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Broad Street, Sheffield, S2 5TG 
 

 
 

1.1 Since its closure in 2008, Ye Old Harrow has fallen into a state of disrepair, 
which has been accelerated by damage resulting from an arson attack in 
2019. Meanwhile, the surrounding area has been subject to significant 
development or redevelopment. Namely, the site in question is nestled between 
a modern mixed-use development with Victoria Quays beyond to the north, 
with the ongoing redevelopment of the Grade II* listed Park Hill gathering 
momentum to the south. Connectivity and the public realm are also being 
improved through the phased implementation of the nearby Grey to Green 
initiative, which is re-establishing links to previously disconnected areas on the 
fringe of the City Centre. As such, the site possesses considerable potential 
and can make a positive contribution to the regeneration of the wider City 
Centre. 
 

1.2 This report has therefore been prepared by Urbana Town Planning Limited on 
behalf of Haibus Limited in order to help inform this process, by setting out 
the general context with respect to planning and planning policy. 
 

1.3 In addition to providing the crucial planning background and context, the key 
objective of this document is also to make an informed assessment of the 
site’s development potential. In doing so, advice is offered as to how the site 
might best be taken forward into the formal planning process. 

  
 

 
 
2.1 Below is an aerial image of the site in question, which is outlined in red. The 

entirety of the site covers an area of approximately 0.09 hectares. In addition 
to the former public house and its associated manager’s accommodation, 
located at 80 Broad Street, the site includes 78 Broad Street, land between 
68 and 78 Broad Street, and an electricity substation. (The implications for 
development as a consequence of the presence of the electricity substation 
are discussed in further detail in section 4.2 of this document).  
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2.2 As can be seen from the map below, the site in question (denoted by the 
red marker) is located immediately outside Sheffield’s Inner Ring Road to the 
east of Park Square roundabout. Also highlighted on the map are a number 
of important recent or ongoing city centre developments and locations, to which 
the site is in close proximity: 1) Victoria Quays; 2) Castlegate; 3) Park Hill 
Phase 1; 4) Sheffield Digital Campus; 5) Park Hill Phases 2 and 3; 6) 
Heart of the City II; 7) Sheffield Hallam University Campus; 8) Sheffield 
Midland Train Station (and proposed HS2 station). The Sheffield Supertram 
network, which stops within 400 metres of the site, is shown in green. 

 

 
 

2.3 Reference to both the Unitary Development Plan and Draft City Policies and 
Sites Maps also indicates that improved pedestrian and cycle infrastructure is 
proposed to be located on Broad Street to improve its connectivity to the City 
Centre. 
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3.1 Consultation with the Sheffield City Council website shows that, from the 

records available, the site in question has not been subject to any previous 
planning applications of relevance. 
 

3.2 With no identifiable planning history for the site itself, reference is made to 
the site immediately opposite on Broad Street, where a substantial mixed-use 
development was granted planning permission in 2006. At the time of approval, 
The Gateway and The Pinncales included 140 student apartments, 39 
apartments, office space and retail units. It should be noted that a follow-up 
application in 2015 was granted to convert office space in The Gateway block 
(Block A) to an additional 38 residential units. 

 
 

 
 
4.0.1 In order to establish the planning policy context of the site in a way that is 

useful to potential proposals, a careful understanding of the key planning 
considerations is necessary. The most relevant national and local planning 
policy documents of relevance to the site in question include the following: 

 
 

 

 
The Core Strategy sets out principles to guide development on both a 
strategic and in some cases more detailed level. Where compliant with 
the NPPF full weight will be given to the policies contained within this 
document. 

 

 
The Unitary Development Plan (UDP) was adopted in 1998 and despite 
its age, elements of it still partly form Sheffield’s adopted development 
plan. However, the weight afforded to the policies and designated land 
uses is relative to their degree of consistency with the NPPF. 

 
 

This document can only be afforded very limited weight but remains of 
some relevance when considering general change in the city and the 
direction of development between the adoption of the UDP and the 
publication of this document. 
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Due to its stage of preparation, little weight can be afforded to the 
Emerging Draft Sheffield Plan, although the ‘direction of travel’ and some 
of the documents produced in support of the emerging Plan can be of 
relevance in certain cases, for example the Citywide Options for Growth 
to 2034 document. 

 
 

 
 

4.1.1 The NPPF states that at the heart of this key document is a presumption on 
favour of sustainable development which is a fundamental consideration in the 
process of both plan-making and decision-taking. Sustainable development is 
defined by three core dimensions: economic, social and environmental. As per 
clause C of paragraph 11 of the Framework, it is established that: 
 

[For decision-taking this means] approving development proposals that 
accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay. 

 
4.1.2 With regard to the site in question, this key consideration is relevant insofar 

as any future proposals may contribute towards national sustainable development 
goals, as well as whether any potential issues within a hypothetical application 
might require an ‘on balance’ decision to be made. For instance, the public 
and/or sustainability benefits associated with a scheme that would deliver a 
number of dwellings above a certain threshold may need to be argued to 
outweigh and override perceived ‘harm’ associated with its scale or design. In 
such a scenario, the importance of achieving sustainable development would 
be crucial and a full understanding of this fundamental element of policy is 
particularly important. 
 

4.1.3 As highlighted in section 2, the location of the site in question is inherently 
sustainable in terms of its proximity to Sheffield City Centre and key services 
including public transport. Proposals that increase the residential population, 
and densities more generally, will contribute towards the ongoing growth of the 
locality and the sustainability of the City Centre itself, as per Sheffield City 
Council’s aspirations. 

 
4.1.4 The NPPF also discusses social sustainability: with regard to residential 

developments, for example, it sets out the general requirement for such 
development to accommodate a sufficient number and range of homes and 
house types to help meet the needs of present and future generations. This 
is reflected more specifically in Sheffield’s Core Strategy Policy CS41, which 
states that, in larger developments of 60 or more dwellings, no more than 
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half of the units should consist of a single type (type in this case meaning 
size and tenure). 

 
4.1.5 While there is a degree of flexibility that can be applied in particular cases 

given sufficient justification, this policy should be kept in mind with regard to 
potential schemes for the site in question. For proposals that entailed a unit 
type representing >50% of the total dwellings, supporting information such as 
local market demand data or the physical constraints of a site might be 
necessary to mitigate any perceived ‘harm’ caused by a lack of policy 
compliance arising from this particular issue. 

 
4.1.6 In terms of the broader sustainability of the site, the presence of the existing 

building and its status as previously developed land makes it both highly 
suitable and preferential for effective redevelopment, as per the core planning 
principles of the NPPF. This is echoed by Sheffield’s adopted Core Strategy 
in policy CS24, whereby priority is given to the redevelopment of previously 
developed land. In this case, any sort of re-use of previously developed land 
is likely to be supported. Indeed, a scheme that would result in a more positive 
contribution to the environmental, economic and social sustainability of the area 
would be viewed extremely positively. 

 
4.1.7 Beyond this, on a more practical level relating to the delivery and construction 

of any proposals, Core Strategy policies CS64 (Climate Change, Resources 
and Sustainable Design of Development) and CS65 (Renewable Energy and 
Carbon Reduction) must be complied with. Together, these policies establish 
the general requirements for development to achieve high environmental 
standards relating to matters including energy efficiency, resource consumption 
(water, minerals, space, etc.), waste and renewables. Therefore, generally 
speaking, the following will need to be considered when it comes to satisfying 
these policies: 

 
• Measures taken to ensure low carbon footprint/energy use as measured 

by Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP) calculations; 
• Meeting or bettering minimum requirements of Building Regulations as 

they relate to thermal transmittance (U-value); 
• Local sourcing of materials where feasible; 
• Internal goods/finishes etc. to be specified to meet or better Building 

Regulations requirements; 
• Low-energy construction techniques to be considered at the appropriate 

stage of detailed design; 
• Renewable energy technologies to be considered and deployed as far as 

is reasonably possible. 
 



 
 

6 

 
 

 
4.2.1 As set out in the relevant Proposals Map that accompanies the adopted Unitary 

Development Plan, the site is within the designated mixed-use area that 
specifies suitable uses on and adjacent to Broad Street. However, it should 
be noted that since the production of the UDP, approved developments on 
Broad Street, such as the mixed-use development opposite the site in question 
referenced in section 3 of this document, demonstrate that the specified 
preferred, acceptable and unacceptable uses can no longer be considered up-
to-date. For example, the uses considered unacceptable include Housing (C3), 
which is forms a significant proportion of The Gateway and The Pinnacles 
opposite the site in question. 

 
4.2.2 In acknowledgement of the increasing lack of consistency between the UDP 

Proposals Map and the aspirations Sheffield City Council have for the City 
Centre and surrounding areas, planning officers are coming to rely on maps 
that formed part of the City Policies and Sites document. Although the document 
itself was not formally adopted as part of Sheffield’s Local Development 
Framework, elements of the work undertaken in its production are still useful, 
being more up-to-date than the UDP. 

 
4.2.3 Reference to the relevant City Policies and Sites Proposals Map confirms the 

shift in approach to the area, which is shown in this document as being 
designated as a Central Housing Area. This is evidently in accordance with 
the only notable planning application lodged with the Local Planning Authority 
in the last twenty years pertaining to the area, for The Gateway and The 
Pinnacles. The renaissance of the Park Hill estate, which is providing high 
quality aspirational housing on the periphery of the City Centre, further cements 
the suitability of such an approach to development along Broad Street. 

 
4.2.4 As highlighted in Section 2, an electricity substation is present on the north-

west corner of the site in question. In terms of how this impacts on any 
redevelopment of the site, subject to the cost of doing so, electricity substations 
can usually be relocated or built around as required. As such, the presence 
of the substation in this instance should not represent a significant obstacle to 
any proposals brought forward. 

 
4.2.5 Therefore, in light of the above designations and the nature of recent 

development in the area, a residential or residential-led development would be 
considered most appropriate and acceptable. 
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4.3.1 In terms of what might be considered appropriate with regards to design, it is 
important to consider not only the site itself, but also surrounding development. 
While bearing in mind the constraints of the site by virtue of its footprint, 
adjacent developments can act a barometer of what would likely be accepted 
in terms of height and massing, as well as what materials may be appropriate. 
 

4.3.2 Locally, Core Strategy policy CS74 is highly relevant in establishing the 
suitability of new developments with respect to the building form and urban 
grain associated with townscape generally, but also with Sheffield’s ‘distinctive 
heritage’. With this in mind, in accordance with policy CS74, it will be important 
for any redevelopment of the site to satisfy the following criteria wherever 
possible: 

 
• Contribute to place-making and be of a high quality that supports a 

healthy, safe and sustainable environment, thereby continuing Sheffield’s 
transformation; 

• Help to transform the character of physical environments that have become 
run down and are lacking in distinctiveness; 

• Enable all people to gain safe and convenient access to a site, including 
suitable provision for the needs of families and children, disabled people 
and older people; 

• Contribute towards creating attractive, successful and sustainable 
neighbourhoods. 

 
4.3.3 Also relevant to the design of any proposed development are any heritage 

designations that directly or indirectly affect the site in question. The site itself 
is not subject to any protected status such as listing, nor is it in a Conservation 
Area. While the Grade II* listed Park Hill estate is in close proximity to Broad 
Street, the presence of The Gateway and The Pinnacles immediately to the 
north of the site in question should largely remove any concern over how any 
significant structure on the site would impact views of this iconic building. 

 
4.3.4 Although it is standard practice that each site is considered on its own merits 

and its development potential should not be unduly led or prejudiced by nearby 
development, it is nonetheless the case that a precedent has been established 
by The Gateway and The Pinnacles developments insofar as acceptable heights. 
Therefore, it is expected that any development proposed on the site in question 
could achieve at least the same number of storeys present on these adjacent 
developments. 
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4.3.5 Overall, while there are certain constraints to keep in mind with regard to the 
design of any proposed development and any relevant heritage matters on 
adjacent sites or nearby landmark buildings, the fact remains that the site in 
question is extremely sustainably located close to a significant gateway to the 
City Centre. As such, local political and policy momentum (especially in terms 
of the emerging Local Plan) continues to encourage greater height and greater 
density of development in suitable locations. 
 
 

 
 

4.4.1 Sheffield City Council adopted the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in July 
2015 in response to changes in national planning policy. The city is divided 
into a number of zones, to which each is assigned a charge per square metre 
on the gross internal floorspace of the net additional liable development. 
Different charges are applied depending on the proposed use, with office and 
industrial uses exempt from the levy altogether. 
 

4.4.2 The site in question is located in CIL Charging Zone 4 (City Centre, South), 
and therefore any proposals for a residential development will require a CIL 
contribution of £50 per square metre as defined above. Existing floorspace in 
a lawful use for a continuous period of six months in the previous 36 months 
prior to submission of any application can be counted in the usual way to 
offset the overall sum of CIL liability. However, it is noted that the last use 
of the site appears to have surpassed the period of time outlined above. 

 
4.4.3 Sheffield City Council’s guidance relating to the provision of Affordable Housing 

establishes that, within the City Centre area in which the site in question is 
located, there is a nil expected contribution towards affordable housing provision. 

 
 

 
 

4.5.1 Beyond the above fundamental parameters that will primarily dictate the use, 
form and scale of any potential scheme on the site, there are various other 
technical matters that need to be considered should development scheme be 
pursued. In order to deal with these more technical matters, the following 
supporting reports are likely to be required as part of a planning application 
for redevelopment of the site: 
 

• Design and Access Statement; 

• Planning Statement; 
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• Ecological Survey (with specific relation to bats due to present state of 
building); 

• Noise Impact Assessment; 

• Drainage/SuDS Statement; 

• Phase 1 Site Investigation/Contamination Risk Assessment (Desk Top 
Study); 

• Coal Mining Risk Assessment; 

• Heritage Impact Assessment; 

• Transport Statement or Assessment and Travel Plan; 

• Wind Microclimate Assessment (subject to scale of proposals); 

• Daylight/Sunlight Assessment (subject to scale of proposals). 
 

4.5.2 Existing uses on surrounding land also have a bearing on the need to provide 
some of the supporting information outlined above. In terms of land adjacent 
to the site in question, particular reference is made to the land immediately to 
the south and south-east which currently appears to be used for scrap vehicle 
storage. In this case, assessments to cover noise impact and contamination 
risk are more likely to be requested by the Local Planning Authority. 
 

4.5.3 It is not presumed that these issues will necessarily present significant barriers 
to a proposed development, or that particular challenges will need to be 
overcome to ensure its acceptability from these various perspectives. 
Nevertheless, these matters are likely to remain pertinent to any forthcoming 
application. 
 

4.5.4 It should also be kept in mind that, depending on the scale of any proposal 
(in terms of height, floor area and number of dwellings) it may be necessary 
to also submit a preliminary application to Sheffield City Council to seek an 
Environmental Impact Assessment screening opinion. 

 
 

 
 

5.1 As introduced, the purpose of this document is to establish the planning policy 
context of the site in question in order to help guide the thinking that informs 
schemes for its potential redevelopment. As set out, there are various key 
planning policy considerations presented by the context of the site and these 
are likely to influence the form of any potential development in a variety ways, 
and to different extents, depending on the approach taken and final scale and 
form of any proposals. 
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5.2 The site is in an extremely sustainable location insofar as its proximity to 
Sheffield City Centre and access to the multitude of services and facilities 
within. Furthermore, the site is within walking distance of Sheffield Interchange, 
Sheffield Midland Station and Sheffield Supertram, thereby being sustainably 
located to access both the local and national public transport network. Improved 
pedestrian and cycle networks are also earmarked for Broad Street. 

 
5.3 In terms of a potential future use for the site, recent developments and a shift 

in approach from Sheffield City Council suggests that a residential or residential-
led development would be most appropriate. Although the Sheffield Unitary 
Development Plan designates the site as being within a mixed-use area, it 
should be noted that the UDP is no longer wholly consistent with either national 
policy or Sheffield City Council’s aspirations for development in the City Centre. 

 
5.4 The scale and height of more recent development in and around the site in 

question, as well as other recent planning decisions for prominent sites in the 
City Centre, embodies the aspirations that Sheffield City Council have for 
intensifying the development of the City Centre, including welcoming significant 
height where appropriate. Therefore, it would not be unreasonable to propose 
a substantial number of storeys as part of a development close to a gateway 
into Sheffield City Centre. 

 
5.5 Subject to availability, the scale of what might be proposed could be dependent 

on assembling surrounding land adjacent to the site in question. That is, if 
opportunities arose to acquire other plots within the same block, a larger 
consolidated site would greatly raise overall development potential. 

 
5.6 With the above in mind, it is advised that any party/parties exploring options 

for redevelopment of the site in question should seek to produce an ambitious 
scheme that will positively engage Sheffield City Council in a constructive pre-
application. Through such an approach, the potential of the site can be 
maximised. 

 
 


