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1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Jacobs have been appointed by English Partnerships to undertake a desk based 
appraisal and feasibility study to determine the constraints and potential opportunities for 
the development of land between Blackburn Meadows Sewage Works and Sheffield 
Road, Tinsley.  

1.1.2 The study is being undertaken in two stages. The first stage established the current 
conditions of the site in terms of environmental, accessibility and other physical 
constraints. This report considers the feasibility of development options in the context of 
the findings of the first phase report incorporating further work on land ownership issues, 
planning objectives, market demand analysis and costing and funding issues.  

1.1.3 In undertaking the project, Jacobs has reported to the project steering group at key 
milestones. The project steering group is made up of representatives of English 
Partnerships, Sheffield City Council, The South Yorkshire Housing Market Renewal 
Pathfinder and Groundwork Sheffield.  

1.1.4 This report identifies and assesses potential development opportunities within the 
following context:   

·  The opportunities and constraints identified from the phase 1 report. 
·  Land ownership.  
·  Aspirations of land owners and other organisations.  
·  The findings of a separate market demand study undertaken by Knight Frank 

property consultants. 
·  Current and emerging planning policy. 
·  National, regional and local regeneration objectives. 
·  Cost and funding issues.  
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2 Land Ownership 

2.1 Introduction  

2.1.1 A key requirement of the study brief has been to determine land ownership boundaries for 
the site. This has been undertaken through the following approaches:  

·  A land registry search. 
·  Obtaining ownership plans from each land owner, where possible.   

 
2.2 Land Registry Search 

2.2.1 The Land Registry was approached and a request placed for the title plans and official 
copies of the register.  

2.2.2 The study area has a complex set of registrations with some of the land not registered. 
Therefore land ownership details cannot be supplied or confirmed in these cases.  

2.2.3 A plan showing the freehold land ownerships identified from the land registry search is 
provided by figure 2.1. A detailed description of these ownerships is provided as Appendix 
A.  

2.3 Land Owner Ownership Plans 

2.3.1 Land ownership boundaries have also been interpreted from land ownership plans 
produced by the Highways Agency (also showing other land ownerships), E.on UK, 
Yorkshire Water and British Waterways. The land owned by Ordic Investments has been 
determined from a plan produced by Bond Bryan Architects (dated 23/11/05 drawing 
number (SK) 051) submitted for the recent planning application. These ownerships are not 
confirmed or absolute, but are shown for information purposes as figure 2.2. 

2.4 Overall Description of Ownerships and Leasehold 

2.4.1 The majority of the land within the study area is owned by Ordic Investments and E.on UK 
but other significant landowners include British Waterways, Network Rail, Yorkshire Water 
and the Highways Agency.  

2.4.2 A description of each land ownership and leasehold interest is outlined below:   

·  E.on UK own 12.03 ha (29.72 acres) of land as highlighted in purple on figure 2.2. 
The northern boundary is formed by the sewage works and the southern boundary 
by the line of the former and existing railway. Their ownership also includes the strip 
of land between the River Don and the Waste Water Sewage Treatment works 
which continues outside the study area. Their ownership also includes a small piece 
of land underneath the viaduct. 

·  Ordic Investments owns 10.87 (26.84 acres) ha. to the south of the railway line 
shaded in dark blue on figure 2.2. The land south of the canal and north of Sheffield 
Road is currently being reclaimed and has planning permission for offices and 
industrial uses. Ordic Investments also own some of the land between the canal and 
the River Don and also between the River Don and the railway line. The extent of 
ownership extends to beneath the Tinsley Viaduct and also includes the disused 
pedestrian bridge over the River Don.  
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·  The Highways Agency owns 3 ha. (7.5 acres) of land highlighted in orange on 
figure 2.2. This land is informally referred to as the triangle (due to its shape) and is 
bounded by the former railway, the existing railway and the M1 viaduct. The 
Highways Agency only owns a small part of land underneath the Tinsley Viaduct 
with Ordic Investments, Network Rail, E.on UK and Yorkshire Water also owning 
land beneath the viaduct. The land registry search has identified that Meadowhall 
Properties (now British Land) registered an interest in purchasing the land but this 
proposal was never carried forward.    

·  Yorkshire Water own 2.56 ha (6.34 acres) of land east of the E.on UK land.  

·  Network Rail owns a narrow stretch of land which follows the line of the former 
railway (Blackburn Chord) as well as the existing freight railway. This is 
approximately 2.49 ha (6.16 acres).  

·  British Waterways owns land on either side of the Sheffield and Tinsley Canal as 
highlighted in Yellow on figure 2.2. This includes land to the west of the disused 
pedestrian bridge and some of the land between the canal and the river.    

·  British Land (previously Meadowhall Properties), owns 0.33 ha (0.83acres) west 
of the supertram track.   

·  The South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive (SYPTE) owns the 
supertram track.      
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3 Land Owner Development Interests/Aspirations 

3.1 Introduction  

3.1.1 Discussion and consultation with land owners and other interested organisations has been 
undertaken through letters, telephone conversations and meetings. This has identified the 
development aspirations and potential development opportunities within the study area.   

3.2 Landowner Interests  

3.2.1 E.on UK owns the majority of land within the study area. They are currently proposing 
demolition of the cooling towers to facilitate the future development of the site which E.on 
consider to be essential to unlock the development potential of the site. An outline 
planning application for the site, submitted in 2002, for offices, industrial and storage and 
distribution uses (see section 6.0) is still undetermined. E.on have indicated that they 
would support the HalfpennyLink Road and want to reclaim the whole site with the 
removal of subsurface structures and any coal deposits that are exposed during this 
process.  

3.2.2 E.on REFERENCE DELETED.  

3.2.3 DTZ Consulting and Research, on behalf of E.on. UK, has submitted representations to 
the emerging Sheffield Development Framework to support the allocation of the site for 
industrial and employment related uses. They do not support providing a limit on the level 
of office floor space as set out in the emerging City Policies (see section 5.0).  

3.2.4 E.on UK has provided the following statement in terms of their future aspiration for the site in an 
email to Jacobs UK dated 27th March, 2007.  

3.2.5 E.on UK owns the land to the east of the M1 between the sewage works and the River Don.  The 
site was formerly a power station and two cooling towers remain at the side of the M1 viaduct.  The 
main power station buildings have been demolished to ground level, although substantial basement 
structures remain below ground along with an electricity substation and connection to the national 
grid.  

3.2.6 The site marks a gateway to the Lower Don Valley and is a key landholding between Sheffield and 
Rotherham.  The site has potential for redevelopment to provide jobs and significant environmental 
improvements.  This will help create an enhanced green link between Sheffield and Rotherham, 
and it is hoped that this will form part of the wider River Don improvement works.  

3.2.7 Before the E.ON site can be developed the cooling towers need to be demolished and the 
remaining basement structures of the former power station need to be remediated.  There is a 
significant amount of engineering and ground work needed at the site. This will leave a clean and 
level site capable of development for a wide range of uses.  REFERENCE DELETED.  

3.2.8 The remainder of the site will be developed for commercial uses and discussions are ongoing in 
terms of potential development.  

3.2.9 Ordic Investments has commenced the remediation of land south of the canal and this 
land already has planning permission. Representations to the emerging Sheffield SDF on 
their behalf indicate that all the land within their ownership, including the land between the 
canal and the river, is brownfield land and should be considered as a valuable economic 
resource. The open space designation around the river and canal is considered too widely 
drawn and it is requested that this land should be reallocated for employment purposes.  
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3.2.10 The Highways Agency primary interest is the safety and security of the highway. 
Although they own some land underneath Tinsley Viaduct, they do not own all this land 
(although they retain a legal right of access). The ideal scenario for the Highways Agency 
would be to obtain ownership for all the land underneath the viaduct so they have greater 
control over its security.   

3.2.11 Representations to the emerging Sheffield Development Framework from the Highway 
Agency in their development control role have stated that they prefer development options 
for office development at locations within town centres and close to transport 
interchanges. They would not support office development at Meadowhall, or any other out 
of centre locations, where it might have an adverse impact on the already congested M1. 
Manufacturing, distribution/warehousing and other non-office businesses would also be 
considered on their merits particularly in locations such as the Blackburn Valley where this 
could have a significant impact on the M1. J34 of the M1 is highlighted as an area of 
particular concern. They have also highlighted that they may have concerns regarding 
park and ride proposals located close to the strategic road network especially if they 
encouraged short journeys between motorway junctions. Broad support is provided for the 
construction of the Halfpenny Link Road for local traffic to avoid motorway roundabouts as 
long as this does not lead to the redistribution of traffic to motorway junction roundabouts. 
A full appraisal of any development scheme and consultation with the Highways Agency 
would be required. 

3.2.12 The Highways Agency has not specified the level of development which would be 
acceptable at the site. However, any future development proposal would require a 
Transport Assessment to demonstrate ‘insignificant impacts’ on the Trunk Road network.  

3.2.13 British Land is looking to maximise the value of their land through the development of a 
regional casino and other associated development such as a hotel and leisure complex. 
GL Hearn, on behalf of British Land, has objected to large sections of the proposed policy 
in the emerging Sheffield Development Framework for the Lower Don Valley. The main 
thrust of these objections is that more commercial development, particularly B1 office, 
should be provided for and that land for residential development should be allocated. Land 
to the north and south of Alsing Road should be allocated for a regional casino rather than 
as a business and industrial area. Further public realm and environmental improvements 
are also advocated as are bus priority measures combined with a potential park and ride 
facilities at J34. 

3.2.14 The City of Manchester was chosen as the site for the super casino in February 2007 and 
Sheffield is not a location for the smaller casino sites. As such, British Land is now 
reviewing its proposals for the land they own within the study area. 

3.2.15 Yorkshire Water Land, Property and Planning have confirmed in a letter to Jacobs UK 
dated 14 December 2006 that they would object to retail, housing and office development 
at the site as odour and flies are likely to produce an unacceptable reduction in public 
amenity. They would not object to B2 (Industrial) and B8 (Storage and Distribution) uses. 
Land within their ownership is considered to be suitable for redevelopment although they 
would require a buffer to the Waste Water Treatment Works. The main odour producing 
area of the site, the primary tanks, are located very close to the study area and there are 
no planned works to reduce this odour.   

3.2.16 British Waterways owns the Sheffield-Tinsley Canal and land on either side. The canal is 
considered as a significantly under utilised asset in terms of the level of boat traffic 
travelling along it. This is attributed to the fact that Sheffield is a dead end on the 
waterways network and that the river and locks mean the route is more challenging to 
navigate. For example, the number of boat movements per annum for Sheffield is 
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between 1000 and 2000 compared to 2000-5000 upstream in Doncaster. As Doncaster is 
on the same navigation, this shows that boat users are not continuing their trips to 
Sheffield.  

3.2.17 A further problem is that Victoria Quays, within Sheffield City Centre, is being used as a 
permanent mooring destination rather than for visitor uses. Therefore, British Waterways 
is seeking to progress opportunities which would not only increase the attractiveness of 
the canal as a leisure and tourist route but would also create new permanent off line 
moorings for storing craft to free up more space for visitor moorings at Victoria Quays. In 
particular, boaters prefer off-line moorings as they offer greater security whilst they are not 
in use. Although demand for boat ownership has increased at an average of 
approximately 2.4% per annum over the last five years, the lack of permanent off-line boat 
moorings is identified as a significant barrier to further projected growth and meeting the 
needs of existing canal users.  

3.2.18 As such, British Waterways is investigating opportunities to provide a new off line marina 
for permanent boat storage along the canal between Rotherham and Sheffield to help 
encourage greater use of this stretch of the waterway. British Waterways has confirmed 
that the minimum site area for a waterway would be xx although if sufficient land was 
available this could increase to AWATING RESPONSE FROM BW. Given the national 
shortage of offline boat moorings, British Waterways have also established a new national 
marinas team and development investment guide with a specific brief to focus on tackling 
this problem. British Waterways is currently considering potential sites but has not 
indicated what funding may be available at this stage.    

3.2.19 Network Rail has replied that a proposal for a new railway link to the Sheffield-Rotherham 
main line (the Blackburn Chord) was considered a few years ago as a way of increasing 
rail capacity in the Sheffield-Rotherham Corridor. Network Rail is leading a Rail Utilisation 
Strategy (RUS) which will investigate the capacity requirements for the whole region. 
Although it is considered that the Blackburn Chord is unlikely to be recommended for 
reinstatement due to the proximity of the Supertram and the M1 viaduct, the results of the 
RUS will not be available until late 2007 and, as such, it cannot be completely dismissed 
at this stage.    

3.3 Discussion with Other Interested Organisations  

 Sheffield City Council 

3.3.1 Sheffield City Council planning officers are supportive of development opportunities 
dependent on their feasibility and provided that they have a positive impact on the 
surrounding area. As set out in the phase 1 report, discussions with City Council highway 
officers (the City Council are responsible for the local roads network whereas the 
Highways Agency are responsible for the Trunk Road Network such as the Motorway) 
have indicated that they would only accept a minimum amount of development without the 
development of the Halfpenny Link Road. Environmental Protection officers are also 
concerned about the impact of odours and implications for air quality.  

3.3.2 A park and ride facility has been put forward by the City Council as a potential 
development option that should be considered by the study as well as a bus depot 
required by new quality bus contract arrangements. 

3.3.3 Sheffield City Council, in partnership with the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), is 
investigating the potential for the site to be used for a biogas proposal. Biogas uses 
organic waste, which can include sewerage and food, to generate both electricity and 
methane which can then be used as a fuel by Heavy Goods Vehicles. The Centre of 
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Excellent for Low Carbon Technology (Cenex) is currently investigating the potential for a 
network of biogas plants along the M1 corridor on behalf of the DTI. They have highlighted 
recent successes in Greenwich where a planning application for a plant to process 60,000 
tonnes of waste per year is currently being submitted. In terms of the land required, a 
plant can be developed with a development footprint from as little as 1ha although 2-3 
hectares would provide room for expansion. The use of biogas is very popular in 
Switzerland with a network of plants already established. A major advantage of biogas is 
that it is a carbon neutral fuel in terms of production and vehicle emissions and a number 
of supermarkets are already converting their fleets to run on this fuel.     

3.3.4 A Sheffield City Council cabinet report on the potential for renewable energy within 
Sheffield is due to be reported to committee at the end of March 2007. 

 Groundwork Sheffield 

3.3.5 Groundwork is promoting the River Don Park and they are working with Sheffield City 
Council on this. Specific opportunities at the site would be to create new green spaces 
and recreational opportunities, enhance the river and canal corridor, the creation of new 
pedestrian links and if possible to create a landmark art project preferably through the 
retention of the cooling towers. Developer contributions would be sought to contribute to 
these objectives.  

 South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive 

3.3.6 Although proposals for extensions to the Supertram network did not receive funding from 
the Department for Transport (DfT), the DfT has indicated to the South Yorkshire 
Transport Executive that an alternative bus based option may receive favourable 
consideration and funding for this could be provided. Improving the quality, reliability and 
capacity of public transport links between Sheffield and Rotherham is considered to be a 
priority by both Sheffield City Council and Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council. 
Funding issues mean that the feasibility of a bus based option needs to available for 
consideration by the DfT in 2008. As Meadowhall/Sheffield Road is included within the 
broad east west corridor where a route is proposed, the Halfpenny Link could be included 
as part of any route. Furthermore, any developer contributions which could be secured 
from this site and others within the Lower Don Valley may help contribute to the cost of 
this scheme and enhance the business case for Government support.    

3.4 Potential Development Options 

3.4.1 The consultation with landowners and other interest organisations has identified several 
potential development options for the site:   

·  Employment development to include office (B1). 

·  Employment development comprising low density industrial uses and storage and 
distribution only (B2 and B8).  

·  A park and ride facility, linking with the Tinsley Tram Stop and Meadowhall 
Interchange and potentially with a new rapid bus corridor between Rotherham and 
Meadowhall.  

·  A bus storage and maintenance depot required as part of future transport provision 
in South Yorkshire. 

·  A marina for permanent off line canal boat moorings. 

·  Renewable energy proposals. 
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·  Green uses only for example habitat and wetland creation or recreational uses. 

3.4.2 In addition to these landowner led opportunities, Knight Frank LLP has also considered 
the potential market demand and land values for the site including identifying sectors 
which may be interested in developing the site. The main conclusions from this study are 
set out in the following section. 
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4 Market Demand and Land Value Study 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 Knight Frank (Sheffield) was commissioned separately by English Partnerships to 
undertake a market demand study to identify the type of development which might be 
attracted to the study area and the potential value of the land. This is provided under 
cover of a separate report but summarised in this section. 

4.2 Potential Market Demand and Land Values 

4.2.1 In terms of potential market demand, the main conclusions are:   

·  Healthy economic conditions over the last few years with low interest rates and 
relaxed pension legislation has shifted the balance of demand from occupiers away 
from leasehold situations to freehold. Many Small Medium Enterprises (SME’s) now 
consider it more economically viable to purchase as opposed to lease a property, 
with many able to purchase in a tax efficient vehicle of a pension fund. 

·  Demand still continues for leasehold opportunities, although tenants tend to favour 
shorter term leases with a 5 year maximum commitment. There is a significant 
weight of investment money for office investments. The combination of low interest 
rates and pension fund legislation, coupled with under performing securities, has led 
to keen interest in property investments from a wide sector from individuals through 
to institutions. 

·  Enquiries for office space over 10,000 sq ft are more limited and in general are 
focused towards leasehold accommodation in Sheffield City Centre. There are a 
number of developments, either on site or proposed within the city centre, which are 
targeting this particular market. By their nature they tend to employ a high proportion 
of staff at an administration level and therefore the benefits of public transport are 
important to these businesses and organisations. 

·  The demand for industrial and distribution premises in the area remains reasonably 
buoyant which has been sustained through a limited supply of speculatively built, 
good quality modern stock.  Much of South Yorkshire has historically suffered from a 
shortage of modern industrial units with an over abundance of secondary, ex-
manufacturing units which do not tend to meet with modern occupier requirements. 

·  Demand for industrial premises continues to be dominated by the owner occupier 
market which is primarily driven by low interest rate levels and buoyancy in the 
pension fund market. It is particularly prevalent for local occupiers who typically 
generate demand for units between 5,000 sq ft to 20,000 sq ft. 

·  The large scale distribution sector continues to be a driving force within the UK 
industrial market which is dominated in terms of total floor space take-up. In the 
drive for increased efficiency, the major retailers and third party logistics companies 
have been involved in well publicised upgrades of their distribution networks which 
has seen the size of warehousing increase dramatically, the average requirement 
for new space is now typically in excess of 300,000 sq ft.  In some circumstances it 
has been up to 1,000,000 sq ft within a single floor plate as companies seek to 
benefit from economies of scale which are offered by large, centrally located 
warehouses. 
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·  One major challenge to the distribution sector is the shortage of available sites 
within established distribution locations. This is forcing occupiers to seek alternative 
sites.  For example, Tesco recently acquired 0.5 million sq ft at J30, Barlborough, 
and Next 1.1 million sq ft in the Dearne Valley. 

·  The Lower Don Valley, extending from Sheffield City Centre eastwards towards 
Junction 34 of the M1, and the M1 corridor is a favoured location for business 
occupiers.  Whilst the area was traditionally dominated by steel and heavy 
industries, a shift in the economy away from these types of industries to the service 
sector, coupled with the development of Meadowhall Shopping Centre, has seen the 
area change to a mixed use business area including office, retail and leisure. 

·  Whilst detailed land supply studies have highlighted a significant amount of land 
potentially available for development in the South Yorkshire area, in reality sites 
capable of development around Junction 34, and the immediate Junctions, are 
limited, with those available subject to developer ties. At the current time, the 
opportunity for an occupier to source a single plot of land to carry out its own 
development does not exist and an occupier would have to consider a design and 
build opportunity tied to a developer. 

·  The leisure market has established itself in locations that do not naturally link with 
the subject site and future expansion is clearly being targeted directly adjacent to 
Meadowhall Shopping Centre. It is highly unlikely that leisure operators would be 
attracted to the subject site and particularly bearing in mind the presence of 
Meadowhall and the proposals on the immediately surrounding land.   

·  Should the proposed HalfpennyLink be constructed, then it may well be that the 
road frontage would be attractive to roadside uses such as a drive through 
restaurant. 

·  Similarly with out of town retail, Knight Frank does not envisage this site would 
attract significant interest from occupiers.  Rotherham has a strong concentration of 
out of town retail at Parkgate, which is one of the most successful out of town retail 
locations in the country, whilst there is a retail park located a short distance away at 
Meadowhall. 

·  The location could be of interest to a food retailer who would require an 8 to 10 acre 
site.  The closest major food stores are Morrisons on Sheffield Parkway at Junction 
33 or Tesco on the periphery of Rotherham town centre. Sainsbury’s used to occupy 
a store at Meadowhall but this closed several years ago as it appeared not to trade 
successfully in this location. The suitability of the site for such use would need 
consultation with the retailers to ascertain if the location met requirements in terms 
of demographics. 

·  The motor trade has changed over recent years, with manufacturers now keen for 
dealers to occupy high profile sites, generally serving a larger geographical area.  
The corridor from Sheffield City Centre to Junction 34 of the M1 has in recent years 
become heavily motor trade orientated. The rise of popularity of car supermarkets 
has created demand for large sites accessible on a regional basis.  An example of 
this is Carcraft which is located at Sheffield Business Park and The Car People who 
have also agreed terms to take a site at Sheffield Business Park. 
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4.3 Potential Development Opportunities 

4.3.1 Taking this assessment into account, potential development opportunities were identified 
as:   

·  Whilst there is theoretically a significant amount of potential land available for 
business development within the South Yorkshire area, a large proportion of this 
suffers from constraints that need to be overcome. It is difficult to identify 
development sites close to J34 that will be available within a 5 year period other 
than those where development is currently taking place. Therefore, subject to site 
constraints being economically overcome, the site would be attractive to both 
developers and occupiers for a mix of B1, B2 or B8 uses. 

·  There are a number of developments taking place in the locality currently along the 
A6178 linking Junction 34 to Rotherham Town Centre, including the development on 
the Ordic Investments site. These sites under development are likely to provide a 3-
5 year pipeline of development land. 

·  The Ordic site can be very much viewed as a separate site to the E.on site, being 
dissected by the canal and river. It would appear that this site is now being brought 
forward for development and this will continue subject to no deterioration in 
economic conditions.  

·  The E.on UK site is potentially an attractive development site, subject to the 
constraints which are currently being investigated being overcome. 

·  It would appear that from a planning perspective, without construction of the new 
link road only a development of a modest amount of distribution would be 
acceptable. Whether the other constraints would impact on this would need further 
consideration. However, the distribution market is active at the current time and 
demand for such development is anticipated. 

·  The extent to which the constraints can be overcome dictates the mix of uses 
appropriate for the site. Proximity to the river gives the potential for creating an 
attractive micro environment which would be attractive to office occupiers. However 
environmental constraints, including odours from the sewerage works, are a major 
issue. 

·  In reality, this site is most attractive as an industrial and warehousing location. The 
distribution market is such that distributors are seeking large units and it may be 
possible to secure the total development of this site with 1 or 2 large distribution 
units. 

·  Alternatively, the development may be a range of smaller units. Offering the 
proposed HalfpennyLink Road Frontage to car retailers may enable a number of 
circa 2 acre plots to be developed for such use at an enhanced land value over that 
for business use. A 8/10 acre plot for food retail could potentially provide a 
significant land receipt. 

·  Bespoke uses as mentioned above are difficult to assess in site value terms and we 
would suggest that they will generally be competing for land allocated for industrial 
purposes. They are unlikely to pay a premium value and indeed may require some 
subsidy. 

·  The Ordic Investments site required external public funding (through Objective 1 
European Funding) to facilitate its development. This indicates that the commercial 
viability of development proposals in the area may be marginal.  
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Table 4.1: Potential Net Market Land Values 

 
4.3.2 On this basis, potential land values per net acre of development land (i.e. discounting land 

needed for the Halfpenny Link Road, peripheral site boundary landscaping, 
undevelopable areas such as the electricity sub station) are shown in the table below. 
This also assumes reclaimed, services available, with adequate access and with 
environmental constraints dealt with. The values are based on information provided by 
Knight Frank LLP in January 2007. 

Proposed Use £ Per Acre 

Industrial/warehousing VALUES DELETED 

Offices  

Roadside  

Motor trade  

Food retail  
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5 Planning and Regeneration Considerations 

5.1 Introduction  

5.1.1 Before assessing the potential development opportunities identified in sections 3 and 4, it 
is necessary to establish the planning and regeneration context to determine the type of 
development acceptable and local objectives in terms of planning policy and national, 
regional and local regeneration objectives. 

5.2 Planning Policy  

5.2.1 This section briefly outlines existing and emerging planning policy relevant to the future 
development options for the site.  

Draft Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy 

5.2.2 A Public Examination into the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) took place in autumn 
2006 with the Inspectors Report due shortly.  

5.2.3 The paragraphs below summarise the Plan’s main content, but focus on the South 
Yorkshire sub-area with a particular focus on Sheffield and Rotherham given the site’s 
location. 

·  Promote a long term, planned approach to development and investment that aims to 
reverse the long term trend of population and investment dispersal away from the 
region’s cities and major towns. 

·  Transform cities and major towns to make them attractive places in which people 
want to live, work and invest. 

·  Diversify urban and rural economies and help deliver a better performing and more 
competitive economy. 

·  Focus development and investment in a way that better connects excluded 
communities to opportunity and supports areas requiring regeneration. 

·  Improve accessibility to jobs and services and increase the use of public transport. 

·  Raise environmental quality and respond to the challenge of climate change. 

·  The RSS identifies Sheffield as a Regional Centre and Rotherham as a Sub Regional 
Centre. Regional and Sub-Regional Centres (cities and major towns) will be the prime 
focus for housing, jobs and services and the majority of new development will be 
concentrated here. The main urban area currently under-performs and this is a direct 
legacy of the former economic structure of the sub area. However, Sheffield, 
Rotherham, (and Doncaster and Barnsley) represent major physical and social 
investments and capital, which are being comprehensively enhanced through 
distinctive urban renaissance programmes. Continuing to develop the main urban 
areas is essential.  

5.2.4 Economic priorities for the Sheffield-Rotherham area are to:  

·  Support the role of Sheffield as a major provider of jobs and the regeneration of 
much of Sheffield City Centre, with a range of quarters and further regeneration of 
the Don Valley. 
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·  Develop Rotherham Town Centre and the South Yorkshire Navigation Canal area 
with good cultural and leisure facilities and an affordable high quality option for 
businesses and urban living. 

·  Support significant airport related development linked to Robin Hood/Doncaster 
Sheffield Airport and advanced manufacturing related development at the 
Waverley/Orgreave Advanced Manufacturing Park (AMP). 

Sheffield Unitary Development Plan 

5.2.5 The UDP was adopted in March 1998: Land north of the railway and south of the canal is 
allocated as a fringe industry and business area with the E.on UK and Yorkshire Water 
Land specifically designated for a proposed industrial and business Site. The Area around 
the river corridor is designated as an open space area and an area of natural history 
interest.  The M1 corridor is promoted as an area where environmental improvements will 
be encouraged.  

Emerging Sheffield Development Framework: Core Strategy Preferred Options:  
City  Strategy 

5.2.6 The Sheffield Development Frameworks is now being prepared to replace the Unitary 
Development Plan and this document will provide the future policy framework for 
development at the site.  

5.2.7 The emerging City Strategy sets out the overall spatial strategy in terms of what types and 
level of change are being planned for in the different areas of the City. The vision which 
underpins the City Strategy is that ‘Sheffield will be a successful, distinctive city of 
European significance at the heart of a strong city region, with opportunities for all’. 
Transformation and sustainability are at the centre of this strategy.  

5.2.8 Key spatial aspects of this strategy include focusing economic opportunities in the City 
Centre and complimentary strategic locations in the Lower and Upper Don Valleys and 
ensuring the re-use of land and buildings. In terms of the Lower Don Valley, where the 
study site is located, the mix of employment should reflect its existing distinctive role and 
the need to encourage development that is least likely to congest the motorway junctions. 
A ‘green’ business park setting in the river/canal corridor is highlighted as a potential way 
to attract modern forms of manufacturing at densities consistent with road capacity 
constraints. A new road under Tinsley Viaduct is also highlighted as improving congestion. 
Green corridors will be preserved and enhanced including strategic links along the main 
rivers which serve a range of purposes for example wildlife, leisure and recreation and 
walking and cycling. 

5.2.9 Preferred option PB5 states that the Lower Don Valley and Blackburn Valley will be 
preferred locations for manufacturing, distribution, warehousing and non-office 
businesses.  

5.2.10 The role of Meadowhall as a regional shopping centre is recognised but only limited 
expansion of its retail role is favoured unless there are exceptional circumstances. 
Although the City Centre is a focus for leisure and commercial development, Meadowhall 
is recognised as an accessible location and an alternative development location where 
large scale development cannot be accommodated within the City Centre.    

5.2.11 Under preferred option PE3, the Strategic Green Network includes the lower and upper 
Don which will be important for wildlife and recreation. The need for specific landmark 
sites is identified with preferred option PE4 highlighting the M1 junctions as a priority for 
improvement although this excludes the M1 corridor.     
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5.2.12 Possible areas to be used for renewable energy generation have not yet been identified.     

5.2.13 On the proposals map (sheet 4), the land owned by E.on UK is allocated as an industrial 
area. However, the land owned by the Highway Agency between the railway and the E.on 
site is designated as open space. The land surrounding the river and the canal is also 
allocated as an open space area which would create a green corridor with the adjacent 
land to the east. Land south of the canal and north of Sheffield Road and west of the M1 
is allocated as a business and industrial area.   

Emerging Options for City Sites 
  

5.2.14 The Emerging Options for City Sites (informal consultation) includes site 610 Alsing Road 
site owned by British Land (staff/overflow car park) and site 613 Powergen (this is an 
incorrect reference to the previous owners and it is now E.on UK) Alsing Road. The 
possible uses for site 610 are listed as offices and other and the comments relate to a full 
planning application (04/04683/FUL) submitted for a mixed use scheme including a 
casino, leisure, conference and hotel. For site 613, possible uses are listed as offices, 
industry and other.  

 Emerging Options for City Policies 

5.2.15 The Emerging Options for City Policies (for informal consultation) sets out the specific 
types of uses which may be acceptable within the broad land use allocations. This is set 
out in table 5.1 below:  

  Table 5.1: Emerging Options for City Policies by Land Use 
EB2: Business and Industrial Area  
(British Land and Ordic Investments Ltd) 

EB5: Development in Industrial Areas 
(E.on UK land) 

Preferred Use Acceptable Unacceptable Preferred 
Use 

Acceptable Un 
acceptable 

Non-office 
business 
development (B1b 
and B1c) 

Smaller to 
medium 
scale office 
development 
(B1a) 

Financial and 
professional 
services (A2) 

General 
Industrial 
(B2) 
Storage 
and 
distribution 
(B8 
excluding 
open 
storage) 

Small scale 
office (B1a) 
 

Financial and 
professional services 

General industry 
(B2) 

Community 
facilities and 
institutions 
(D1) 

Restaurants 
and cafes (A3) 

 Non-office 
business 
development 

Restaurants and 
cafes 

Storage and 
distribution (B8 
excluding open 
storage) 

Open space Drinking 
establishments 
(A4) 

 Open 
storage 

Drinking 
establishments 

 Warehouse 
clubs 

Takeaways 
(A5) 

 Community 
facilities and 
institutions 

Takeaways 

 Car 
showrooms 

Open storage 
(B8) 

 Open space Hotels 

  Hotels (C1)  Warehouse 
clubs 

Residential 
institutions 

  Residential 
institutions 
(C2) 

 Car 
showrooms 

Housing 

  Housing (C3)  Scrapyards Assembly and 
leisure 

  Assembly and  Waste Hostels 
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EB2: Business and Industrial Area  
(British Land and Ordic Investments Ltd) 

EB5: Development in Industrial Areas 
(E.on UK land) 

leisure (D2) disposal 
installations 

  Hostels     
  Scrapyards    

 
5.3 Regeneration Strategy 

5.3.1 The study site is within an area recognised as in need of regeneration and economic 
improvement at a European, national and local perspective. For example, until recently it 
was within an objective 1 European Area (this status was removed at the end of 2006) 
and it is also within the South Yorkshire Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder Area. 
Important national, regional and local regeneration initiatives and objectives are set out 
below. 

  The Northern Way 

5.3.2 A report “The Northern Way-Making it Happen” was issued by the Deputy Prime Minister 
in February 2004. This was the second update of the Sustainable Communities 
Programme, which seeks to transform communities through better housing, planning and 
economic development. It outlined funding for housing renewal and improved green 
spaces in a selected number of local authority areas. 

5.3.3 The report identified the concept of a new dedicated ‘Northern Change Corridor’ to be 
developed to help lever new investment and boost the North as an economic force in 
Europe. This will comprise a long-term vision to be developed through Regional 
Development Agencies and Regional Planning Bodies to exploit existing infrastructure 
and to develop ways to increase economic change in the region. This includes raising 
skills, enterprise, investment, innovation and competition and getting people back into 
jobs. The report concludes that if economic performance in the north matched the English 
average this could create up to 200,000 extra jobs and mean that people would be £2,000 
per person better off. Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies are the key policy 
documents for implementing this. Yorkshire Forward has produced a Northern Way 
Business Plan for 2005-2008. 

Transform South Yorkshire Housing Market Renewal (HMR) Pathfinder Area. 

5.3.4 The Pathfinder initiative is part of the Governments Sustainable Communities Programme 
to tackle the most acute problems of low housing demand and blighted communities. 
South Yorkshire is one of nine Pathfinder areas where it is considered that long term 
radical investment is required to promote urban and rural regeneration. The purpose of 
the Pathfinder is to implement far reaching measures to transform neighbourhoods which 
are defined as deprived and to harbour social change and economic equality. 

5.3.5 The South Yorkshire HMR Pathfinder includes the northeastern part of Sheffield, the 
northern and central part of the Rotherham urban area, settlements within the Dearne 
Valley parts of Barnsley, Doncaster and Rotherham and settlements west of Doncaster  

5.3.6 The HMR area has been divided into smaller areas so that Area Development 
Frameworks (ADF’s) can be produced to establish the issues which need to be tackled at 
the local level and to identify the mechanisms which will deliver transformation.  
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5.4 Area Based Regeneration Strategy 

East Sheffield/West Rotherham Area Development Framework 

5.4.1 This study was undertaken by DTZ Pieda Consulting on behalf of Sheffield City Council, 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council, Transform South Yorkshire and English 
Partnerships in April 2005. The purpose of the study was to provide an information 
baseline to inform development proposals for the South Yorkshire Housing Market 
Renewal Pathfinder in the western part of Rotherham and the east end of Sheffield.  

5.4.2 Key issues and recommendations identified from this study are:    

·  The communities along the M1 corridor are within the top 10% of deprived 
communities in England.  

·  Physical assets such as the river corridor and open space are under utilised.  

·  There is a significant need to improve connectivity at all levels, including 
transportation, between Sheffield and Rotherham, between employment zones, 
between different land uses and from communities to local centres.  

·  The overall strategy is to promote the employment, leisure and housing offering with 
environmental improvements as part of all the core intervention policies.  

·  Key aspects of this strategy are to enhance the economic offering utilising 
opportunities in the Don Valley, improving access to existing leisure and retail 
facilities, enhancing and strengthening the network of district and neighbourhood 
centres, stabilisation of existing communities through replacing or improving existing 
housing and some limited housing expansion on targeted sites.  

·  The environmental offering should be enhanced including a green filter along the M1 
corridor and better use of the river and canal. 

·  Concentrate on improving strategic transport links such as extensions to the tram 
network and park and ride facilities at strategic location.  

5.4.3 As the study area of this project is within a strategic location at the centre of the East 
Sheffield/West Rotherham study area the strategic conclusions and recommendations of 
this report are important considerations in determining and assessing potential 
development options for the site.  

Lower Don Valley Vision and Masterplan Study 

5.4.4 This document was commissioned by the British Land Company and was undertaken by 
Urban Strategies Inc. It was submitted to Sheffield City Council and the broad principles of 
the document were endorsed at the City Council cabinet meeting held in May 2005. 
However, the detailed land use proposals which are contained in the document are not 
endorsed by the Council and will need to be determined through the Sheffield 
Development Framework. Furthermore, some of the detailed proposals have 
subsequently not been given funding for example the supertram extension to Rotherham. 
As such, this masterplan should be treated as a working document rather than a definitive 
framework for future development in the Lower Don Valley.  

5.4.5 The masterplan and vision encompasses four district areas which are Attercliffe Village, 
the Sports and Leisure Hub, the Central Zone and Meadowhall Quadrant. The study area 
is included in the Meadowhall Quadrant and key elements of the strategy which are 
relevant are:  
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·  Construction of the Halfpenny Link Road between Meadowhall and Sheffield Road 
is identified.  

·  An extension of the supertram route to Rotherham is proposed. 

·  The supertram route should be realigned so that it runs north rather than south of 
Meadowhall with the relocation of 3 stops. 

·  Relocation of the Tinsley Tram Stop.  

·  An improved transport interchange at Meadowhall.  

·  Enhancement of the waterways and flood alleviation to be provided. 

·  Increased office space, new residential areas and leisure opportunities are 
advocated across the Valley. This includes 4000 new homes, jobs for 17,000 people 
and new leisure uses including a major leisure use for land at Alsing Road. 

 
5.4.6 The total cost of improvements to the Lower Don Valley is estimated at £1.25 billion. The 

delivery programme is set out in different phases which are foundation projects, priority 
projects, medium term projects, longer term projects and flagship projects.   

5.5 River Don Park  

5.5.1 Groundwork Sheffield is leading the River Don Park project. This is a strategic plan which 
includes enhancing and creating new green corridors through the Don Valley as well as 
specific public arts project at key strategic sites.  

5.5.2 The strategy for the River Don Park is to contribute towards successful economic 
transformation through providing a high quality investment setting. The emphasis will be 
on a green approach to the whole area in terms of visual impact, ecological value and 
sustainability.  A central part of this is to focus on the river and canal with green spaces, 
tree lines and green roofs complimenting this.  

5.5.3 The River Don Park is intended to compliment and be delivered in tandem with the 
strategy of the Sheffield SDF as new development is delivered on individual sites. The 
park would be financed by both private sector money secured through development 
contributions and public sector investment (roughly a 80/20 split private/public). It would 
be delivered in three key phases through new sites, connections and maintenance 
through a partnership of Sheffield City Council, the Environment Agency, business and 
the voluntary/community sector. Presentations to the business community have already 
harnessed significant support for the park.  

5.5.4 The waterway corridor would be expanded with complimentary uses and new buildings 
would incorporate sustainability objectives such as green roofs, high quality landscaping 
and recycled materials. Specific landmark projects (such as a project for the cooling 
towers) at key strategic sites would also be created. An overall concept plan for the park is 
currently being developed by Groundwork with support from Sheffield City Council.  

5.5.5 Related to the River Don project, Groundwork is launching a design competition for the 
study area site in early 2007 following the completion of this study.  

5.6 Summary  

5.6.1 Although the site is currently allocated for employment purposes, this does not necessarily 
preclude other developments where they compliment and contribute towards the strategic 
planning regeneration objectives for the site and the surrounding area. Land uses which 
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are unlikely to be unacceptable in planning terms include retail, major leisure facilities and 
housing. 

5.6.2 Site specific issues are:    

·  The City of Sheffield is one of 8 core cities identified nationally and is a key economic 
centre for both the sub-region and nationally. As such, planning and regeneration 
strategy is focused on improving the economic performance of the City as well as 
providing high quality sustainable growth. 

·  The site is strategically very important in terms of its geographic location within South 
Yorkshire. It is a ‘gateway’ site in that it is within a nationally important north/south 
transport corridor and a sub-regionally important east/west corridor.  

·  There is a significant opportunity to enhance the site so it contributes to the planning 
and regeneration objectives of the City and the strategic regeneration of the wider 
area. Maximising the opportunities to link with the surrounding area, particularly the 
Lower Don Valley and the community of Tinsley, will be integral to achieving a 
successful development project. 

·  Proposals for the redevelopment of the site must contribute towards the objectives of 
the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder. Creating better housing neighbourhoods, 
through an improved ‘soft environment’ and providing new economic opportunities, 
are critical aspects of achieving transformed neighbourhoods with long term 
sustainable futures.  

·  The East Sheffield/West Rotherham Area Development Framework identifies 
improvements to the river corridor, investment in both walking, cycling and public 
transport connections between Rotherham and Sheffield, economic enhancement 
and an improved environmental offering as key aspects of the regeneration of this 
area. The phase 1 report identified that the area along the river and canal corridor 
may be identified as a local nature conservation site in the emerging Sheffield 
Development Framework.   

·  The Lower Don Valley masterplan advocates significant long term investment in 
economic, leisure, housing, transport and social opportunities.   

·  The River Don Park project provides a vision for the Lower Don Valley focused on 
economic change within a sustainable and high quality environmental setting. The 
Tinsley site provides an excellent opportunity to include these principles in any future 
development and innovation should be encouraged.  

·  At present, acceptable land uses identified by the emerging Sheffield Development 
Framework are low density employment uses complimented by environmental 
enhancement. The development boundary for these uses does not, however, include 
the area of land owned by the Highways Agency.  

·  Accessibility, in terms of highways, public transport and non-motorised modes are a 
significant issue for the development of the site.  

·  The site is within a strategic transport corridor and it may be necessary to safeguard 
land for public transport proposals between Sheffield and Rotherham.  
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6 Detailed Development Control Considerations 

6.1 Planning Applications 

6.1.1 A number of planning applications have been submitted within the study area. It is useful 
to outline the key issues which were considered by the City Council in considering these 
applications as they provide a good context for identifying and assessing the types of 
issues which will need to be taken into account when future planning applications are 
assessed. 

Ordic Investments Planning Permission 

6.1.2 Ordic Investments Limited have outline planning permission, granted 15 March 2006, for 
business, general and industry development (use classes B1, B2 and B8) on the part of 
the study area north of Sheffield Road and South of the Sheffield and Tinsley Canal (7.7 
ha). Full planning permission has been granted for the first phase (2.25 ha.) comprising 
the erection of 5 two storey office (B1) buildings, construction of accesses to Sheffield 
Road, remedial work, car parking and landscaping. The total floorspace of the detailed 
scheme is 3640sqm and parking for 81 cars. Remediation of the site has now commenced 
following a remediation strategy prepared by Encia Consulting.   

6.1.3 This site had been derelict since the 1970’s. Several previous planning permissions had 
been granted at the site during the 1990’s and these were constantly renewed or revised 
rather than let to lapse (i.e. where planning permission would no longer exist due to the 
expiry of time limits).  

6.1.4 The following considerations were taken into account by Sheffield City Council in granting 
planning permission:  

·  The location was considered to be sustainable for office uses, even though it is 
outside a recognised town centre (as defined by PPS 6). However, the size of 
individual office buildings has been restricted to less than 2000 sq.m. so they do not 
become major headquarters offices, which are considered to be unsuitable for an out 
of town centre location. 

·  The development of the site was considered to be consistent with the emerging 
Regional Spatial Strategy for the Yorkshire and Humber, the Lower Don Valley 
Masterplan and the emerging Darnall, Attercliffe and Tinsley neighbourhood area 
development framework.  

·  Noise was not considered to be a major issue for offices due to the existing high 
levels of background noise. However, noise limits for industrial uses were set and 
detailed noise assessments will be required as part of more detailed reserved matters 
applications. 

·  Previous consents for development had already been granted on the site and the 
level of new traffic generation for the final approved development was limited to that 
permitted previously. The office development was projected to generate 444 vehicles 
to the local network during the morning peak. Although this would increase some 
queuing on the local highway network, this was not significant enough to warrant the 
refusal of the application;  

·  The application has had to safeguard land for the Halfpenny Link road so its 
construction would not be prejudiced if it proceeds.  
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·  The applicant has entered into a S106 agreement to contribute towards bus 
preference measures, a pedestrian crossing, a resident parking scheme, variable 
message signing and improvements to the canal towpath.  

·  The Highways Agency provided a formula for determining the final development mix 
(B1, B2 and B8) of development. 

·  This site was not considered to be at risk from flooding.  

·  The final scheme resulted in a marginal decrease in local air quality to the proposals 
previously submitted. 10% of parking spaces are reserved for low emission vehicles.  

·  Improvements to the waterside and access along it have been incorporated into the 
scheme. This includes the provision of new landscaping and a viewing platform.    

E.on UK Planning Application 

6.1.5 E.on UK (formerly Powergen UK plc) submitted a planning application for outline 
permission to redevelop their land for class B1, B2 and B8 employment development in 
2002.  

6.1.6 This application remains to be determined. The key issues which have been identified 
from a review of the planning application file are: 

·  There is a history of complaints from the sewage works and environmental services 
officers raised concern regarding odour problems. An air quality and odour 
assessment was submitted with the planning application. The environmental 
protection unit commented that the odour assessment model submitted showed that 
the level of odours present at the site were likely to generate complaints and would be 
of a nature classed as ‘most offensive odours’. A buffer zone of 400m was suggested 
by the applicant but the issue was considered to be significant enough by the 
environmental health officer to warrant refusal.  

·  The site adjoins the air quality management area and pollutants from road vehicles 
were the main concern. An air quality report submitted with the application was 
considered to provide too little information on the impact of road traffic. 

·  A desktop contaminated land study was requested and a report by soil mechanics 
submitted with the planning application. 

·  It was initially advised by Sheffield City Council as the Highways Authority in their 
formal response to the planning application that the Alsing Road access was likely to 
be unsuitable and that land outside the application site would be required to improve 
the road. Concerns were also raised with respect to the junction at Meadowhall Road, 
Meadowhall Way and Alsing Road. The development proposal was originally 
considered premature until the Halfpenny Link Road was in place. Later in the 
application process, a further memo from Highways Development Control dated 20th 
January, 2003 agreed that part of the site could be developed as a first phase of 
development for B8 distribution uses but further development could not go ahead 
without the Halfpenny Link. Phase 1 could include upto 5,600m2 of B8 storage and 
distribution development accessed from Alsing Road with traffic signals provided (but 
priority given to the tram) and phase 2, 27,406 m2 of B2 industrial accessed from the 
Halfpenny Link. Once the Halfpenny Link is built, the original access to phase 1 
should revert to pedestrian/cycle access only. Contributions towards new bus 
provision should also be sought and further discussion on a financial contribution 
towards the Halfpenny Link was also recommended.   
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·  Proposed supertram extensions and a new heavy rail link affecting the site were also 
been considered at the time the application was submitted. 

·  A new supertram stop or better pedestrian links to the Tinsley stop were considered 
as essential to facilitating the development of the site. Better links to the transpennine 
trail were also advocated. 

·  Officers were concerned about piecemeal development of the area and the lack of a 
comprehensive scheme for the whole site.  

·  Further information on flood risk was required.  
 

6.1.7 Following the non-determination of this application, a further meeting was held between 
E.on UK and officers of Sheffield City Council in December 2005. It was requested that 
the application should be withdrawn on the grounds that access, flood plain and air 
quality/odour issues were unresolved. The submission of additional information on flood 
risk led to the removal of the Environments Agency objection to phase 1 (but not phase 2) 
in September 2005. Issues regarding odour from the sewage works have not been 
resolved due to the complexity of their nature and difficulty in finding appropriate solutions 
to how they could be resolved.  

6.2 Summary 

6.2.1 The key development control issues identified for the site from the review of these 
planning applications are:    

·  The regeneration and redevelopment of the site has already commenced with the 
remediation and redevelopment of the Vantage Riverside site fronting Sheffield Road. 

·  The development of the Vantage Riverside site followed a renewal of several 
previous planning permissions dating from the 1990’s. As such, the generation of 
traffic and the impacts of this on highway capacity and air quality may have been a 
more significant issue if the application had been submitted and considered afresh in 
2006.  

·  Accessibility, in terms of highways, public transport and non-motorised modes are a 
significant issue for the development of the site.  

·  The Halfpenny Link Road is identified by the City Council as critical to facilitating any 
significant development proposals for the site. 

·  The Highways Agency would be concerned if development gave rise to more than a 
small increase in traffic on the motorway junctions.  

·  There are also several environmental issues which need to be assessed and 
addressed before further development at the site is likely to be permitted. This 
includes flood risk, air quality and odours. 

·  The site is also within a strategic transport corridor and it may be necessary to 
safeguard land for public transport proposals between Sheffield and Rotherham.  

·  It is necessary to ensure that any redevelopment proposals contribute towards the 
environmental improvement of both the site and the surrounding area. 

·  Overall, flood risk and highways capacity may be the most difficult constraints to 
overcome. As such, any future planning applications should consider these issues in 
advance of other issues so that it can be determined to what extent they may limit 
development at the site and what action is necessary to overcome them.  
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7 Feasibility of Development Options  

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 It is clear from the phase 1 report that there is a complex range of physical, 
environmental, planning and market demand issues which will influence the type of 
development at the site. This section of the report assesses each development option 
within this context.    

7.1.2 For ease of reference, the potential alternative development options identified in section 
4.0 have been identified as:  

·  Employment development comprising offices. 

·  Employment development comprising low density industrial uses and storage and 
distribution only.  

·  Retail uses. 

·  A park and ride facility, linking with the Tinsley Tram Stop and Meadowhall 
Interchange and potentially with a new rapid bus corridor between Rotherham and 
Meadowhall.  

·  A bus storage and maintenance depot required as part of future transport provision in 
South Yorkshire. 

·  A marina for permanent off line canal boat moorings. 

·  Renewable energy proposals. 

·  Green uses only.  

7.2 Assessment of Potential Development Options 

7.2.1 Left to the market and with appropriate remediation and infrastructure, certain uses at the 
site would yield a much higher value than others. However, not all these uses will be 
acceptable or deliverable given the constraints and planning objectives for the site. As 
such, it is necessary to test potential development options against the objectives and 
constraints at the site to identify which uses can be discounted or what action would be 
required for them to be delivered.  

Table 7.1: Issues and Opportunities and Impact on Potential Development Options 
Issue/Opportunity Comment/Reason Impact on Potential 

Development Options 
Environmental Opportunities and Constraints 

Improvements to the 
towpaths and riverside 
amenity 

The Transpennine trail is of national 
importance and runs east/west through the 
site.  
The aim of the Don Valley Park is also to 
create a network of green corridors which 
connects strategic sites and gives rise to 
new and enhanced recreational 
opportunities.  
 
The emerging SDF promotes the waterside 
environment as a major recreational asset 
and identifies the land surrounding the river 
and canal as open space.  

The riverside and canal are 
important aspects of the green 
network and this should be taken 
into account when formulating 
development proposals.  

Increase the use of the British Waterways has identified the canal British Waterways put forward 
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Issue/Opportunity Comment/Reason Impact on Potential 
Development Options 

canal  as a significantly under-utilised asset and 
are exploring opportunities to create a new 
marina which could be used for permanent 
boat storage.  

potential for a marina within the 
study area site.  

Create enhanced 
ecological areas 

Potential to improve site as part of a green 
corridor through the Lower Don Valley.  

Possibility for enhancement as 
part of the site remediation and 
development proposals. 

Meet air quality 
objectives and consider 
in the context of high 
background noise 
levels and odour.  

This has been identified as a constraint to 
development.  

Ensure that new development is 
as green as possible and does not 
contribute towards worsening air 
quality.  

Overcome flood risk 
and consider climate 
change 

The site is within a high risk flood zone. 
Impact of climate change now a major 
consideration. 

There is a need to create flood 
storage/compensation capacity 
within the site.   

Undertake site 
remediation 

The former use of the site has left a legacy 
of contamination which will require 
remediation.  

 

Accessibility 
Improve highways 
access 

The site currently has two access points 
from Alsing Road and Sheffield Road. 
Access from Alsing Road has been 
identified as not been suitable to facilitate 
development. The HalfpennyLink has been 
identified as providing the solution to this 
problem as it would create a new dedicated 
access into the site. 

Satisfy the Highways 
Agency regarding 
impact on the trunk 
road network 

The HalfpennyLink Road would avoid the 
need for traffic accessing the site to use 
the motorway junction roundabouts.  Even 
with this it would need to be demonstrated 
that development does not have an 
adverse impact on highways capacity at 
the motorway junctions.  

Certain development proposals 
cannot proceed without 
construction of HalfpennyLink 
Road. This is dependent on 
finding funding for this road. 

Provide better links to 
public transport 

The site is within close proximity to very 
good public transport links but these are 
quite difficult to access by walking.  

Ensure good links are developed 
to Meadowhall Interchange and 
Tinsley Tram stop. 

Improve pedestrian 
links to the site from the 
surrounding area 

It is important that the site is accessible by 
non-motorised modes and that it 
contributes to the overall regeneration of 
the surrounding area particular within the 
context of the South Yorkshire Housing 
Market Renewal Area.  
 

E.on land is not well accessed. 
Need to link with existing 
footpaths and create better links 
within the site (see below). 

Reduce pedestrian 
severance between 
individual land 
ownerships 

It is currently impossible to walk between 
the various land ownerships due to 
severance caused by the railway, 
waterways and the M1.  

Need to bring disused footbridge 
back into use. Also ensure that if 
HalfpennyLink is constructed that 
the design incorporates footpaths 
and cycleways. Potential need for 
new pedestrian/cycle bridge over 
the railway. 
 

Contribution Towards Strategic Regeneration Objectives 
Provide new 
employment 
opportunities 

The creation of sustainable communities 
relies on people having access to a range 
of job opportunities which match their skills. 
The success of the HMR is also dependent 
on the economic opportunities available.  
 

This would require supporting 
infrastructure to be in place to 
create a sustainable and 
accessible development. 

Create a 
landmark/gateway site 

The site is within a strategic location at 
east/west and north/south connections. It is 
also a prominent location in that thousands 
of travellers pass the site each day both by 
car and railway. It is a key entrance/exit 
from Sheffield and Rotherham. 

Certain development options may 
not be compatible with this 
objective. 
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Issue/Opportunity Comment/Reason Impact on Potential 
Development Options 

Provide new public 
transport links.  

The site is well located on the strategic 
highway network and also includes a the 
route of a number of former railway lines.  

Land within the site may need to 
be safeguarded for public 
transport routes.  

Sustainability Potential to create a carbon neutral or eco-
led development option.  

Would limit the site to certain 
types of land uses.  

Physical Constraints 
Electricity sub-station This falls within the centre of the E.on UK 

owned land.  
A buffer zone may be required 
around this area.  

Tinsley Viaduct The safety and security of the motorway is 
a primary objective of the Highways 
Agency.  

It may be beneficial to create an 
exclusion zone under and on land 
surrounding the viaduct.  

Railway line This creates a physical barrier within the 
site making it difficult to move around the 
study area.  

See comments above in terms of 
pedestrian movement.  
 
Even with the HalfpennyLink 
Road, it would not be possible to 
access the Ordic Investment  
owned land between the River 
Don and the railway. 

River Don and 
Sheffield-Tinsley Canal 

The river and canal are a significant 
environmental opportunity but they also 
represent a significant physical barrier 
between the north and south of the site.   

The need to connect the northern 
and southern areas of the site is a 
major issue.  

 
7.3 Appraisal of Potential Development Options 

7.3.1 A simple scoring exercise group to provide an assessment of whether the development 
option had a negative, neutral or beneficial impact on each objective was undertaken by 
the project steering group (English Partnerships, Sheffield City Council, Groundwork and 
Jacobs). The results of this exercise are set out Appendix 2 and are summarised in the 
table below:  

Table 7.2: Summary of Assessment of Development Options 
Objective Offices Industrial 

Development 
Renewable 
Energy 

Park and 
Ride/Bus 
Depot 

Food 
Retail or 
Motor 
Trade 

Marina Green 
Uses 

Environmental 
Benefits 
(potential 
maximum score 
9) 

6 5 6 5 5 8 9 

Overcoming 
environmental 
constraints 
(potential 
maximum score 
12) 

6 8 9 9 6 8 10 

Accessibility 
(potential 
maximum score 
15) 

 

11 12 9 11 13 12 11 

Planning and 
Regeneration 
Objectives 
(potential 

11 11 13 11 9 9 11 
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Objective Offices Industrial 
Development 

Renewable 
Energy 

Park and 
Ride/Bus 
Depot 

Food 
Retail or 
Motor 
Trade 

Marina Green 
Uses 

maximum score 
15) 

 
Government 
and 
community 
objectives 
(potential 
maximum score 
6) 

4 4 4 3 2 5 6 

Total Score 
(Potential 
maximum 
score 57) 

38 40 41 39 35 42 47 

 
7.3.2 The scoring provides a good basis to understand and compare how the various options 

meet each objective and can overcome each constraint. However, consideration must 
also be given to the weighting and individual components of the various objectives as their 
may be a single issue which may lead to an option being discounted. Therefore, further 
consideration of each land use option is required as set out below.  

7.3.3 Providing ‘green uses’ at the site, such as ecological enhancement, wetlands and 
recreation, would provide environmental and recreational enhancement and would not be 
significantly constrained by issues such as air quality, odours, access and flood risk. The 
down side of this land use is that it would not provide significant economic benefits 
through providing additional employment or other strategic objectives such as 
implementing the Halfpenny Link Road. A marina may also provide similar benefits 
although there may be slightly more environmental impacts on air quality objectives due to 
the operation of boats.  

7.3.4 Office development would provide employment opportunities but is unlikely to be 
compatible with the surrounding land uses. The impact of odour from the treatment works 
and air quality as a result of an increase in traffic from the development are major 
constraints to this development and, as such, likely to result in objection from Yorkshire 
Water and the Highways Authority. As a result, office development at this location is not 
favoured by the emerging LDF. The advantage of office uses is that it would provide 
additional economic opportunities and as a high value end use financial contributions to 
the Halfpenny Link Road could be sought. However, the constraints at the site effectively 
outweigh these benefits. 

7.3.5 Food retail is very similar to offices in terms of its impacts except that it would also be in 
direct conflict with planning objectives for retail development, which seeks to direct these 
types of uses to existing centres.  

7.3.6 Industrial and storage and distribution uses would provide new employment opportunities. 
This would be a more acceptable land use than offices as the lower employment numbers 
and the nature of these uses would mean odour would have less of an impact. However, 
the impact on air quality objectives as a result of increased traffic and accessibility 
problems would still need to be overcome with only a limited amount of development  
likely to be acceptable on highway grounds without the Halfpenny Link Road. Flood 
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storage compensation is also likely to be necessary (see below) before this use could 
proceed. 

7.3.7 A renewable energy proposal would require a smaller area of land of approximately 3 
hectares which would mean that the rest of the site could be used for other uses. As fewer 
lorry movements are likely to be generated compared to an industrial or distribution use, it 
may be possible to accommodate the development through improvements to the existing 
access only. The smaller area of land required would also mean the flood risk issue would 
be easier to overcome as less compensation storage would be required. Apart from 
access, the other main issue which would need to be overcome is the impact of emissions 
and an assessment of the overall sustainability of the technology itself. For example, 
renewable energy proposals such as bio-mass still involve importing fuel from a wide 
radius and therefore the energy efficiency of the whole life cycle of the process would 
need to be considered in determining whether some renewable technologies are more 
sustainable than others.  

7.3.8 A park and ride site may have some benefits if it could be linked to public transport 
improvements particularly as the nearby Meadowhall park and ride site is already 
operating at capacity. The main issue with Park and Ride is that it would also be 
dependent on the Halfpenny Link Road to provide a suitable access into the site and the 
Highways Agency would be concerned if they considered that this encouraged more short 
journeys along the motorway network. A potential benefit of this use for the site is that it 
could be allowed to be inundated during a flood event subject to agreement with the 
Environment Agency. This situation is also essentially the same if the site was used as a 
bus depot except it may also require a permanent building for maintenance purposes.  

7.4 Final Choice of Development Options  

Discounting Options 

7.4.1 Following the scoring and analyse outlined above, the following development options are 
discounted from further assessment: 

·  Offices due to their incompatibility with odour, potential difficulties with the Highways 
Agency and the impact on air quality from the generation of traffic.  

·  Food retail due to the incompatibility with odour, air quality and access issues as 
well as conflict with national guidance on the location of retail development.  

·  Car Showrooms due to the impact of odour, air quality and access issues as well as 
this not been a suitable land use to meet the objectives for the site.  

 
Remaining Options Dependent on the Halfpenny Link Road 

 
7.4.2 Essentially the remaining development options can be divided into those dependent on 

the implementation of the Halfpenny Link Road and those which are not: 

Table 7.3: Development Options With and Without Halfpenny Link Road 
Potential Development Options Without 
Halfpenny Link Road 

Potential Development Options With 
Halfpenny Link Road 

Ecological Enhancement and Recreation Storage and Distribution 
Marina  Park and Ride 
Renewable energy dependent on vehicle 
movements 

Bus Storage and Maintenance Depot 

 Renewable Energy 
 Ecological Enhancement and Recreation 
 Marina  
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Impact of Flood Risk on the Type and Mix of Development 
  

7.4.3 It is also necessary to consider the impact that flood risk might have on the potential type 
and mix of development. Guidance on the type of development that should be allowed 
with various categories of flood risk (i.e flood risk zones) is given in PPS 25 (Development 
and Flood Risk). This document categorises types of development in terms of its 
vulnerability to flooding and allocates appropriate flood zones for it to be located in. 

7.4.4 An analysis of flood risk was undertaken in the phase 1 report. This identified that most of 
the land within the study area north of the River Don is within Flood Risk Zone 3, based 
on the Environment Agency flood plain map. The most recent flood level information for 
the site was also obtained from the Environment Agency which confirmed that the majority 
of the land north of the River Don is within flood risk zone 3. To the south of the river, the 
majority of land is outside the floodplain and is therefore in flood zone 1. 

7.4.5 Flood zone 3 means that the site is within an area at high risk from flooding. However, 
zone 3 is split into two categories, zone 3a and zone 3b. The latter is classed by the 
Environment Agency as functional flood plain where only ‘water compatible’ uses, as 
defined by Annex D of PPS 25, would normally be permitted. If the site was classed as 
zone 3b, this effectively excludes most types of built development except essential 
infrastructure (which would include a power station) but only if compliance with the 
exceptions test could be demonstrated.  

7.4.6 In flood zone 3a, less vulnerable uses are considered to be compliant with the high level 
of flood risk in this zone. Less vulnerable uses includes employment uses such as offices, 
general industry and storage and distribution. Development proposals within flood risk 
zone 3a would still require a Flood Risk Assessment to be undertaken and Annex E of 
PPS 25 sets out a list of requirements which would need to be met. Therefore, although 
employment is a permissible use in flood risk zone 3a, this does not automatically mean 
that development could proceed. The risk of flooding being reduced, the provision of safe 
and/or dry access in times of flood and the potential impact on the floodplain would also 
need to be assessed by the developer through a Flood Risk Assessment.  

7.4.7 To determine which parts of the City are most at risk from flooding, Sheffield City Council 
commissioned a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SRFA) in 2006. This has shown the 
area around Tinsley as within flood zone 3a and not functional flood plain. However, the 
Environment Agency regularly reviews and updates its Flood Zone Maps, and a rolling 
programme of detailed flood risk mapping within the North East region is 
underway.  Therefore,.as such, the final zoning of individual sites is only likely to be 
determined through more detailed site flood risk assessments undertaken as part of 
specific development proposals.    

7.4.8 Large parts of the site to the north of the river are at a very high risk of being flooded 
(during a flood event that could occur on average once every 20 years). As such, it is 
possible that the Environment Agency, may categorise parts of the site as ‘functional 
floodplain’, i.e. flood zone 3b where only water compatible uses is compliant with the level 
of flood risk.    

7.4.9 The issue of what land should be categorised as functional floodplain is likely to be the 
subject of much debate between local authorities, the Environment Agency and 
developers. A practice guide on this issue was published in mid February 2007 as a 
supplement to PPS 25. This indicates that all land that falls within flood zone 3 should be 
considered as functional floodplain unless, or until, an appropriate Flood Risk Assessment 
shows to the satisfaction of the Environment Agency that the land is not functional 
floodplain. Therefore, this matter can only be determined by undertaking a detailed flood 
risk assessment for the site. To complete further flood risk work, 10 year data returns 
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would need to be requested from the Environment Agency and more detailed modelling 
work undertaken based on accurate topographical surveys and what form of development 
is proposed.  

7.4.10 If it is assumed for the purposes of this report that the site is within flood risk zone 3a,, 
flood risk issues would need to be overcome if storage and distribution uses were to be 
permitted. The site could be raised or flood defences installed to reduce the probability of 
flooding to 1 in 100 years, allowing for the effects of climate change over the lifetime of the 
development, however, PPS 25 has a preference for the risk of flooding to be reduced to 
1 in 1000 years. In order to protect buildings from the threat of flooding, it is necessary to 
raise the land where buildings are constructed or install flood defences. To compensate 
for the loss of land within the floodplain caused by the construction of these buildings and 
the development platform or flood defences, nearby land that is at a similar level needs to 
be lowered to provide compensatory floodplain. As such, flood risk mitigation requires 
changing the topography of the site.  

7.4.11 Indicative calculations to evaluate the likely amount of compensatory floodplain are 
provided in Appendix 3. This is based on the topographical survey from a report by Faber 
Maunsell on the Halfpenny Link Road and the flood levels provided by the Environment 
Agency. These calculations have assumed that the land between the River Don and the 
railway would not be developed and could therefore be used as land to provide 
compensatory floodplain although hydraulic modelling and further ecological assessment 
would be required to confirm this. However, this area is unlikely to provide enough land to 
compensate for the entire site and it is estimated that approximately 35-45% of the land 
north of the railway would still be required to provide the remaining compensatory 
floodplain. 

7.4.12 Therefore, flood risk is a major issue for the site. The area between the River Don and the 
railway is not developable as the site could not be entirely built over, mainly due to the 
linear nature of the land available and access problems. A mix of uses for the other parts 
of the site may be appropriate, for example, storage and distribution being complimented 
by other uses which could act as flood storage areas during times of inundation.       

Alternative Development Options 
 

7.4.13 Based on the assessment options it is considered that there are three land use options 
dependent on the level and type of intervention at the site:        

Table 7.3:  Alternative Development Options 
Without Halfpenny 
Link Road 

With Halfpenny Link Road 

Development Option 1 Development Option 2 Development Option 2a 
Renewable Energy  Storage and distribution Uses Renewable Energy 
Marina  Marina or wetland area to 

provide flood risk compensation  
Storage and distribution 
Uses 

Wetland or ecological 
enhancement 
between River Don 
and Railway  

Wetland or ecological 
enhancement between River 
Don and Railway 

Park and ride facility or bus 
depot  
(if designed to flood) 

Recreation/other 
green uses in 
remaining site area 

 Wetland or ecological 
enhancement between River 
Don and Railway 

 
7.4.14 An indicative site layout for each of these land use options is illustrated by figures 7.1 and 

7.2.      
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7.5 Approach to the Implementation of Land Use Options  

7.5.1 One of the key conclusions from this study is that the problems and constraints at the site 
are extremely complex to resolve and require input from a range of public and private 
sector organisations. As such, a comprehensive and integrated approach to the 
development and regeneration of the site is unlikely to be achieved through individual land 
owners acting in isolation. A piecemeal approach to development may secure some 
benefits but is an inefficient method for securing strategic action on flood risk, access and 
environmental improvements. There may also be a lack of innovation within the 
development proposals without a strategic approach.  

7.5.2 Overall, there is a need to provide a more comprehensive strategy for the site. Whilst this 
strategy should maintain flexibility, it should set out the key parameters and objectives 
which development proposals should consider and secure. It should act as a mechanism 
to encourage different land owners to work together and to identify where external support 
is necessary to deliver development. The information presented in this study provides a 
clear steer on the opportunities which the site presents and the challenges which will need 
to be overcome to achieve them and recommendations on taking the site forward are 
made in section 9 below.  

7.5.3 The emerging Sheffield Development Framework is a key document in guiding the future 
development of the site and setting out the objectives and considerations which must be 
considered in any development proposals. However, in the interim it may be appropriate 
to produce specific guidance for this site so that a holistic and integrated approach is 
encouraged.   

7.5.4 Strategic action would also need to bring in the expertise of both the public and private 
sector. Potential regeneration partners and sources of funding are identified in the next 
section.       
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8 Indicative Land Value and Potential Funding 

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 The report has identified the indicative values of serviced land per acre, the area of land 
owned by each landowner and the amount of land required for flood compensation. 
Therefore, it is possible to provide an indicative land value of the site.  

8.2 Indicative Land Value of the Site 

8.2.1 Table 8.1 shows the area of land owned by each individual land owner. Based on the 
development figure provided by Knight Frank REFERENCES DELETED if all 87 acres of 
the study area were available for development.  

Table 8.1: Area of Land Owned by Each Land Owner

Land Owner Sq. m. Hectares Acres
British Waterways 25771.4 2.6 6.4
Highways Agency 30529.6 3.1 7.5
British Land 3397.5 0.3 0.8
Network Rail 24944.1 2.5 6.2
Ordic Investments 108700.9 10.9 26.8
E.on 120363.9 12.0 29.7
SYPTE 6262.7 0.6 1.5
Yorkshire Water 25682.8 2.6 6.3
Total 350607.9 35.1 86.6  

 
8.2.2 However, clearly parts of the site are not developable and therefore the overall value of 

the land is significantly lower. The following parts of the site have been discounted from 
the net developable area:  

·  The Ordic Investment Land, which fronts Sheffield Road, already has planning 
permission and development is underway. Therefore, the value of this land has 
already been taken and is discounted.  

·  The land between the River Don and the railway, also owned by Ordic Investments, 
could not be developed as it cannot be accessed. Subject to further technical and 
ecological assessment it has been identified as potential land for compensatory 
floodplain. Therefore, the value of this land can effectively be removed from the value 
of the study area.  

·  The land owned by British Land can also be regarded as separate from the site as 
this is part of a wider area of land within their ownership. Furthermore, the small piece 
of land which actually falls within the study area could be required for environmental 
enhancement as part of the development of this site.  

·  The electricity sub-station and compound is unlikely to be removed as part of any 
proposals for the site and is also discounted.  

·  Although it is proposed to demolish the cooling towers, these have been discounted 
from the equation as they still remain on site at the present time.   

·  A 10m buffer zone along the site boundaries has been left to provide areas for 
security fencing and landscaping. This buffer zone is indicative only and has not been 
agreed with either the Highways Agency or Yorkshire Water.  
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·  Finally, land is required to safeguard the route of the Halfpenny Link Road. This 
requires significant land take due to the engineering necessary to cross the railway 
and further raised levels as the current design included provision for crossing a 
proposed new railway link, the Blackburn Chord.      

8.2.3 Figure 8.1 illustrates the areas available for development. This shows that once all of the 
above parts of the site are discounted, the net developable area is REFERENCES 
DELETED. 

8.3 Summary of Development Costs 

8.3.1 The main costs to develop the site are to provide the Halfpenny Link Road, remediation 
and services. An indicative level of these costs are:  

·  The cost of the Halfpenny Link Road is estimated to be £16 million by SEEKING TO 
CONFIRM THIS WITH IAN WHEELDON….  

·  Remediation costs could be up to) REFERENCE DELETED.  

·  The cost of providing services to the site has not been estimated. 

8.4 Overall Development Gap 

8.4.1 The site value based on the net developable area REFERENCE DELETED. This gap 
doesn’t, however, take into account the cost of providing services or other additional costs 
such as diverting infrastructure.   

8.4.2 The situation is complicated further by multiple site ownerships and that flood risk 
compensation may be required on land owned by Ordic Investments to facilitate 
development elsewhere in the study area.  

8.5 Potential Sources of Regeneration Funding 

8.5.1 It is clear from the indicative land values that the site may, therefore, require additional 
financial support to facilitate the comprehensive regeneration of the whole study area. An 
indication of this is the Vantage Riverside site, which despite having higher value end 
uses such as offices and fewer constraints still required gap funding through European 
Objective 1 funds to facilitate its regeneration and reclamation.   

8.5.2 Clearly, a detailed economic appraisal of the site would be required to provide an accurate 
indication of the gap funding required. However, it is clear that other sources of public and 
private sector funding may also be required to support investment at the site. Potential 
sources of funding are set out below, although further investigation of these will be 
necessary following the completion of the study 

 European Funding 

8.5.3 The new round of European Union (EU) Structural Fund Programmes will run from 2007 
to 2013.  The Yorkshire and the Humber region will benefit from European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF) funding from the EU’s Regional Competitiveness and 
Employment objective. 

8.5.4 One ERDF Operational Programme will operate across the whole region, within which 
there will be ring-fenced funding specifically for the former Objective 1 region of South 
Yorkshire, which is a phasing-in region for the 2007-13 period.  Total ERDF funds for the 
2007-13 programming period amount to � 583,581,000, with the Yorkshire and the 
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Humber region receiving � 312,540,000 and the South Yorkshire phasing in region 
receiving � 270,041,000. 

8.5.5 Consultation on the draft Programme is currently taking place until March 09, 2007 The 
responses received to the consultation will inform the preparation of the Programme 
proposal which is to be submitted to the European Commission. The Programme will be 
subject to negotiation with the Commission before it is formally approved. The priorities 
within this programme are:  

·  Priority 1: Promoting Innovation and R&D. 
·  Priority 2: Supporting and stimulating successful enterprise. 
·  Priority 3: Sustainable Communities. 
·  Priority 4: Economic Infrastructure for a competitive Economy (South Yorkshire only). 
·  Priority 5: Technical Assistance. 
 

8.5.6 Once these new arrangements are in place, it may be possible to submit a case to 
support the remediation of the site if it can be shown that future development would 
support and meet these priorities. It is unclear whether European support would be 
provided for the Halfpenny Link Road although it may be possible if it can be 
demonstrated that it met these priorities.   

Department for Transport 
 

8.5.7 The feasibility of delivering the Halfpenny Link Road is crucial issue for the development 
options at the site and the surrounding area. With the rejection of funding for the 
Halfpenny Link as a highway scheme by the DfT, there may be the potential to investigate 
whether funding would be available if it is promoted as a public transport scheme as part 
of the bus rapid transit proposals. This case would be strengthened if it could be 
demonstrated that contributions from the private sector could be achieved to provide 
further funding 

Department for Trade and Industry 
 

8.5.8 Sheffield City Council is working with the Centre for Excellence for Low Carbon 
Technology in terms of investigating the potential for a biogas proposal on the site. If this 
site was selected as part of the pilot project, funding may be available to support this. 
However, Cenex has indicated that they do not consider Biomass to be a sustainable 
renewable energy technology and, as such, would not support this.  

 Yorkshire Forward 

8.5.9 Yorkshire Forward as the Regional Development Agency has a key part to play in the 
delivery of economic development and urban renaissance. They are also a key delivery 
vehicle in terms of implementing the objectives of the Northern Way Growth Strategy and 
have produced a Northern Way Business plan for 2005-2008. As such, potential funding 
mechanisms need to be explored with Yorkshire Forward and the local delivery vehicle 
South Yorkshire Renaissance. Land Remediation aid may be available to the Council, 
Yorkshire Forward or English Partnerships.  

South Yorkshire Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder 
 

8.5.10 The remit of the Pathfinder is to transform neighbourhoods. Although primarily focused on 
housing intervention, housing issues have to be considered in the context of all the issues 
within a neighbourhood including the surrounding environment. As such, the Pathfinder 
can provide funding for environmental enhancements where they contribute to the overall 
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regeneration of neighbourhoods. However, discussions at the steering group have 
indicated that the Pathfinder is unlikely to be a source of any funding at the site.  

Sheffield City Council 
 

8.5.11 The main regeneration programme is the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB). This is 
programme is worth £18.5 million up until March 2007 but this money has already been 
allocated and is focused on the City Centre. However, the site could be considered to be 
eligible in further rounds of funding.  

8.5.12 Sheffield City Council is also responsible for administering financial contributions received 
from development. The proposed introduction of the Planning Gain Supplement (PGS) 
could eventually change the way in which development contributions are administered 
and delivered. Not withstanding this, given the constraints within the Lower Don Valley, it 
may be appropriate to put in place an overall framework for developer contributions in the 
Lower Don Valley. This framework can then be used to deliver the strategic 
improvements, such as flood alleviation, highway and public transport improvements, to 
facilitate development within this important sub-regional development corridor.     

British Waterways 
 

8.5.13 British Waterways could be a potential partner if the proposals for the Marina were 
supported. Further discussions with Bristish Waterways are necessary.  

British Land 
 

8.5.14 British Land is one of the major land owners in the Lower Don Valley and they have 
significant development aspirations. Therefore, it is possible that British Land could 
provide a significant financial contribution towards the cost of the Halfpenny Link Road.
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9 Conclusions and Recommendations 

9.1 Conclusions  

9.1.1 A number of alternative development options have been identified by the study through 
discussions with landowners, consultation with other interested parties and a review of 
planning and regeneration policy.  

9.1.2 The following development options are discounted as they would either not be compatible 
with the constraints identified at the site or in line with the planning and regeneration 
objectives for it: 

·  Offices due to their incompatibility with odour, potential difficulties with the Highways 
Agency and the impact on air quality from the generation of traffic.  

·  Food retail due to the incompatibility with odour, air quality and access issues as 
well as conflict with national guidance on the location of retail development.  

·  Car Showrooms due to the impact of odour, air quality and access issues as well as 
this not been a suitable land use to meet the objectives for the site.  

 
9.1.3 The Halfpenny Link Road is crucial to the delivery of potential development options. Poor 

accessibility to the land north of the railway and highway capacity constraints effectively 
mean that without this, only proposals which would generate a small amount of traffic 
would be acceptable to the City Council as highways authority. The Highways Agency is 
also concerned about any development which could give rise to additional traffic on the 
motorways junctions providing a further significant constraint to the development of the 
site.  

9.1.4 Flood risk is also a major issue for the site. The study has established that the land to the 
north of the River Don is within an area which has a probability of flooding above 1 in 25 
years. In terms of PPS 25 (Development and Flood Risk) it is within Flood Risk Zone 3 but 
agreement with the Environment Agency will be required to establish if it within either 
zone 3a (high probability) or 3b (functional flood plain). This should be established through 
undertaking a detailed flood risk assessment and through obtaining additional flooding 
data from the Environment Agency.     

9.1.5 It will be necessary to provide land for flood risk compensation as a result of developing 
within the flood plain. As the land between the River Don and the railway is a difficult 
shape and would not be accessible even if the Halfpenny Link Road was implemented, 
this has been identified as an area of potential compensation land subject to further 
technical and ecological investigation.  

9.1.6 Even with this land providing compensation, it would still be necessary to provide further 
compensation to develop all of the land north of the River Don for employment uses. It is 
estimated that approximately 35-45% of land to the north of the River Don would still be 
required to provide further flood risk compensation. Further hydraulic assessment would 
be required to confirm the extent to which this land could provide flood risk compensation.  

9.1.7 Flood Zone 3 does not, however, necessarily exclude certain types of development if they 
can be designed to flood. For example, essential infrastructure can still be developed on 
land within the functional flood plain provided compliance with an exception test can be 
demonstrated. PPS 25 Development and Flood Risk provides detailed guidance on the 
types of uses which might be acceptable in flood risk zone 3.     
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9.1.8 If the site was not developed and left in its current state, this would not provide any 
additional strategic benefits in terms of reducing flood risk elsewhere downstream as there 
is no change from the present situation. Excavating large quantities of material and 
creating additional floodplain could have some beneficial effects but this would depend on 
how the new low lying area is designed. Alternative mechanisms for creating additional 
flooding land include designing the site as a storage area which could have beneficial 
effect downstream or effectively creating a widened flood channel, with no storage, which 
would have a beneficial effect near the widening and just upstream of it.  

9.1.9 Although a marina would be a water compatible use in terms of PPS 25, this is unlikely to 
provide significant additional flood storage. This is because the flood volumes during an 
event are very large in comparison to the small storage areas which can generally be 
created on brownfield sites adjacent to the river.  

9.1.10 Based on the assessment options it is considered that there are two alternative 
development options dependent on whether the Halfpenny Link is realised. Both these 
options will require engagement with current land owners to achieve a joined up and 
coherent approach to the site. 

9.1.11 Development option 1 is without the Halfpenny Link Road and would be for a renewable 
energy use and marina for permanent boat moorings. REFERENCE DELTED and British 
Waterways would need a minimum of xx hectares to provide an economically viable 
marina proposal. The rest of the site could then be used for environmental and ecological 
enhancement.         

9.1.12 Development option 2 is with the Halfpenny Link Road. This would provide the potential 
for more land uses including industrial units, storage and distribution uses, renewable 
energy, a park and ride site or the bus storage and maintenance depot.  

9.1.13 The Halfpenny Link Road could also be used to support strategic public transport 
improvements. It could be developed in conjunction with the bus transit proposals which 
will benefit from a segregated highway and journey time benefits from avoiding the 
motorway junction. This could then enable a strategic park and ride facility to serve both 
Rotherham and Sheffield. An added advantage of a Park and Ride site is that it is a use 
that it should be possible to design to flood.           

9.1.14 Based on option 2, an REFERENCE DELETED.  

9.1.15 Therefore, additional financial support is necessary to facilitate the comprehensive 
regeneration of the whole study area particularly if strategic objectives such as the 
Halfpenny Link Road are to be delivered. An indication of the need for public support is 
the Vantage Riverside site, which despite including a higher value end uses and fewer 
constraints, still required gap funding through European Objective 1 funds to facilitate its 
regeneration and reclamation.   

9.1.16 Potential sources of funding have been identified as:  

·  The follow on European Funding programme from Objective 1 which ended on 
December 31st, 2007;  

·  The Department for Transport if it could be demonstrated that the Halfpenny Link is 
part of a strategic public transport proposal for the Sheffield to Rotherham Corridor 
and that this could then provide wider benefits such as facilitating a park and ride site 
to also serve this corridor.  

·  The Department for Trade and Industry if an acceptable renewable energy proposal 
was put forward.    
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·  Yorkshire Forward as the Regional Development Agency. 
·  Sheffield City Council through its internal regeneration budget and as the Local 

Planning Authority. 
·  British Waterways if the Marina option was pursued.  
·  British Land in its capacity as a major land owner in the Lower Don Valley.   

 
9.2 Recommendations 

9.2.1 One of the key conclusions from this study is that the problems and constraints at the site 
are extremely complex. As such, a comprehensive and integrated approach to the 
development and regeneration of the site is unlikely to be achieved through individual land 
owners acting in isolation. A piecemeal approach to development may secure some 
benefits but is an inefficient method for securing strategic action on flood risk, access and 
environmental improvements. This action is not only necessary for development at the site 
but also to help meet the wider objectives for the Lower Don Valley and Rotherham 
corridors as a whole.  

9.2.2 Within this context, a number of recommendations are set out below.  

9.2.3 Recommendation 1: Any development proposals which come forward should clearly 
establish their approach to flood risk and highway issues at the outset. These constraints 
will determine the type and level of development acceptable at the site and significant 
strategic intervention may be necessary to overcome them. As such, they have the 
potential to warrant the refusal of future planning applications unless it can be 
demonstrated that they can be overcome.   

9.2.4 Recommendation 2: The key issue for flood risk is to determine whether the Environment 
Agency is likely to classify the site as ‘functional flood plain’. This should be determined 
through undertaking a detailed flood risk assessment. The information provided in this 
study provides a good starting point but further data will need to be obtained from the 
Environment Agency to determine this.  

9.2.5 Recommendation 3: The area of land between the River Don and the railway should be 
investigated further to establish the feasibility of using it for compensatory or additional 
flood storage. This will require further ecological investigation and detailed hydraulic 
modelling.  

9.2.6 Recommendation 4: If the site was left undeveloped, it is possible that the excavation of 
large quantities of material and the design of a new lower lying landform could provide 
additional strategic flood compensation for the Lower Don Valley. The feasibility of this 
could be investigated further.   

9.2.7 Recommendation 5: The Halfpenny Link Road is of strategic importance for the Lower 
Don Valley and the Sheffield to Rotherham corridor. Development within this corridor is 
constrained by a lack of highway capacity and air quality issues. As such, it is considered 
that the Halfpenny Link should be investigated as part of an enhanced public transport 
corridor to include segregated bus, cycling and walking. This would also open up an 
opportunity to develop a park and ride facility at the site to serve both Rotherham and 
Sheffield. As this would also contribute to sustainability objectives, this may enhance the 
business case for the scheme.  

9.2.8 Recommendation 6: Sheffield City Council is supporting the development of the 
Halfpenny Link but further appraisal of how this road could be funded is required. The land 
values from the development of the Tinsley site are unlikely to be high enough to make a 
significant financial contribution towards this.  
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9.2.9 Recommendation 7: The City Council is also responsible for administering financial 
contributions received from development. Given the constraints within the Lower Don 
Valley, it may be appropriate to put in place an overall framework for developer 
contributions in the Lower Don Valley. This framework could then be used to deliver 
strategic improvements, such as flood alleviation, highway and public transport 
improvements, which would help facilitate development within this important sub-regional 
development corridor.     

9.2.10 Recommendation 8: The proposed route of the Halfpenny Link Road was determined 
following a feasibility study undertaken by Oscar Faber (now Faber Maunsell) in 2002. 
This considered the feasibility of a number of route options. A major problem with the 
proposed route identified in this study is that it results in the loss of a significant amount of 
development land and would also leave plots which will be difficult to develop. It is 
recognised that the route is severely constrained by the need to cross both the railway 
and the river (and the existing route is now safeguarded within the Ordic permission) but it 
is recommended that this route is re-evaluated to try to maximise the amount of 
development land and to determine whether there could be any reduction in cost.  

9.2.11 Recommendation 9: The proposed route of the Halfpenny Link Road has also included 
provision for a bridge over the safeguarded Blackburn Chord heavy rail proposal. 
Consultation with Network Rail as part of this study has indicated that following a strategic 
review, this is now unlikely to be safeguarded although this cannot be confirmed until this 
is completed in late 2007. However, the proposed of the Blackburn Chord should also be 
re-evaluated in this context.  

9.2.12 Recommendation 10: The emerging Sheffield Development Framework is a key 
document in providing the future policy framework for the development of the site. The 
current boundary of the development areas included within the emerging SDF may need 
to be amended to reflect all the developable land as at present it designates the Highways 
Agency land as green space. The policy wording may also need to reflect the potential 
need to provide flood storage compensation within the green corridor between the railway 
and river (or local nature conservation site if this designation is changed) subject to 
demonstrating compliance with these objectives.  

9.2.13 Recommendation 11: As the Regional Development Agency, Yorkshire Forward 
represents a key potential funding mechanism and they are already a significant 
stakeholder for the Don Valley as a whole. They should be contacted and invited forward 
to help facilitate the remediation and regeneration of the site.   

9.2.14 Recommendation 12: The landowners within the site should also seek to work more 
closely with each other to overcome the issues caused by fragmented ownership. For 
example, the Highways Agency may be willing to do a land swap with Ordic, E.on and 
British Land to obtain ownership of the land underneath the Tinsley Viaduct. Similarly, as 
the major land owner, E.on should be seeking to work more closely with the Highways 
Agency, Network Rail and Yorkshire Water in order to provide a more joined up and 
comprehensive approach to the site. A piecemeal approach by individual land owners is 
unlikely to realise the full potential and opportunities which exist within the study area.     

9.2.15 Overall, there is a need to provide a comprehensive strategy and development policy for 
the site. Whilst this should maintain flexibility, it should set out the key parameters and 
objectives which development proposals should consider and secure. This would need to 
include the requirements of the Environment Agency, the Highways Authority and the 
Highways Agency. It should act as a mechanism to encourage different land owners to 
work together and to identify where external support is necessary to deliver development. 
At present, there is no clear strategy mainly as a result of the lack of information which 
has previously been available. The information presented in this study provides a clear 
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steer on the opportunities which the site presents but also the challenges which will need 
to be overcome to achieve them.  

9.2.16 Overall strategic action is necessary to bring in the expertise of both the public and private 
sector to transform the site.  



 
 
 

 

 

Appendix A Detailed Land Registry Information   

Freehold Registered Land 

  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Title Number Proprietor Date of  Registration Description 

SYK520648 Yorkshire Electricity Distribution PLC. 
Lloyds Court, 78 Grey Street, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne. NE1 6AF. 

18th January 1962. Land lying to the east of the M1, Tinsley. 

SYK163235 The South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive. 
Exchange Street, Sheffield. S2 5SZ. 

28th October 1966. Land on the North East side of Alsing Road, Tinsley. 

SYK223110 The Secretary for state for transport. 
2 Marsham Street, London. SW1P 3EB. 

9th June 1996. Land lying to the North East of Alsing Road, Tinsley. 

SYK19984 Yorkshire Water Authority. 
West Riding House, 67 Albion Street, 
Leeds. LS1 5AA. 

12th September 1975. Land lying to the South East of Meadow Bank Road, Sheffield. 

SYK18846 The Secretary of State for the Environment. 
St. Christopher House, Southwark Street, 
London. SE1. 

21st August 1975. Land lying to the East of Alsing Road, Blackburn Meadows, 
Sheffield. 

SYK320579 Ordic Investments Limited. 
10 Snow Hill, London. EC1A 2AL. 

6th August 1992. Land known as the Tinsley Rolling Mills, Wharf Road, Tinsley. 

SYK320214 B.L.C.T (M-C) Limited incorporated in Jersey) 
10 Cornwall Terrace, Regent’s Park, London. NW1 
4QP. 

22nd September 2000. Land Lying to the North of the Meadowhall Centre. 



 
 
 

 

 
Leasehold Registered Land 

 
Title 
Number 

Proprietor Date of  
Registration 

Description Rent 
 

Term Parties 

SYK336854 Yorkshire Electricity 
Distribution PLC. 
Lloyds Court, 
78 Grey Street, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne. 
NE1 6AF 

21st October 
1993 

The site of an electricity 
substation lying to the North East 
of Alsing Road. Only the ground 
level beneath the Tinsley Viaduct 
is included in the title. 

£10 60 years 
from 1st 
October 
1992 

(1) The Secretary of State for Transport, (2) Yorkshire 
Electricity Group Plc. 

SYK351077 Wastenotts Limited. 
Manor Farm, 
Bridgeham, Norwich, 
Norfolk. NR16 2RX 

29th 
September 
1994 

Land and buildings lying to the 
North East of Alsing Road, 
Tinsley. 

£10,000 35 Years 
from 1st 
September 
1993 

(1) Yorkshire Water Services Limited, (2) Y.W. 
Enterprises Limited. 

SYK351077 Wastenotts Limited. 
Manor Farm, 
Bridgeham, Norwich, 
Norfolk. NR16 2RX 

11th 
November 
1996 

Land and buildings lying to the 
North East of Alsing Road, 
Tinsley 

£6,600 35 Years 
from 1st 
September 
1993 

(1) Yorkshire Water Services Limited, (2) Yorkshire 
Environmental Solutions Limited. 

SYK292381 Yorkshire Electricity 
Group Plc. 
Lloyds Court, 
78 Grey Street, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne. 
NE1 6AF 

30th March 
1990 

The site of an electricity 
substation lying to the East of the 
M1 at Tinsley Junction East, 
Sheffield. 

£5 999 years 
(less 3 days) 
from March 
1990. 

(1) The Central Electricity Generating Board, (2) The 
Yorkshire Electricity Board. 

 
Caution Registration 

 
Title 
Number 

Proprietor Date of  
Registration 

Description Additional Comments 

SYK392370 CAUTION in favour of 
Meadowhall Properties 
Limited. 
Welton Grange, 
Welton, Brough, East 
Yorkshire. HU15 1NB 

10th February 
1998 

Land lying to the East of the 
Meadowhall Centre, Tinsley. 
Land also known as ‘The 
Triangle’. 

The statutory declaration accompanying the caution sets out that the cautioner is 
interested in the land as “they have entered into an Agreement dated 6th February 
1998 between South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive (1) and 
Meadowhall Properties Limited (2) to purchase the land known as ‘The Triangle’ at 
Tinsley, Sheffield, South Yorkshire”. 



 
 
 

 
  

 
 

Appendix B Detailed Appraisal of Development Options 

  
Objective 
 

Offices (B1)  
 

Industrial 
Development 
(B2) and 
Storage and 
Distribution 
(B8)  
 

Renewable 
energy 
proposals. 

A park 
and ride 
facility/ 
and or a 
bus 
depot 
 
 

Food 
Retail or 
Motor 
Trade 

A marina for 
permanent 
off line 
canal boat 
moorings 
 

Green Uses 
Only 

Environmental Benefits 
Improvements to the towpaths and 
riverside amenity 

3 2 2 2 2 3 3 

Increase the use of the canal  2 2 3 2 2 3 3 
Impact on ecological areas 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 
SUB SCORE 6 5 6 5 5 8 9 
Overcoming Environmental Constraints 
Compatible with surrounding land uses 
(motorway/water treatment works) 

1 3 3 1 1 3 3 

Impact on air quality and odours 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 
Impact of flood risk. 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 
Contribution towards the costs of site 
remediation 

3 3 3 3 3 1 1 

SUB SCORE 6 8 9 6 6 8 10 
Accessibility 
Could potentially proceed without the 
Halfpenny Link Road? 

1 1 2 1 1 3 3 

Financial contribution to Halfpenny Link 
Road 

3 3 2 2 3 2 1 

Avoid Highways Agency objection even 
with the Halfpenny Link Road.  

1 2 2 2 3 3 3 

Potential to benefit public transport. 3 3 2 3 3 1 1 
Improve pedestrian links to the site 
from the surrounding area 

3 3 1 3 3 3 3 

SUB SCORE 11 12 9 11 13 12 11 



 
 
 

 
  

Objective 
 

Offices (B1)  
 

Industrial 
Development 
(B2) and 
Storage and 
Distribution 
(B8)  
 

Renewable 
energy 
proposals. 

A park 
and ride 
facility/ 
and or a 
bus 
depot 
 
 

Food 
Retail or 
Motor 
Trade 

A marina for 
permanent 
off line 
canal boat 
moorings 
 

Green Uses 
Only 

Planning and Regeneration Considerations 
Provide additional employment 
opportunities 

3 3 3 2 3 1 1 

Create a landmark/gateway site 3 1 2 1 1 2 3 
Likely compliance with existing and 
emerging planning policy.  

1 3 3 3 1 3 3 

Sustainability/eco credentials 1 1 3 3 1 2 3 
Development return against cost to 
facilitate development. 

3 3 2 2 3 1 1 

SUB TOTAL 11 11 13 11 9 9 11 
Overall Objectives 
Government Objectives 3 3 3 2 1 2 3 
Benefits to Local Residents 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 
TOTAL SCORE 38 40 41 39 36 42 47 

 
1) Negative Impact  
2) Neutral Impact  
3) Positive Impact 



 
 
 

 
  

Appendix C Flood Risk Compensation  

 
Preliminary Assessment of Compensatory Floodplain Requirements 
 
Introduction 
 
Development within a floodplain is controlled by the Environment Agency in line with guidance 
detailed in PPS25. One of the key issues for the Environment Agency is that there should be no 
net loss of floodplain as a result of the development. 
 
The purpose of this document is to approximate the amount of compensatory floodplain that will 
need to be created if development is implemented on the Tinsley site. 
 
Key Assumptions 
 

·  The results from the calculations are based on limited topographic and flood level data. 
Further investigations would be required to define these quantities more accurately; 

·  Land is developed for industrial and commercial development that is appropriate for PPS25 
flood zone 2; 

·  As such, all areas of the development including access routes need to be raised to the 1 in 
100 year plus climate change flood level, including an allowance for uncertainty in hydraulic 
model data (i.e. freeboard); 

·  Compensatory floodplain can only be obtained between normal ground level and normal 
ground water level, the latter is assumed to be normal river level; 

·  Land has been sub-divided into smaller areas. Some of the areas do not require 
compensatory floodplain and in other areas compensatory floodplain is not practical to 
achieve; 

·  The shape of the development on each area of land is unknown and so it is assumed to be 
square. 

 
Development Scenarios 
 
Various scenarios making use of different areas of the site for compensatory floodplain are detailed 
below. The areas of the site are:- 
 



 
 
 

 
  

 
 
Scenario 1 
 
Site area 
 

Percentage 
of land to be 
developed 

Notes 
 

1 100 All of site assumed to be developed. 
2 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Compensatory 

floodplain areas are not ideal on this site due to existing 
infrastructure.  

3 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Compensatory 
floodplain areas are not ideal on this site as it is remote from 
the river and services are present. 

4 0 Due to poor access this site is assumed to be used for 
compensatory floodplain. 

5 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Ground level is above 
1 in 100 year flood levels so compensatory floodplain is not 
required for development of this land. 

 
The approximate fill volume and corresponding volume of compensatory floodplain is 225,000m3 
for 1 in 100 year plus climate change flood levels and 299,000m3 for 1 in 1000 year flood levels. 
The use of site area 4 for compensatory floodplain can provide approximately 74,000m3; this is not 
sufficient to meet the compensatory storage requirements. As such, this development scenario is 
highly unlikely to be acceptable to the Environment Agency. 
 
Scenario 2 
 
Site area 
 

Percentage 
of land to be 
developed 

Notes 
 

1 Varies 
depending on 
development 
platform level 

Western part of site to be developed and the eastern part to 
provide the remaining compensatory floodplain required. 

2 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Compensatory 



 
 
 

 
  

Site area 
 

Percentage 
of land to be 
developed 

Notes 
 

floodplain areas are not ideal on this site due to existing 
infrastructure.  

3 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Compensatory 
floodplain areas are not ideal on this site as it is remote from 
the river and services are present. 

4 0 Due to poor access for development, this site is assumed to 
be used for compensatory floodplain. 

5 100 All of site assumed to be developed. Ground level is above 
1 in 100 year flood levels so compensatory floodplain is not 
required for development of this land. 

 
Assuming the development platform is raised to the 1 in 100 year plus climate change flood levels, 
approximately 66% of site area 1 can be developed in addition to those in the above table. The 
remaining 34% of site area 1 and all of site area 4 will be required to provide the compensatory 
floodplain to allow development within flood zone 2. The approximate fill volume and 
corresponding volume of compensatory floodplain required is 150,000m3. 
 
Assuming the development platform is raised to the 1 in 1000 year flood level, the approximate 
maximum area of site area 1 that can be developed is 55%. The remaining 45% of site area 1 and 
all of site area 4 will be required to provide the compensatory floodplain to allow development 
within flood zone 1. The approximate fill volume and corresponding volume of compensatory 
floodplain required is 174,000m3. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The first scenario examined indicates that it is unlikely that the entire study area can be developed 
because there would not be sufficient compensatory floodplain to meet the constraints imposed by 
the Environment Agency.  
 
The second scenario examined indicates that development of a large part of the study area is 
possible, provided compensatory floodplain is created. The eastern part of site area 1 and the 
majority of site area 4 are ideal locations for the construction of compensatory floodplain.



 
 
 

 
  

 

Appendix D Main Sources of Information  

Bond Bryan Architects 23rd November, 2005 Vantage Riverside Proposed 
Site Plan (SK) 051 

British Waterways 2nd November 2006 Land Ownership Plan 
British Waterways January, 2006 Proposed Marina Site, 

Discussion Sketch - 002 
Debenham, Tie Leung  Blackburn Meadows WWTW. 

Sheffield.   
E.on UK September, 2007 Press Release 
Groundwork Sheffield November, 2005 Draft version November, 2005 
Government Office for 
Yorkshire & the Humber 

19 December, 2003 2003/2005 Local Transport 
Expenditure Capital 
Assessment. Letter from 
Margaret Jackson to Sir Bob 
Kerslake 

Network Rail 11 January, 2007 Email to Jacobs UK 
Knight Frank LLP, Sheffield January 2007 Supply and Demand Analysis 
Rotherham Borough Council October 2005 Riverside Access Strategy 
Sheffield City Council, 
Application No 02/01083 

20th January 2003 Memo from Highways 
Development Control to 
Planning Development Control 

Sheffield City Council February, 2006 Emerging Sheffield 
Development Framework 
Proposals Map 

South Yorkshire Passenger 
Transport Authority 

7 December, 2006 Report of the Passenger 
Transport Executive 

South Yorkshire Passenger 
Transport Authority 

 Draft Specification Linking 
Rotherham to Sheffield 

Urban Strategies November 2004 Lower Don Valley Vision and 
Masterplan Study 

Yorkshire Water, Land and 
Property Planning 

14 December, 2006 Letter to Jacobs UK 
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