be subject to strategic or local review. Exceptionally,
changes may be made to remove untenable anomalies where the change would not undermine
the purposes or objectives of the Green Belt in that area. Development needs will be met
principally through the re-use of land and buildings rather than through expansion of urban areas
and villages.”

In 2014 the Proposed Sheffield City Region Combined Green Belt Review - A Common Approach
— August 2014 was published. This states in Sheffield the only way more land can be brought
forward is to commence a comprehensive review, including review of the Green Belt Boundary.
The document establishes a common approach for the review of Green Belts within Sheffield City
Region.

The Sheffield Plan: City Wide Options for Growth 2034 established the need for a strategic review
of the South Yorkshire and North Derbyshire Green Belt. A Green Belt Review by Sheffield City
Council has now being undertaken to inform the Draft Plan, furthermore an addendum to the
Green Belt Review has been published in 2022, and this is discussed below.

Following the Council’s Cooperative Executive decision in February 2022: “the spatial strateqy for
the Sheffield Plan has been developed to take account of the preferred spatial option agreed at
that stage. It was agreed that Sheffield’s housing requirement should be limited to the number of
homes that can be accommodated on suitable brownfield and previously undeveloped (greenfield)
sites in the existing urban areas and that the release of Green Belt land for development should
be limited to sustainably located brownfield sites.”

The Green Belt Review Addendum (2022) goes on at paragraph 4.2 to explain: “in response to
this decision a single site is proposed for removal from the Green Belt to enable development.
Site allocation S517 (S04638) will be allocated for housing and open space. We believe that



exceptional circumstances exist for release of this site, owing to its previously developed nature
and proximity to the existing urban area, in a sustainable location.”

Therefore, the approach taken is to only release one site from the Green Belt at Norton Airfield,
the justification for this approach is that the site is previously developed land, in a sustainable
location, adjacent to the urban area. This description could be equally applied to the former Hesley
Wood tip land, therefore a similar approach to that site should be taken, namely removal from the
Green Belt due to exceptional circumstances being demonstrated.




05 Methodology

Proposed Sheffield City Region Combined
Green Belt Review — A Common Approach

5.1 Toachieve the principles of Duty to Cooperate, it was considered beneficial for all Local Authorities
within the Sheffield City Region to share Green Belt Review experience and produce a common
approach for future reviews. The common approach is staged and can be summarised as follows:

i. Stage 1: Identify General Areas Within the Green Belt;

ii. Stage 2: Smaller resultant land parcels are drawn up, taking account of excluded
areas;

ii. Stage 3: Resultant smaller parcels are assessed against Green Belt purposes

iv. Stage 4: Not yet completed. It will report on which parcels are proposed as
options for release from the Green Belt, if this approach is taken through the Local
Plan.

5.2 The Sheffield City Council Green Belt Review (September 2020) follows the above approach.
Therefore for the purposes of this review, it is considered appropriate to adopt a methodology
that is consistent.

5.3 The framework for assessing general areas and land parcels against the purpose of the Green
Belt is set out below and has been derived from the examples within the common methodology:

Stage One: Identify General Areas within the
Green Belt

5.4  Stage one involves comprehensively assessing ‘strategic areas’ or ‘general areas’ against the five
purposes of the Green Belt. It requires the consideration of the extent of the Green Belt around
settlements and the identification of general areas around the built form. The common
methodology considers that boundary definition of review areas should reflect the Framework:




5.5

5.6

‘define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent’. Examples of durable and less durable boundaries are provided, and reiterated below.

Durable/ “likely to be Permanent” features Infrastructure: Motorway, public and made roads,
a railway line, river.

Landform: Stream, canal or other watercourse,
prominent physical features (e.g. ridgeline),
protected woodland/hedge; existing development
with strong established boundaries.

Features lacking in durability/soft boundaries Infrastructure: Private/unmade roads; power lines;
development with weak or intermediate
boundaries.

Natural: field boundary, tree line.

It is suggested that Stage One should begin form the internal extent of the Green Belt or an
assessment of all settlements.

This Review does not form a comprehensive assessment for the whole of the authority. The focus
of this review is the area between Chapeltown and Ecclesfield, and primarily the land at Hesley
Wood. Therefore, the assessment identifies general areas within this geographical extent, through
the consideration of the durability of boundaries.

Figure 4: Sheffield City Region - Strategic context for the site.




5.7

5.8

5.9

Figure 3 illustrates the extent of the Green Belt within the sub region. Figure 4 below shows the
extent of the Green Belt between Chapeltown and Sheffield (Ecclesfield).

The Sheffield City Council Green Belt Review (September 2020) identified 75 General Areas across
the district to be reviewed. These are shown in Figure 4 below. Hesley Wood is situated in CN —

1.

Figure 5: General Green Belt Areas Identified in the Sheffield City Council Green Belt Review (September 2020)

Figure 5 below, is a zoomed in version of the Figure 4 showing the detail of General Area CN - 1.

Figure 6: Zoomed in image showing the detailed boundary of CN - 1.




510 Figure 5 identifies the general areas between Chapeltown and Ecclesfield relevant for the
purposes of this assessment. This is followed by the general assessment against the five
purposes of the Green Belt following the common methodology.

General Areas: Parcel CN1

5.11 General Parcel CN1 is a large parcel extending from Blackburn Brook in the west and along
Station Road/A6135/White Lane until this meets the M1 motorway to the north. The M1 motorway
forms the eastern boundary of the parcel running south to Junction 35 of the M1 motorway.
Cowley Hill/AB29 forms the southern boundary. Running west the boundary then runs north
excluding the existing built residential development at Cowley Drive/Woodburn Drive before
meeting Blackburn Brook. Hesley Wood Scout Activity Centre is situated within the northern part
of the site with access gained from White Lane. Part of the site is designated as an Area of Natural
History Interest within the UDP. In the southern part of the site adjacent to Junction 35 of the M1
motorway there is a Cricket Pitch. The periphery of the site is mainly wooded to the north, west
and south, with areas of Ancient Woodland located to the north and south of the site. See figure
6 below which illustrates the areas of the site which are covered in ancient woodland.

Figure 7. Green hatching denotes ancient woodland. Source: Defra Magic Map

5.12 The site is aimost entirely covered by spoil from the former colliery site, and is therefore in a very
poor landscape condition, with potential contaminants harmful to health. Although there is no
formal public access to the site, the scale of the site boundaries means that the site is used
(without consent) by the public for informal recreation (dog walking, mountain biking, 4x4 vehicles
etc.) and the potential contaminants are therefore of major concern, as are the extremely steep
slopes of the spoil, and other hazardous objects and materials across the site.

5.13 Regarding the five purposes of Green Belt land an assessment of how Parcel CN1 performs
against each is set out below in table format which summarises Spawforths assessment:




Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas.

5.14 The methodology in the GBR (2020) assesses the proportion of the area that lies adjacent to the
urban area: “...in order to measure contiguity.”

5.15 The site is contiguous with the existing urban area. Approximately 2 to 34 of the parcel adjoins
the urban area and the site presents some opportunities to round off existing development along
the western, northern and southern boundaries with the M1 motorway and ancient woodland to
the northern and eastern boundary.

5.16 Parcel CN1 will require some encroachment in the Green Belt, however the current boundary is
not durable in many places and is made up of natural tree lines and development with weak
boundaries. A new robust Green Belt boundary could be formed using the durable features of the
areas of Ancient woodland and M1 motorway. Therefore Spawforths score for purpose 1 would
therefore be 3.

Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.

5.17 With regards to purpose 2, Parcel CN1 is well contained with the M1 motorway to the east,
industrial development to the south, Ancient Woodland to the north and Chapeltown to the west.
Thorpe Hesley, a settlement in the neighbouring district of Rotherham is on the eastern side of
the M1.

5.18 Development of this parcel will reduce the gap between Chapeltown and Thorpe Hesley.
However, this is mitigated by the durable boundary of the M1 motorway and the fact that the
fields directly to the east of the M1 motorway are undeveloped.

5.19 Furthermore, Thorpe Hesley is defined as a Local Service Centre in Rotherham’s adopted Core
Strategy Parcel and is considered in non-planning policy terms to be a village rather than a town.
As set out in the GBR at paragraph 5.15 the Framework only refers to ‘preventing neighbouring
towns from merging into one another.”

5.20 It is useful again to refer to the Planning Advisory Service Advice note Planning on the Doorstep
(2015) which states, in reference to undertaking planning reviews that:

"Green Belt is frequently said to maintain the separation of small settlernents near to fowns, but
this is not strictly what the purpose says. This will be different for each case. A scale rule approach
should be avoided. The identity of a settlement is not really determined just by the distance to
another settlement; the character of the place and of the land in between must be taken into
account. Landscape character assessment is a usetul tool for undertaking this.”

5.21 Emphasis has been added to the above excerpt to underline the point that just because
development of CN1 would result in a reduction of the distance between Thorpe Hesley and
Chapeltown that does not necessarily conflict with Purpose 2.




5.22 Furthermore, due to the intervening landscape and hard durable boundaries comprising of the
M1 motorway and Ancient Woodland on the edges of CN1 which will remain undeveloped means
that a sense of separation between Chapeltown and Thorpe Hesley will remain.

5.23 Consequently our view is that CN1 does not prevent any neighbouring towns from merging and
therefore serves no purpose with regards to purpose 2.

Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

5.24 With regards to purpose 3 which is “To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment”
Parcel CN1 contains former coal workings and is previously developed and derelict land. Large
parts of it are therefore not countryside and by developing the previously developed parts of this
site it will protect other parts of the countryside from being developed.

525 The SCR Common approach proposes assessing purpose 3 in relation to the extent of
‘beneficial’ Green Belt uses. Beneficial Uses are those set out within paragraph 145 of the
Framework which is repeated below for reference:

“145. Once Green Belts have been defineq, local planning authorities should plan positively to
enhance their beneficial use, such as looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation, to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity
and biodiversity, or to improve damaged and derelict land.”

5.26 The Parcelis largely made up of spoil from former mine workings. These spoil mounds lay in steep
mounds of upwards of 10m —20m high. The spoil mounds have started the process of becoming
populated by self-seeding pioneer tree species such as birch and willow. There is no formal public
access to the site, however the site is used without consent by the public for informal recreation
and the potential contaminants are of a major concern, as are the extremely steep slopes of the
spoil and other hazardous objects and materials across the site. There is a Cricket Field on the
southern part of the site an outdoor Scout centre and ancient woodland. The previously developed
parts of CN1 therefore do not serve any purpose in relation to purpose 3. However the parcel in
its entirety does provide some beneficial uses.

5.27 At paragraph 5.21 of the Green Belt Review (September 2020) it is stated that: “7he Common
Approach differentiates between the number of beneficial uses within an area. However, we
considered it would be more meaningful to use a scoring rmechanism which ranks land on a scale
of 1-5 depending on the proportion of an area of Green Belt which is covered by beneficial uses.”
It goes on to explain that a “..combination of desktop assessments, aerial photographs, land use
designations and site visits was used to quantify this and to determine scores.” In the Green Belt
Review (September 2021) below paragraph 5.21 there is a table which sets out the scoring which
is included as an excerpt in figure 6 below.




Figure 8. Purpose 3 Table of Beneficial Uses

5.28 The areas of the site which can be classified as beneficial uses include the established unmanaged
woodland areas, Cricket Pitch, Grazing land, Uncultivated/unplanted land and the land used by
the Scouts, Parkland and the Blackburn Valley Trail footpath. This amounts to approximately 164
acres or 66.5 hectares.

5.29 The areas of the site covered by non-beneficial countryside uses includes the land which is
previously developed and covered in spoil, the derelict pub, existing residential development and
the land used by a nursing home. This amounts to approximately 117 acres or 47.5 hectares. An
illustrative image is shown in Figure 7 showing the land parcels within the site.

Figure 9. Blue land indicates beneficial uses and red land indicates non beneficial uses.




5.30 With regards to purpose 3, therefore, as approximately 58% of the site is covered by beneficial
countryside uses for this purpose using the methodology within the Sheffield Green Belt Review
(September 2020) the site scores 3. (To be updated following site visit).

5.31 Sheffield City Council have scored CN1 as 5 against purpose 3. This must be erroneous and
requires re-assessment. It is clear from our review that less than 60% of the site is covered by
what could be considered beneficial uses and the site is clearly very well contained by the Ancient
Woodland and M1 motorway. Therefore an objective and informed score could not score 5 for
this purpose.

Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

5.32  With regards to purpose 4, the Green Belt Review states that: “In Sheffield, the fourth purpose
relating to the setting of historic fowns has not been used because there are no historic towns
within Sheffield’s local planning authority area.” Therefore, it follows that Parcel CN1 does not
serve any purpose in relation to purpose 4.

Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict

and other urban land

5.33 Purpose 5 is to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land. Sheffield City Council explain within the Sheffield Green Belt Review (September 2020)
that they have departed from the approach taken in the SCR Common approach. The
methodology looks at three aspects: 1. whether a site is adjacent to the urban area; 2. whether
sites are remote from the urban area; and, 3. Whether a Site contains derelict land.

5.34 The GBR distinguishes between those previously developed areas of land within the Green Belt
which are adjacent and remote to the urban area. The Green Belt Review (September 2020) states
at paragraph 5.27: “...Firstly, re-use of previously developed land in the Green Belt can have a
positive impact on urban regeneration where it is adjacent to the urban area, and therefore it is
less likely that such areas perform strongly in relation to this particular purpose.” It goes on to
state: “...Seconadly, there are some significant previously developed sites, with extensive building
remaining onsite, within the Green Belt that are remote from existing urban areas’ which need to
be considered. Redevelopment of these sites would recycle derelict land but their location means
1t would do very little to assist in urban regeneration, and therefore by being protected as part of
the Green Belt they are performing a more important Green Belt function, by directing
adevelopment into the urban area instead.” A third category of site contains no derelict land; “these
score most highly against this purpose as they channel development towards the urban area.”

5.35 Parcel CN1 is Green Belt land that contains previously-developed land adjacent to the urban area,
where redevelopment would contribute to regeneration. Therefore applying the council’s
methodology to parcel CN1 results in a score of 3.

5.36 An excerpt from the GBR (2020) showing the scoring is shown below in Figure X. You will note
that to score 5 for this purpose land must not contain derelict land.




Figure 10. Excerpt from the GBR (2020) Purpose Five Scoring

5.37 The GBR (2020) has however scored parcel CN1 as 5, despite the site containing land that is
clearly derelict and is also adjacent to the urban area. This is clearly erroneous on the part of the
Council.

Assessment Results

5.38 The minimum score would be 6 (for areas contributing very weakly to the purposes of Green Belt
and the maximum score for a general area which contributes highly to Green Belt purposes would
be 20.

5.39 The table below shows the relative scoring of Sheffield CC and Spawforths. Sheffield CC
assessment scored the site as performing very strongly with 16/20. However, we have
demonstrated that this is erroneous. Spawforths objective assessment of Parcel CN-1 is a score

of 10/20.

Assessor Parcel Code Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 5 Total /20
Sheffield CC CN1 3 3 5 5 16
Spawforths CN1 3 1 3 3 10




Stage Two: Technical Site Assessment

5.40

5.41

5.42

5.43

As indicated in the common approach stage two seeks to further refine the assessment of general
areas to ensure that deliverable sites are identified and assessed. It is considered that an initial
sift will remove land which falls within formal national level statutory designations as it is unlikely
that a site that falls within a statutory designation would be deemed suitable and deliverable.
Therefore it is not appropriate that any such land remains within the assessment process.

The list of excluded areas is detailed at paragraph 6.6 of the GBR and is repeated below for ease:
i. Flood Zones 3a and 3b;
ii. Sites of Special Scientific Interest;
i. Local Nature Reserves;
iv. Cemeteries, graveyards and crematoria;
v. Scheduled Monuments;
vi. Local Wildlife Sites;
vii. Ancient/mature woodland;
vii. Land in active recreational use (using open space audit);
iX. Land within 200m of the M1;
x. Land within 60m of high voltage power lines;
xi. Historic Parks, Gardens and Cemeteries.

The above list appears to be focused entirely on housing development ignoring the fact that it
could be perfectly appropriate for industrial and logistics businesses to be located in close
proximity to the M1 and certainly within 200m of the M1. Furthermore, commercial premises can
be located in close proximity to high voltage power lines whereas it is entirely appropriate for
residential development to have greater setbacks from power lines and motorways. The
methodology should therefore be revisited.

As a result of the sifting the areas identified in Figure X have been defined in the GBR (2020).




Figure 11. Resultant Parcels as identified within the Green Belt Review (2020)

5.44 For the purposes of this review we have focused on the parcel which contains the Hesley Wood
Proposals namely Parcel SO3856.

5.45 At paragraph 6.10 of the GBR (2020) states that: “As with the general areas, smaller parcels were
drawn using durable features to define boundaries wherever possible. However, in some cases,
the boundaries correspond with the bounaary of a ‘designation’ such as a Local Wildlife Site,
which might not always be a physical bounaary on the ground. In these situations, if a parcel is
subsequently determined to be suitable as an option for release from the Green Belt, the boundary
would be checked to ensure it is congruent with a durable/permanent feature on the ground. The
effect of this is that some parts of excluded areas could be removed from the Green Belt to ensure
a aurable bounaary, although the excluded area would remain protected by its designation.”

5.46 Refined areas are each considered in turn against the five purpose of the Green Belt. The technical
constraints assessment for area S03856 is set out below:

Resultant Parcel S03856 Assessment

Site Boundaries

5.47 The site is bounded to the west by the railway path to the north and east the site boundaries
appear to have been drawn to exclude the scout activity centre land which is a loosely defined
boundary. To the east the M1 motorway creates a very durable boundary for part of the southern




section of the boundary. To the south the boundary crosses Cowley Lane and excludes the
woodland and land which contains the derelict public house.

Site Characteristics

5.48 The site is almost entirely covered by spoil from the former colliery site, and is therefore in a very
poor landscape condition. It is not considered that the spoil on the site could be used in its current
state for any form of public access without substantial remediation. The periphery of the site is
mainly wooded to the north, west and south, with areas of Ancient Woodland located to the north
and south of the site. There are many mine entry points across the site and colliery spoil lies in
steep mounds upwards of 10-20m high. The spoil mounds have started the process of becoming
populated by self-seeded pioneer tree species.

Green Belt Purposes

51  Purpose 1 —To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. With regards to Purpose 1,
existing residential development lies adjacent to the site to the south west, west and north. The
site itself is made up of previously developed and derelict land. The allocation of this site will require
some encroachment into the Green Belt, however the current boundary is not robust. A new
robust Green Belt boundary will be formed using distinct features. The area performs a relatively
weak role in checking the sprawl of the urban area. The area performs low to moderate against
this purpose with a score of 2.

51 Purpose 2 — To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. With regards to Purpose
2, this parcel is currently previously developed land made up of large spoil heaps. The site is well
contained with the M1 motorway to the east, industrial development to the south, Ancient
Woodland to the north and Chapeltown to the west. Therefore, if this land were to be replaced
by development it would not be perceived as a closing of the gap between Chapeltown and
Thorpe Hesley. The Framework is specific about Purpose 2 being about preventing neighbouring
“towns” merging into one another, Thorpe Hesley is a village and therefore Purpose 2 does not
apply here and this parcel of land plays no role in preventing towns from merging into one another.
If this site were to be developed there will still be a substantial wooded gap between this site and
the M1 motorway to the east. On the eastern side of the M1 motorway there are undeveloped
fields before we meet the built up edge of Thorpe Hesley. Therefore, even if Purpose 2 did apply
here there is a gap between the settlements. The site is well contained and performs a relatively
weak role in preventing settlements from merging and therefore scores 2 for this purpose.

51 Purpose 3 — Assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In terms of Purpose 3
the area does not contain any beneficial uses which would enhance the role of the Green Belt.
The site is a former coal workings and is previously developed and derelict land, which is an
unneighbourly use. The site performs very weakly against this purpose and therefore scores 1.

51 Purpose 4 — To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns. As noted above
Purpose 4 is not assessed in Sheffield because there are no historic towns within the local
planning authority area.

51 Purpose 5 —To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict or other urban
land. The area is previously developed land and derelict land, which contains large spoil heaps




and therefore does not perform strongly at all against this purpose. The Framework encourages
the re-use of previously developed land and states that such sites should be considered first when
releasing land from the Green Belt. The site scores 3 for this purpose.

5.2  Overall the parcel performs low to moderate when assessed against the five purposes of the
Green Belt. The site scores 8 out of a potential of 20.

Assessor Parcel Code Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 5 Total /20
Sheffield CC ~ S03856 5 3 3 4 15
Spawforths S03856 2 2 1 3 8

Stage Two: Assessment of Area S03856 Land
at Hesley Wood

Quantative Constraints

5.3 Quantitative Constraints include Flood Risk (referencing Environment Agency Flood Risk Zones 1,
2, 3a and 3b) or Other Statutory Designations (Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, Scheduled
Ancient Monuments, Registered Parks and Gardens). As such, a quantitative constraints appraisal
has been undertaken in respect of resultant parcel S03856 and is detailed on the table below:

Constraint Comments Relative to Parcel S03856

Flood Risk Zone Flood Zone 1




Constraint

Comments Relative to Parcel S03856

Conservation Areas

Listed Buildings

Ancient Monuments

Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs)

Registered Parks and Gardens

SSIs/SSSls

Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)

Other Ecological Designations

The site is not located within or adjacent to a
defined Conservation Area.

There are no known listed buildings located on
the site or within close proximity to the site which
development of this parcel of land would have an
impact upon.

There are no known ancient monuments located
on the site or within close proximity to the site
which development of this parcel of land would
have an impact upon.

There are no TPOs within the area.

There are no known Registered Parks and
Gardens located on the site or within close
proximity to the site which development of this
parcel of land would have an impact upon.

The site is not identified as a SSI/SSSI. There are
no known SSls or SSSIs located on the site or
within close proximity to the site which
development of this parcel of land would have an
impact upon.

The whole of Sheffield Urban Area is within an
AQMA.

There are no statutory or non-statutory
designations within the Area. Hesley Tip Local
Wildlife Site is shown to be in close proximity to
the site, however an assessment of whether this
designation is appropriate is  underway.




Constraint Comments Relative to Parcel S03856

Furthermore, there is Hesley Wood &
Chapletown Park LWS to the north of the site.

With appropriate mitigation the effect of
development on the LWS’s will be limited.

Heritage Assets There are no known heritage assets located on
the site or within close proximity to the site which
the development of this parcel of land would
impact upon.

Rights of Way (Including PROW, bridleways etc.) There are no public rights of way within the site.

AONB or Landscape Designation There are no AONBs or Landscape designations
on the site.

Qualitative Constraints

5.4 Qualitative constraints are noted as Land Use and Built Environment; Biodiversity and Natural
Environment, including specified designations, and the biological, ecological and natural
environmental characteristics of an area; Topography; Landscape Character and Visual
Assessment; Historic Environment (the character, sensitivity and value of an area’s historic
environment); Infrastructure ‘show-stoppers’; and Access/ Accessibility and Connectivity.

Land Use
5.5 The site is currently a redundant spoil heap with self-seeded trees.
Biodiversity and Natural Environment

5.6 There are no known ecological designations located within area S03856 which the development
of this parcel of land would have an impact upon. Local Wildlife Sites are in close proximity to the
site but development of the site would not have a significant impact upon these and suitable
mitigation measures can be put in place.

Topography




5.7

5.8

5.9

Area S03856 contains large steeply sided spoil heaps. There is a high plateau towards the eastern
boundary and steep slopes down towards the west with drops of approximately 20m. The site
rises from south to north.

Landscape Character and Visual Assessment

TPM Landscape have undertaken a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. The site is a
former colliery spoil site, it is not considered that the site contributes to the key characteristics of
the wider landscape, other than the woodland and tree cover as described above, and which are
not considered to provide a long term level of tree cover.

The agricultural field of the Scout Land to the east of the main part of the area S03856 has a rural
appearance, however it is understood that this is also the location of many former ‘mine entry’
sites, and will therefore also need to be remediated to render safe for public use. The illustrative
proposal indicates this land to be regraded using spoil (bio-remediated and capped as necessary),
to provide a more level and useable area of land for the Scouts, although it will be returned to an
agricultural field which for the majority of the year it will retain its current rural appearance, and will
most likely be managed as wildflower meadow to enhance the site bio-diversity.

It is likely that there will be large effects to many visual receptors both near and from key long-
distance locations, particularly in the early years of development as the site is being regraded and
the spoil remediated, however this is an inevitable situation of any proposal, if the site is to be
‘cleaned’. The development proposals will include a substantial amount of landscaping which will
soften the built form and will, over time, provide a longer-term and more divers tree structure than
the self-seeded pioneer species.

The photographs below have been taken from within the site:

Figure 12: Self-seeded young pioneer trees 5-20 years old predominantly to the eastern part of the site.




Figure 13: Early mature self-seeded pioneer trees est. 20-40 years old on the steep spoil heap embankments predominantly to the
western part of the site.

Historic Environment

5.12 There are no known Heritage Assets located on the site or within close proximity to the site which
would preclude the development of the site. There are no conservation areas in close proximity
to the site and there are no views into the site from the conservation area in Ecclesfield due to
intervening landscape and built form.

Infrastructure ‘show stoppers’

5.13 There are no known infrastructure issues within close proximity to the site which the development
of land at area S03856. A629/Cowley Way can provide a suitable highways access to the site.
iTransport and BWB have prepared an initial access assessment for the site in order to determine
the appropriate location for the access. There is sufficient capacity at the junctions to service a
development of over 1m sqaft of industrial and logistics. The access road has been designed to
take into account the required stand-offs to the Ancient Woodland.

Access/Accessibility and Connectivity

5.14 The existing bus and train services which pass close to the site provide sustainable access to the
new site for the residents of Sheffield and the wider region by sustainable transport methods.

5.15 Connections to these public transport services can be improved through the provision of cycle
and pedestrian links across the adjacent Trans Pennine trail and through Chapeltown Park into
the town centre.

516 The Blackburn Valley Trail (Railway Route) creates further opportunity to encourage sustainable
travel by creating a safe route for employees to cycle to work.

5.17 The range of shops, facilities, transport hubs and housing within walking or cycling distance from
the site creates opportunity to encourage more sustainable behaviours from future employers and
employees and reduce reliance on the private car.




5.18 The Hesley Wood site can therefore be an opportunity to grow the urban area in a sustainable
way providing new jobs in a sustainable location.

Effective Use of Land

519 The land is entirely made up of spoil heap and is therefore previously developed. The site is
dangerous in its current state and is easily accessible. The proposals are therefore making an
efficient and effective use of land and infrastructure.

Technical Assessment of Green Belt Boundary

5.20 The Framework explains that there are five purposes of including land within the Green Belt, which
are:

i. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas;
i. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
ii. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
iv. To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

v. To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.

5.21 Area S03856 (Hesley Wood) has been considered against the five purposes of the Green Belt
above, this assessment considers the site performs low to moderately against the five purposes.
Contextually, the site is “contained” by development and activity being adjacent to residential
properties off Cowley Hill and Cowley Lane Chapeltown Park to the north west, ancient woodland
to the north, the M1 motorway to the east and its position within the landscape.

5.22 Within this context the release of the site from the Green Belt has limited impact on “openness”
and that redevelopment of the site would have low to moderate impact on the purposes of
including land within the Green Belt.

5.23 Paragraph 142 of the Framework states that Green Belt boundaries should be drawn so as not
to include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open. The site lies on the edge of
Chapeltown with residential development to the south west and north west. Ancient Woodland
lies to the north and the M1 Motorway to the east and in combinations with the effects of
topography serve to limit views into, out and across the site.

5.24 Area S03856 (Hesley Wood) is therefore contained and will not lead to unrestricted sprawl or
encroachment. The site is located on the edge of Chapeltown and is contained within its setting.
The site would not therefore lead to the coalescence of towns. The degree of encroachment into
the countryside is minimal as the site is previously developed. The site has no impact upon the
setting of a historic town. The site is made up of previously developed land and therefore will
recycle and re-use derelict land.




5.25 The current boundary of the Green Belt boundary around the main urban area at Chapeltown is
not robust, or durable and does not accord with the Framework where boundaries should be
clearly defined using readily recognisable features to ensure permanency. In this area the Green
Belt boundary is tightly around the edge of residential gardens which back onto The Blackburn
Valley Trail, along Blackburn Brook, the edge of residential gardens on White Lane, the M1
motorway to the east and the A629/Cowley Way to the south. The current boundaries are not
durable using the councils own methodology (as demonstrated at para x above).

5.26 A new proposed Green Belt Boundary would be defined by the durable boundaries of the M1
Motorway to the East and the Ancient Woodland to the North of the site as shown in the image
below:




Figure 14. Proposed new Green Belt Boundary with durable boundaries.

5.27 The boundaries have the potential to be further reinforced within the site through additional
planting to ensure an effective transition between the development and the countryside beyond.




06 Conclusions

Results of Green Belt Assessment

6.1 The Green Belt Assessment has been undertaken in two stages:

i. Consider the Green Belt Strategically on the land between Chapeltown and
Thorpe Hesley in the context of the Emerging Local Plan against the Five
Purposes; and,

i. After applying constraints, consider the resultant land at Hesley Wood (Area
S03856) against the Five Purposes outlined in the Framework.

6.2 This Assessment has utilised the common methodology as set out within the Sheffield Green Belt
Review (2020) and section 8 below considers the Green Belt Review addendum (2022).

6.3 Hesley Wood (Area S03856) is wholly made up of previously developed land in the form of a major
spoil heap. The site is currently used informally by the public (without permission) and prevents a
substantial public health risk due to contaminants, risk of landslip and potential sharp dangerous
objects.

6.4 The Assessment has shown that the land at Hesley Wood (Area S03856) is contained by the
surrounding landform, vegetation and existing built form and will not lead to unrestricted sprawl
or encroachment. The adjacent Ancient Woodland and M1 Motorway act as durable Green Belt
boundaries preventing further growth.

6.5 The site would not lead to the coalescence of towns. Whilst development of the Area would lead
to some erosion of the openness, the perception of the erosion is limited by the presence of
existing development to the south west, its position within the landscape, vegetation and the fact
that the site is previously developed land.

6.6 The gap between Chapeltown and Thorpe Hesley in Rotherham district is maintained by the
presence of the M1 motorway and fields to the east of the M1 Motorway and the retention of
areas of Ancient Woodland to the west of the M1 Motorway. In any event, Thorpe Hesley is not a
Town, it is a village. Therefore the provisions of the Framework with regards to preventing
neighbouring towns merging into one another does not apply here.

6.7 The site is previously developed land and therefore should be recycled and put to effective use.

6.8 The current location of the Green Belt boundary is not durable or robust and does not accord with
the Framework where boundaries should be clearly defined using readily recognisable features to
ensure permanency.




6.9 Asaresult it is considered that the land at Hesley Wood (Area S03856) should be removed from
the Green Belt.




07 Notes on Green Belt
Review Addendum 2022

Green Belt Review Addendum 2022

7.1 Paragraph 2.4 of the Green Belt Review Addendum 2022 note that that in reference to purpose
2 (to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another) that a qualitative assessment should
be made which takes into account: “the likely qualitative impact on the ground of taking account
of topography, landform and landscape features may also be appropriately considered.” The
addendum then shows the updated scoring criteria which is repeated below:

Figure 15. Amendments to the Scoring for purpose 2 in light of consultation.

7.2 The Green Belt Review addendum (2022) therefore take account of qualitative issues but the
methodology is flawed as the addition to only one part of the scoring means that a qualitative
assessment can only make an area of land score higher against purpose 2. It may be that a
qualitative assessment means that despite the close proximity of a nearby town due to
topography, landform and landscape features the feeling of separation is maintained or even
enhanced if an area is removed from the Green Belt. To be objective the assessment and scoring
system needs to work in both directions.

7.3 An amendment should be added to the scoring system which could read: “Parcels should also
score 1 where the impact of development would not result in coalescernce despite close proximity

of an adjoining Town, adue to specific topographical. landform or landscape features in that
location.”

7.4 At paragraph 4.1 the Green Belt Review addendum (2022) notes that:




7.5

7.6

7.7

“Following the Council’s Cooperative Executive decision in February 2022 the spatial strategy for
the Sheffield Plan has been developed to take account of the preferred spatial option agreed at
that stage. It was agreed that Sheffield’s housing requirement should be limited to the number of
homes that can be accommodated on suitable brownfield and previously undeveloped (greenfield)
sites in the existing urban areas and that the release of Green Belt land for developrment should
be limited to sustainably located brownfield sites.”

The Green Belt Review Addendum (2022) goes on at paragraph 4.2 to explain: “In response to
this decision a single site is proposed for removal from the Green Belt to enable development.
Site allocation S517 (S04638) will be allocated for housing and open space. We believe that
exceptional circumstances exist for release of this site, owing to its previously developed nature
and proximity to the existing urban area, in a sustainable location.”

Site allocation SS17 Norton Aerodrome sits within Green Belt general area S-3 as denoted within
the Green Belt Review (September 2020). General Area S-3 scores a total of 9/20 against Green
Belt purposes. The table below compares Spawforths scoring for General Area CN-1 with the
scoring for S-3.

Assessor Parcel Code Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 5 Total /20
Sheffield CC  S-3 2 1 3 3 9
Spawforths CN-1 3 1 3 3 10

As can be seen above, when the methodology is applied correctly land parcels CN-1 and S-3
have very similar scoring. Both sites contain significant areas of previously developed land in close
proximity to the existing urban area, in a sustainable location.

In the same vein, the resultant area scores are very similar, Norton Aerodrome is within resultant
parcel S-3-a and Hesley Wood is within SO03856. The table below compares the scores for both
parcels.

Assessor Parcel Code Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 5 Total /20

Sheffield CC  S-3-a 2 1 2 3 8




7.8

7.9

Assessor Parcel Code Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 5 Total /20

Spawforths CN-1 2 2 1 3 8

If applied correctly, the methodology would lend support, in terms of background evidence,
showing that both sites do not perform a strong Green Belt function. It follows therefore, that there
are exceptional circumstances for the release of the land at the former Hesley Wood tip from the
Green Belt for the same reasons that the land at Norton Aerodrome is being released from the
Green Belt.

The land at the former Hesley Wood tip is made up of previously developed land, adjacent to the
urban area, in a sustainable location and it does not perform a strong Green Belt purpose and
therefore should be released from the Green Belt. It is clearly a reasonable alternative site and
should be considered for release and allocation for development in line with the Framework.






