Dore Neighbourhood Forum Steering Group: Comments on Sheffield City Council’s Draft Local Plan to 2039

It is the view of the DNF Steering Group, which has had, and completed, the task of successfully preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for Dore, that the draft Sheffield Local Plan presented for public consultation in January/February 2023 is, in overall conception and in most of its detail, as required, a SOUND Plan and that it has been positively prepared, is justified in relation to the available evidence, is effective and is consistent with national policy. It is also late, but better late than never, and also better for the thinking that has most recently gone into it.
The comments which follow provide some suggestions for desirable change, but more particularly record the reasons why we feel that the Plan is generally sound and broadly welcomed in Dore.
1. The Landscape Sensitivity of the Relationship between the Western Suburbs and Villages of Sheffield and the Peak District National Park

It is vitally important to us as a community at the south-western extreme of developed Sheffield to be confident that the City’s future development takes full and appropriate account of the landscape sensitivity of the relationship between ourselves as, once a small Derbyshire village and now a significant outer Sheffield suburb, and the major national asset sitting closely to our west which is the Peak District National Park. It is the case that the land lying between the National Park boundary and the edge of developed Dore was categorised as Green Belt even before the National Park was founded in 1951 and over many years the City Council has respected the status of that land in accordance with the purposes for Green Belt which are at present as defined in Paragraph 138 of the NPPF 2021. It is important to defend the sensitivity of this relationship because:
(a)The City Council has a statutory duty under Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 as updated in the Environment Act of 1995 to have regard to the purposes of National Parks. We are pleased to see Sheffield Council acknowledging this duty in Para. 8.13 in the Landscape Character section of Part 2 of the Plan and in Policy GS3 and acknowledging in para. 8.13 that development in Sheffield may impact on the National Park’s purposes. The overriding purposes of the English National Parks are (i) to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park; and (ii) to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park by the public. It is stated in Core Strategy policy L1A of the Peak District National Park’s Local Plan that:  “development must conserve and enhance valued landscape character, as identified in the Landscape Strategy and Action Plan, and other valued characteristics” and amongst those ‘other valued characteristics’ are listed “the special characteristics attached to the National Park by surrounding urban communities” and “the flow of  landscape character across and beyond the National Park boundary, providing a continuity of landscape and valued setting for the National Park”. 
(b)We believe that the ‘valued characteristic’ recognised by the Peak District National Park Authority that the flow of landscape character across and beyond the National Park boundary provides a “continuity of landscape and valued setting for the National Park” is borne out by the fact that the professionally expert landscape character assessment carried out by the Authority’s advisers in its Landscape Strategy and European Convention Landscape Action Plan in July 2009 extended its assessment right up to the developed edge of Dore village in recognition of the fact that many of the same landscape characteristics which appeared inside the Park but on its edge also extended down across the Green Belt right up to Dore.
(c)This landscape relationship is recognised in the Adopted Dore Neighbourhood Plan which at DN Policy 2 requires that: “Development must respect the setting of the Peak District National Park.” It is the reasonable view of the Dore community tested at a pubic questionnaire that all the Green Belt between Dore and the National Park constitutes the National Park’s setting. Furthermore the Dore community is now preparing a Green Infrastructure Strategy for Dore’s Green Belt which endorses and enlarges on this point. We are therefore pleased to see that Policy GS3 in the draft Local Plan says that: “Development will be expected to protect and enhance the setting of the Peak District National Park, including views into and out of the National Park.”
(d)It is the case that most of the land immediately behind the upland boundary of the National Park as it faces Dore across its Green Belt is categorised by the National Park Authority as part of its Natural Zone under the Wildlife and Countryside (Amendment) Act of 1995 which is the land within the Park which is of such natural beauty that it is the most important land in the Park to conserve.
(e)It is also of historical importance to Dore and to Sheffield as a whole that the concept and reality of Green Belt was established by a great Sheffield countryside pioneer, Ethel Haythornthwaite, while defending this very area before, during and after the Second World War. We should all want to preserve the Green Belt she fought for and secured.
2. A Local Plan which Protects the City’s Green Belt and the Setting of the National Park against Excessive Housing Targets
The Dore community welcomes the fact that the Council’s draft new Local Plan not only continues to recognise the importance of safeguarding its Green Belt but also does so in the face of pressures placed on it in the recent past by Government to achieve forward housing targets which in the Council’s view could not be achieved without sacrificing significant Green Belt land. For some time the Council has been subject to a Government target of providing 40,000 new homes by 2039 but in December 2020 the Government somewhat arbitrarily increased the housing targets for major cities and came up with an increased target for Sheffield of 53,000. 

We recognise that such a target is unlikely to be achievable unless the City extends housing developments beyond its existing urban brownfield boundary with significant losses of Green Belt land. We welcome the Council’s brave but entirely correct decision not to be persuaded down such a damaging route because:
1. Abandoning Green Belt land to developers undermines the fundamental purpose of Green Belt to encourage effective development of existing urban brownfield land. This is a particular challenge for Sheffield which is sensibly setting out to plan for significant and complex inner-city redevelopment which would be undermined if developers had major Green Belt greenfield opportunities held out to them.
2. The NPPF expects LPAs to set out to meet the objectively assessed needs for housing in their areas but not to do so if it can only be done by compromising the NPPF rules for Green Belt.
3. The City’s recent Green Belt Review demonstrated that all of its  

Green Belt scored satisfactorily against the NPPF purposes and particularly so in the west facing the Peak District National Park.

     4.
The Council has responsibly tested the forward housing needs in      

the city by employing the Iceni consultancy to analyse and review
demographic projections for the city, and their findings conclusively demonstrate that the Government target for the city’s housing needs is exaggerated and that the chosen Local Plan target of 35,530 new homes is responsible and will meet forward housing 

needs. We support the Council’s conclusion that it can meet the 


objectively assessed housing needs of the city to 2039 entirely 

within the existing brownfield (and occasionally greenfield) 

urban area of the city with the sole significant exception of using the old Norton Aerodrome site, currently in the Green Belt.

It is our view that such a fundamental decision in favour of Green Belt protection supports the NPPF rules for Green Belt and meets the aspirations of Dore folk for recognition of the sensitivity of the landscape setting of the National Park as set out in our Neighbourhood Plan; but it also has fitted well with a vision for Sheffield set out in the draft Plan which seeks imaginatively to intensify new house building in and near to the city centre where jobs and services are focussed and travel can be minimised and reduces pressures on the middle and outer suburbs and Green Belt where Sheffield’s reputation as an Outdoors City has been principally founded and can be enhanced.
It is also the case that the Council’s vision and the Plan are designed to minimise travelling and particularly travelling in private vehicles for people to get to work, to the central services of the city and to schools. If Sheffield builds too few houses, more workers will travel into Sheffield to work; and if they build too many houses, more residents will travel outside the city to jobs located elsewhere; and if new housing is spread too widely in the city with significant increases on the periphery, average journey times to central area jobs and services will increase and more people will be making them. The congestion and air pollution on the main arterial routes from the centre to the periphery will increase beyond the current already unacceptable levels.

3.Masterplanning the Challenging Substantial Redevelopment of Inner City Areas
We are aware that the Council’s Plan relies on its ability to masterplan and mastermind the substantial redevelopment of central brownfield sites which are currently neglected and in many cases consist of ex-industrial premises or poorly utilised warehousing facilities. Such areas may require some compulsory purchases and/or decontamination to realise strategically large development sites where well-designed but affordable homes to high modern energy-saving standards can be provided. The normal house-building industry might not share the Council’s enthusiasm for pursuing such complex endeavours – hence the case for not allowing them the alternative of easy Green Belt development pickings – so the Council is going to need to be forearmed for the scale of master-planning required. We do hope that Government, perhaps through the Homes England agency, can provide assistance and resources to the Council to spearhead these challenging changes. 

We note that this point emerges in the Local Plan at Part 1, Section 5 on Topic Policies in the Housing topic at para.5.6 as follows: “Public intervention will be needed to enable much of the former employment land to transition to sustainable, desirable residential areas. Within these areas major improvements to neighbouring facilities and services, highway infrastructure and flood defences will help raised land values and this is expected to improve the economic viability of development sites over time. Many of the potential development sites have multiple owners and the Council intends to work with landowners, tenants and other stakeholders to promote high quality new residential development. Financial support from the Government could enable sites to come forward sooner.” 
Subject to these comments we are supportive of Policy H1: Scale and Supply of New Housing.
4. Overcoming The Short-term Risk to Sheffield’s Planning Decisions

We are painfully aware that, so long as Sheffield fails to have an up to date Local Plan which includes clear strategies and policies for the development of an up to date objectively assessed number of new homes (and employment sites) required for the period until 2039, it and its citizens will be in danger that increasing numbers of planning applications will be determined on appeal by Inspectors charged to pursue sustainable development against overblown Government targets. This increases the risks of poorly designed intensive developments being allowed and of the Green Belt being under unjustified pressure.

We applaud the City Council for not just preparing such an up to date Plan but by providing it with a compelling Vision and founding it upon a convincing assessment and recalculation of the city’s forward new housing needs to meet realistic assessments of forward population, jobs and housing growth. It is the case that on these realistic house-building figures the city will be better able to demonstrate the five year forward land supply necessary to meet the development needs. It is important that the Council establishes as early as possible with Government that the city will not be regarded as continuing to plan for less houses than are required and continuing to neglect to demonstrate an adequate forward housing land supply. 
It is noteworthy that Government has already indicated that it is abandoning the mandatory status of the latest LPA housing targets and in the Government’s proposed changes to the NPPF which should be resolved in the spring, it is suggested that, where a new Local Plan is in formal process, as Sheffield’s Plan now is, the  land required to avoid the ‘tilted balance’ being tipped against the Council will be reduced from a 5 year housing land supply to a 4 year supply, which would be a welcome relief to the city.
5. Sheffield Council’s Relationship with the Peak District National Park
The draft Local Plan makes much of the Duty of Co-operation in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) between Sheffield City Council and other local planning authorities and public bodies in relation to the planning of sustainable development. As is stated in its new Plan at Part 1, para.1.44: “This requires the Council to co-operate with other local planning authorities and public bodies to maximise the effectiveness of the preparation of the Sheffield Plan and supporting activities where it relates to a strategic or cross-boundary matter.” The following texts and map in the Plan stress the local planning authorities in South Yorkshire amounting to the South Yorkshire Mayoral Combined Authority and the wider authorities constituting the Sheffield City Region and the matters of mutual strategic cross-boundary issues with cross-boundary implications which concern them. What is not mentioned amongst these bodies is the Peak District National Park Authority even though the map at page 9 of Part 1 of the Plan shows how extensively both Sheffield and Barnsley from the Combined Authority and Sheffield and Derbyshire from the Sheffield City Region reach into the National Park and how identified cross-border issues like Housing Requirement and Land Supply, Green Belt, Natural Resources and Green Infrastructure, and Transport are of mutual interest.
Of course the National Park gets mentioned in the draft Local Plan but not to the extent one might expect given that: 

· it is a highly protected area of magnificent landscapes, beauty and recreational access sitting high above the full western flank of the urban city of Sheffield,
· It is obviously a geographical constraint on the western development of Sheffield which has to be taken account of in a Sheffield Local Plan

· Which provides Sheffield’s water, both when it is required and dangerously when it is not,

· With transport links to Staffordshire, Derbyshire, Manchester and Lancashire, 

· With wildlife corridors running close to the heart of the city,

· It is the biggest single contributor to Sheffield’s invaluable reputation as an Outdoors City with its capacity to seduce and retain students and movers and shakers to the city’s intellectual, creative and financial life.
Dore welcomes and applauds the fact that the City recognises the importance of maintaining the Green Belt, particularly between the city’s western suburbs and villages and the National Park boundary in order to stimulate effective, comprehensive and imaginative development within the City’s existing urban area, but it could do more to recognise the western Green Belt as the approach to, and the setting of, the National Park which require protection and enhancement in their own right, particularly because much of the land within the Green Belt is itself of landscape merit with landscape characteristics flowing from the Park down across the open fields and valleys of the Belt. The Dore community would like to see the City Council and the National Park Authority mutually acknowledge their respective interests and then ensure that this Plan more strongly reflects that mutuality of interest. Ironically, in July 2019 the National Park City Foundation declared London to be the world’s first National Park City, when Sheffield has a better case for such a status and was once joint first with London to create a Green Belt. Sheffield often claims to be the greenest European city; however, that not only derives from its wealth of green spaces, its large number of woodlands, its river valleys, its street trees and its encouragement of outdoors recreation but also strongly from its relationship with England’s first National Park on its doorstep which provides the catchment for Sheffield’s rivers, the landscapes to thrill its residents and the wildlife corridors to enrich its biodiversity.
6. Policy SA7: Southwest Sheffield Sub-Area Pages 81- 83 
The map here underlines that Dore is classified as a Local Centre in this Local Plan. 
Para. 4.71 says that this area “includes housing that has developed around the old village core at Dore…..” The SW Area also “includes significant areas of Victorian and Edwardian housing, much of which are designated as Conservation Areas.” We must take this opportunity to raise again our ambition that the lower part of Dore Road should be designated as a Conservation Area as set out in DN Proposal 10 in Dore Neighbourhood Plan. Surely the quality of the buildings ranks as high as many of the existing Conservation Areas elsewhere in the SW? 
We have a concern that the Council has suffered from financial cuts which leaves it with inadequate resources of building conservation expertise to meet the demands of the last of the objectives listed under the heading of ‘Objectives for a well-designed city’, viz. “to protect, conserve and enhance buildings, landmarks and areas that are attractive, distinctive and/or of heritage or of archaeological value.’ For example, the city’s register of non-designated heritage assets is inadequate.
Para. 4.72 states that: “The sub-area provides some of the main ‘gateway’ routes into the Peak District National Park with the Porter Valley providing a major recreational route linking the urban area to the countryside.” This is echoed in Policy SA7 which at (f) continues with enhanced and accessible green spaces and recreation opportunities leading to a specific initiative in the Porter Valley Recreation Cluster. We endorse the point about the Porter which provides a long recreational route into urban Sheffield right up to Hunters Bar, but we must press for acknowledgement that particularly the Limb Valley (from Ecclesall Woods to Lady Cannings Plantation at Ringinglow) and to an extent the Old Hay Brook (from the Sheaf to Avenue Farm and onto Blacka Moor) perform the same sort of popular recreational route; and additionally we note the wildlife corridor functions which all three perform as well as the central route from Ecclesall Woods, across Limb Lane and up to both sides of Ash House Lane and out to each side of the Hathersage Road. Could something be said in Policy SA7(f) about enhancing more accessible green spaces and recreational opportunities and initiatives in these Dore routes as well as the Porter?
Para. 4.73 acknowledges that “there is frequent congestion on main routes into the City Centre”, namely the Ecclesall Road and Abbeydale Road. Enough perhaps now to recognise that the 5 miles distance between Dore and the City Centre and congestion on the main connecting routes protects us from significant new housing pressures in a Plan which recognises that the main burden for new housing must be located centrally to avoid further congestion and transport pollution.
We welcome the housing requirement figure for Dore of “at least 40 homes” which includes 14 homes on large sites (the Abbeydale tennis club area) and existing planning permissions elsewhere in Dore. Any more must come from appropriate windfalls.

Policy SA7(e) requires that the “vitality and vibrancy” of the Dore Local Centre should be supported but with little suggestion about how this might be achieved. (See also our comment at 11 below).
Policy SA7(g) talks of development helping to realise projects which implement community-focused active neighbourhoods to improve walking and cycling access to local amenities; but also to further the Sheaf Valley Cycle Route and a Mass Transit Corridor from the City Centre to the Southwest.

We welcome the fact that the Council has not chosen to achieve its housing needs by either spreading the suburban city out wider into the Green Belt or by hugely increasing densities of housing sites across the whole of the existing urban and suburban city. We accept that some modest density increase is inevitable in even the outer suburbs so long as care is taken in individual cases not to trash the character of those suburbs, but we welcome the Council’s choice significantly to raise housing densities closer to the centre where imaginative new well-designed housing sites, including high-rise sites in appropriate cases, can cope with intensification of dwellings and contribute to the much-needed efforts to reduce traffic congestion and pollution, to encourage transfers from private vehicles to public transport, to better link homes with jobs and services and increase the chances for nature in the suburbs and in the Green Belt. We therefore acknowledge Policy NC9 – Housing Density.
7. Topic Policy T1: Enabling Sustainable Travel
We support this policy, based as it is on improving transport links between Sheffield and northern cities and London, but also crucially facing the reality that, within urban Sheffield, traffic will become rapidly gridlocked if housing growth in and beyond the existing suburbs is not constrained. The Plan sensibly assumes a shift from private vehicle movements to improved public transport provision, whether by rail, tram or road, and an increased use of cycling and walking to the extent that jobs, services and homes will increasingly be more closely located to each other. It is vital that the tram network is maintained and where possible enhanced and it has to be accepted that the Mass Transit Corridors give priority to public over private transport so long as this is achieved in a defensible manner. It remains a constraint on this vision being realised if the bus services in Sheffield are not substantially improved, and in this connection we support moves to change towards a system where the Council and the South Yorkshire Mayor determine the routes to be operated and levels of service to be provided, including thinking more imaginatively about the destinations which are need for communities, such as the need for good public transport links between hospitals and communities with high percentages of elderly residents, such as Dore, and between hospitals and the places where their staff live.
8. Topic Policy BG1: Blue and Green Infrastructure

We warmly welcome the fact that the new Local Plan stresses that we are not only facing a Climate Change Emergency, but also a Nature Emergency given the level of species decline across the planet. We welcome the fact that the Blue and Green Infrastructure Topic Policy, Policy BG1, and its introductory text acknowledge the need to significantly improve biodiversity in the city as well as pursuing the Net Zero climate target. We agree with para.5.25 that: “Safeguarding and enhancing the city’s blue and green infrastructure is critical to ensure that it continues to fulfil its multi-functional role and delivers both Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and wider Environmental Net Gains (ENG).” While we recognise that in the Southwest the Porter Valley and Sheaf river corridors should be singled out for especial weight for their protection and enhancement as part of Sheffield’s Green Network (as in Policy BG1 – Blue and Green Infrastructure), we must stress that it is important to focus attention on the full catchment areas concerned and their principal tributaries. For example the Limb Brook is a major tributary of the Sheaf and runs from Lady Cannings Plantation in the National Park near Ringinglow, through a major wooded valley (and also a significant historic border for two millennia), through Whirlow Brook Park under Whirlow Bridge and across the ancient Ecclesall Woods to the Sheaf above Abbeydale Industrial Hamlet. This is a key river corridor for wildlife and for recreational visitors and deserves significant planning policy protection for its biodiversity importance, its potential contribution to natural interventions to slow the flow at times of flooding, and its recreational interest. A similar case could be made for the Old Hay Brook which links Blacka Moor Nature reserve with the Sheaf.
The Dore Community is currently pursuing an aspiration set out in our Neighbourhood Plan to produce Green Infrastructure Strategy for Dore which will have much to say about these river corridors and their catchments and their linkages between the National Park and Sheffield’s river systems. We hope to be able to consult the Council on this strategy later in 2023.
We note Policy IN-1: Infrastructure Provision and would only comment that in pursuing infrastructure to reduce flood risk and to facilitate drainage we very much hope that the Council will not pursue costly intrusive hard infrastructure solutions to flood risks wherever less intrusive and cheaper natural solutions can be devised to slow the flow at times of flood risk, as is being tried out on the Limb Brook catchment in Dore Neighbourhood and could in principle be replicated elsewhere, eg. on the Old Hay Brook.

9. Policy D1: Design Principles and Priorities

We welcome the firm statement of Design Principles and Priorities in Policy D1. In particular we welcome the fact that development is expected not only to conserve heritage assets but also to respect Sheffield’s unique topography. So in Policy D1 development is expected to “respect, take advantage of, and enhance the characteristic features of the city, its settlements, districts and neighbourhoods, including…….Victorian, Edwardian and Garden City-style suburbs…..historic village centres and farmsteads, the city’s rural setting, topography and landscapes, historic parks, gardens and cemeteries….and also the distinctive landscape of river valleys, dramatic hillsides, extensive tree cover and views out to Sheffield’s Peak District setting.” You can be sure that the Dore community will be assiduous in holding developers and planning committees to these design principles, including those relating climate change reduction, having an informed understanding of the wider context of a site, making a positive contribution to local identity, contributing to the city’s extensive and varied green infrastructure and public realm, when planning applications are made in Dore Neighbourhood Area.
10. Policy NC4: Housing for Independent and Supported Living

In Part 2 of the Local Plan we particularly welcome Policy NC4 which specifies that: “Specialist housing designated for older or disabled people will be promoted in areas of need. Proposals will be acceptable [only] where:

(c) local health facilities would have sufficient capacity to cater for the additional needs arising from the development; and

(d) the accommodation would be close to essential services, particularly public transport, shops, and health services.”
Dore’s recent experience of a developer, Inspired Villages, applying for such accommodation in a Neighbourhood Area noted for its high percentage of older residents but with scant regard for the thinking behind (c) and (d) above suggests that these conditions should be placed on such development proposals but – we suggest – with the addition of the word ‘only’ as indicated in squared brackets above.
11. District and Local Centres

We note that while the scale of District Centres and Local Centres are quite different, nevertheless the planning uses allowed in each are the same (see Policy NC10). Why are both named differently: is there some other planning consequence which flows from this? We support the imaginative ambition for Local Centres like Dore to be 20 minute neighbourhoods with most shops and essential services available within 10 minute walk to and from home. However we are bound to observe that Dore has lost its post office and its banks and maintaining a range of good services is not easy in what is classed as a Local Centre.
12. A Green City – Responding to the Biodiversity Emergency

We warmly welcome the increased attention paid in this draft Local Plan as opposed to the current Plan to the reality of the biodiversity emergency facing the world, the nation and our city. We have already commented on Policy BG1 on the Blue and Green Infrastructure in the city and highlighted that both the Limb Brook and the Old Hay Brook catchments and river corridors do and can contribute to improved biodiversity, flood control and recreation opportunities. We also support Policy GS1: Development in Urban Greenspace Zones; the important policy clarifications in Policy GS2: Development in the Green Belt (particularly in the useful explanation of the term ‘small gap’ as it relates to Long Line in Dore); Policy GS3: Landscape Character (which is referred to at our Comment 1 above); Policy GS4: Safeguarding the Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land; Policy GS5: Development and Biodiversity (while recognising the challenges involved in enforcing these important rules); Policy GS6: Biodiversity Net Gain (although this revolutionary new concept is still not well understood and generally satisfactorily applied elsewhere, but it is important that the words “with priority given to areas closest to the site” in requirement (b) are included to ensure that BNG is not resented locally as a means of off-setting a local loss in a distant gain elsewhere; Policy GS7: Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows (which is so important in a post-Street Tree Scandal city); GS8: Safeguarding Geodiversity; Policy GS9: Managing Flood Risk; GS10: Protection and Enhancement of Water Resources; and Policy GS11: Sustainable Drainage Systems.
13. A Well Designed City

Dore shares the aspiration for Sheffield to be seen as a well designed city and supports the principles in Policy DE1: Local Context and Development Character, but worries about the policy statement in DE1 that the highest standards of design will be expected in a series of locations by type which would exclude all of Dore except the Dore Conservation Area and development on Abbeydale Road South. There are some fine areas of existing design in other parts of suburban Dore, such as the late C19th century buildings on Dore Road, Lower Devonshire Road, Brinkburn Vale Road, Lower Busheywood Road, Lower Chatsworth Road and Totley Brook Road. What is important is that the best features and styles of these houses are retained and not lost through inappropriate additions to individual properties and unsympathetic insertions between existing fine buildings, both of which have occurred on parts of Dore Road for example. Given that there is little evidence of the Council retaining enough conservation expertise to produce more Conservation Areas, it is a weakness to confine the ‘highest standards of design’ to so few areas. 
We support Policy DE2: Design and Alteration of Buildings; Policy DE3: Public Realm and Landscape Design; and Policy DE4: Design of Streets, Roads and Parking, and welcome the positive conciliatory tone of para. 9.13 on street trees. It has to be said that one of Sheffield’s most serious problems is the extent of on-street parking (even where houses have private drives and off-road spaces for vehicles), which is reducing the accessibility of so many highways.
Dore supports Policy DE9: Development and Heritage Assets but repeats its criticism that the Council has insufficient in-house conservation expertise to extend Conservation Area coverage where it could be appropriate and to extend an inadequate existing list of Sheffield non-designated heritage assets. This proved to be a problem when we prepared our Dore Neighbourhood Plan.
14. Developer Contributions

We note Policy DC1 on CIL and other developer contributions and that it is the intention to produce further guidance on the Community Infrastructure Levy in a Supplementary Planning Document. It has been and continues to be a bone of contention between Dore Neighbourhood Area and the Council how the Council operates CIL in relation to areas which are unparished but which have an Adopted Neighbourhood Plan. We hope that as that Supplementary Planning Document is prepared the Dore Neighbourhood Forum will be consulted through its Steering Group.
15. Clarity in the Plan

While we generally support the Plan and do not question its soundness, we have to confess that even as confident amateurs we found it in places complex to explore and byzantine in its cross-overs. If we were to test the Plan for its readability and accessibility to casual readers or those wishing to determine what planning rules apply to a proposed development, we might conclude that it is a challenging read. For example:
(a) The Plan commences with a Vision of what the City will look like in 2039 backed up by 7 mini-visions (in Part 1, para.s 2.2 to 2.9) and then describes in 8 Aims in a circular diagram what the Plan sets out achieve to fulfil the Vision, but the first two of these Aims are so over-riding and inter-laced with the Vision as to be wrapped round the central Vision in precedence over the other 6 supporting Aims. The circular diagram sits under a heading entitled ‘Figure 1 – Sheffield Plan – Aims and Objectives’ when in fact the diagram contains only the shortened Vision and the 8 Aims and no Objectives. There then flow separately in the text 29 Objectives marshalled under the 8 Aims. The diagram either needs a shorter heading to exclude the Objectives which are listed separately or the diagram might be dropped as a slick consultancy device rather than a convincing planning tool.
(b) Consulting the Plan requires considerable cross-referring between parts 1 and 2 and a plethora of maps and diagrams.
(c) Some of the maps are unclear because there are so many different features and policy areas being described and located by colours which are too similar to each other. The fact that it is possible to digitally de-layer parts of the maps to concentrate on particular features does help.
Christopher Pennell MBE MA on behalf of the DNF Steering Group 15/02/2023
