


to add your objection to the proposal to develop this site alongside other late
responses, however it will be up to the Planning Inspector to determine whether
late responses are considered. Please let us know if you would like to submit this
as a formal objection.
Best wishes, Laura
From: wtsutherland  
Sent: 20 March 2023 11:59
To:  

; 
Cc: 
Subject: Allocation of land to the east of Moor Valley Road S20 5DZ

Dear Jayne,
I wish to add to the concerns raised by Professor Chris Digman and Alison Digman regarding the
potential development of land east of Moor Valley Road.
I agree that the “Site Selection Methodology site appraisal (Sheffield Plan - Publication (Pre
Submission) Draft)” of the site, has many inconsistencies in the decision making process. I would
also agree that  we are very aware of the ecological importance
of this land within the area. The diversity of fauna and flora is incredible and well documented
through various studies.
I would draw the attention of  to a letter he sent to 

. The letter guaranteed that the land would never be developed. It was green
belt and for grazing purposes, livestock have regularly grazed on the land. Sheep were last
grazing just a couple of months ago.
In your response to  you wrote “I have previously spoken with colleagues
within the Planning service who have informed me that the consultation period ended on the 21st
Feb 2023 but they would submit late objections through to the allocated government inspector. It
would be down to the inspector to decided if they would accept the late objections and
comments.
I have included the planning service in this email as they would be the best people to speak with
regarding your concerns.”

None of us were aware of the consultation, how can it have been closed on 21st February 2023
when we were not informed or given an opportunity to raiser our concerns.
Kind Regards

Sent from my iPhone
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



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Allocation of land to the east of Moor Valley Road, S20 5DZ
Date: 12 April 2023 19:25:28
Attachments: Review of allocation in Sheffield Local Plan of land to the East of Moor Valley - Objection April 2023.pdf

Dear Jayne,
Thankyou for your recent email. Apologies for not responding sooner, 

I felt it was appropriate to consolidate our objection to the allocation, and provide evidence on the
grounds of the information provided in the plan and evaluations of the land are not correct in line with
the methodologies outlined within the Sheffield City Plan, and therefore should be shared with the
allocated government inspector. To that end, I attach our review of the land allocation with evidence
that I believe the inspector should be provided with.
Just to note I have not received any information back from Sheffield City Council via the Sheffield
Plan inbox, but trust this objection with the evidence will be passed on, but would welcome any
advice you can provide please to confirm it has been passed on.
I am submitting this on behalf of 
Best wishes
Prof. Chris Digman
BEng (Hons), PhD, CEng, FICE, FCIWEM

From:   
Sent: 20 March 2023 08:46
To:  

Cc:  
Subject: RE: Allocation of land to the east of Moor Valley Road, S20 5DZ
Dear Prof and Mrs Digman,
Thank you for your recent email. I have forwarded your comments to the Sheffield
plan inbox. I have previously spoken with colleagues within the Planning service
who have informed me that the consultation period ended on the 21st Feb 2023
but they would submit late objections through to the allocated government
inspector. It would be down to the inspector to decided if they would accept the
late objections and comments.
I have included the planning service in this email as they would be the best people
to speak with regarding your concerns.
Many thanks
Jayne
From:   
Sent: 19 March 2023 17:03
To:   
Cc  
Subject: Allocation of land to the east of Moor Valley Road, S20 5DZ

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Clive and Jayne,
We wanted to register our objection and concern to the recent allocation of land off Moor Valley with
the proposal to place 150 densely packed houses and destroy the ecology and land that was under
agreement with Natural England. We live on  and therefore are very aware of the





Review of allocation of land to the East 
of Moor Valley and objection to its 
proposed allocation within the 
proposed Sheffield Local Plan. 

April 2023

Prof. Chris Digman, BEng, (Hons), PhD, FICE, FCIWEM
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Overview of objection to the inclusion of land to the 
east of Moor Valley close in the local plan allocation

• This document outlines our objection to the inclusion of the land to the east of Moor 
Valley in the local plan. 

• The land is within 60m of 275kv overhead cables, which typically would have been 
excluded from being considered as an allocation according to Sheffield City 
Council’s methodology. 

• The proposed land has been under a Natural England Higher Level Stewardship 
Agreement for the last 10 years and neighbours a designated Local Wildlife Site. 

• The actual land available is far smaller than suggested in the detailed evaluation, 
estimated to be by circa 25% resulting in less homes.

• Our objection is based on the ecological impact this will cause and that Sheffield 
City Council has not correctly applied and/or made incorrect evaluations in the 
process of including the land in the draft local plan, and may have reached an 
alternative decision to not include the land within the allocation. 

2



Contents
Page 
Number

Content

2 Overview of objection
4 Site location where land to the east of Moor Valley assessed. The size of land available 

has not been correctly assessed. 
5 Inclusion of land within 60m of 275kv Overhead cables. 
6 Review of Suitability Assessment Evaluation indicated two areas which we believe are 

incorrectly categorised – ecology and impact on rural landscape character. 
7 Impact on rural landscape character assessment resulted in a lower score than should 

have been determined
8 Texture - support information to character assessment
9 Public and Private View - support information to character assessment
10 Scope to mitigate development - support information to character assessment
11 Review of the impact on ecology/local nature recovery networks in the Site Selection 

Methodology Site Appraisal
12 Documents and websites referred to 3







Review of Suitability Assessment Evaluation indicated two areas which 
we believe are incorrectly categorised – ecology and impact on rural 
landscape character. 

Impact on rural landscape character. 
• The scores do not align with the available 

evidence. 
• The score indicated as medium capacity 

but amended to higher capacity with no 
justification for change. 

• A review of the scores indicates that a 
higher score should have been assigned 
to the site. 

Impact on ecology/local nature recovery 
networks
• An indicator score of N does not appear 

to take into the wider ecological value of 
the land as indicated being assigned a 
Higher Level Stewardship Agreement with 
Natural England in 2013, which 
neighbour’s designated Local Wildlife Sites 
to the North and East. 
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Impact on rural landscape character 
assessment* resulted in a lower score than 
should have been determined

We agree with a number of the category assessments but question the following categories with 
supporting evidence on the following pages. We propose after reviewing other sites scores, that the 
“medium” rating would have been correct and not changed to higher. Our assessment has been made 
following Sheffield City Council’s methodology**. 

Our review indicates that a score of 25-26 should have been given, and this when compared with other 
assessments, the capacity should have been “low” or “medium” and not revised to “Higher” :

• Texture – A score of 1 given but given this land was under a Higher Level Stewardship Scheme and 
the margins and a central strip dividing the land in two are clearly left to mature and should have a 
score of 2  “Rough, usually contained managed but some areas untended or abandoned,”

• Openness to public view – A score of 1 given but the land can be seen from 3 sides, with footpaths 
around the edge to the North and East and fully visible from the west along Moor Valley. Note as the 
land slopes away, over 50% of the site is visible from the highway and footpath on Moor Valley. A 
score of 2 should have been assigned “Area is partially contained from public views; Area is 
moderately open to public views,”

• Openness to private view – A score of 1 has been given however the land is predominantly lower 
than properties on Moor Valley, with the top floors of properties over 12m above the land proposed 
therefore offering no privacy for many proposed properties. Even gardens in Moor Valley Close are 3-
6m higher, therefore there will be limited privacy for any properties neighbouring properties on Moor 
Valley Close. A score of 2 should have been assigned “Area is partially contained from public views; 
Area is moderately open to public views,”

• Scope to mitigate the development – A score of 1 given. Considering that land is bound by nearly 
60% woodland and grazing land, and the requirement for 40 homes per ha, and the need for open 
green space in development, a score of 2 or 3 would be more appropriate for the development to 
keep within the existing landscape pattern (e.g. score of “2  = Moderate scope to provide mitigation 
in the medium term broadly in keeping with existing landscape pattern,” **)

* Landscape Character and Green Belt Capacity Study (April 2018) Appendix 3, Page 193
** Landscape Character and Green Belt Capacity Study (April 2018) Appendix 1-2, Pages 34-42
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Documents and websites referred to

• The Sheffield Plan: Our City, Our Future Sheffield Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment December 2022

• The Sheffield Plan: Publication (Pre-Submission) Draft Policies Map, January 2023, South East Sheffield 
Sub Area

• The Sheffield Plan: Our City, Our Future, Site Selection Methodology, January 2023
• The Sheffield Plan: Our City, Our Future Publication (Pre-Submission) Draft Annex A: Site Allocations 

Schedule, December 2022 (Page 182)
• Site Selection Methodology site appraisal (Sheffield Plan - Publication (PreSubmission) Draft) Site 

Reference: S02900 / SES10
http://www.arcgis.com/sharing/rest/content/items/804ad6169ae0486eaecf95f1da5d1979/data

• Sheffield Landscape Character & Green Belt Capacity Study, April 2018
• Environmental Stewardship Scheme Agreements (England) https://naturalengland-

defra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/ca68c90958c342a285d6370ddd7edd66 0/explore?location=
52.802477%2C-2.469330%2C7.81

• Higher Level Stewardship 2023: agreement extensions https://www.gov.uk/guidance/higher-level-
stewardship-2023-agreement-extensions
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