
  

  

Keep it Green (KIG) - Barnsley Local Plan Examination Stage 2   

Hearing Statement: Main Matter 7 – Transport   

Introduction  

1. KIG’s submissions on this matter address questions 7.2 and 7.4.  

Effect on the Highway Network and Traffic (7.2).  

2. One of the challenges identified in the plan’s Transport Chapter is reducing 
the need to travel, particularly by car. This point is addressed by Policy T3, 
headed ‘New Development and Sustainable Travel’. It seeks, among other 
things, to expect development “to be located and designed to reduce the need 
to travel, be accessible to public transport and meet the needs of pedestrians 
and cyclists”. 

3. This approach is hardly consistent with the development allocations, which 
are heavily weighted in favour of locations close to M1 junctions 36 and 37. 
Accessibility to the M1 may make such areas attractive to developers, as the 
strenuous efforts by the promoter of MU1 to ensure the inclusion of this land 
in the Plan indicate. This, however, does not necessarily make the proposed 
development sustainable. 

4. The apparent ease of access relative to the M1 will, in all probability lead to 
an increase in the propensity to travel, especially by road. The plan notes that 
a “fundamental goal” is to provide for sustainable development. But, 
although it is claimed to include “a spatial strategy that reduces the need to 
travel by promoting growth in sustainable, accessible locations”1, the 
emphasis on proximity to the M1 in the manner that land has been allocated 
for development strongly suggests otherwise.   

5. Peak period traffic on the roads in the vicinity of M1 Junction 37 already 
causes problems of congestion despite the recent improvements to the 
junction and the installation of traffic lights.  

6. In this respect it is noteworthy that a recent planning permission for 
development at Capitol Park (ref 2016/0713) contained a condition 
restricting, amongst other things, the number of two way vehicle trips in the 
weekday morning and evening peak periods. Setting aside whether such a 
condition is capable of being enforced from a practical standpoint, it appears 
to be an acknowledgement that peak traffic levels are a problem here. 
Indeed, the reason for the condition is “to control the number of new vehicles 
on the highway network”.   

                                       
1 BLP paragraph12.57 



Keep it Green – Hearing Statement: Transport   
 

 
       2 

7. The scale of the proposed development proposed  at site MU1 i.e. 1700 
dwellings and 43ha of employment land is such that it is likely to generate a 
considerable amount of additional traffic movements , many of which will 
pass through Junction 37. This will inevitably add to the congestion not only 
here but in all probability at the other local ‘pinchpoint’, that is the junction of 
Dodworth Road and  Pogmoor Road/Broadway which is frequently 
overloaded at peak periods. On top of all this will be the extra traffic using the 
Claycliffe link to get to and from the motorway from the Claycliffe area and 
beyond.    

Claycliffe Link Road (7.4) 

8. The short answer to this question is YES.  

9. Curiously, there is no mention of the Claycliffe Link in either Policy T1, or 
indeed in the rest of the Transport Chapter. Nor has it ever been formally 
proposed in any previous Plan. The only reference to it in the BLP comes in 
the third of the series of bullet points in the policy for site MU1 which 
indicates “on and off site highways infrastructure works are carried out, 
including a link road (Claycliffe Link) and improvements at Junction 37”. 

10. From the very loose nature of the wording of this part of the plan it is unclear 
whether this is a requirement of the policy, whether it is to be a component 
part of the master plan referred to, or whether it is a prerequisite to enable all 
or part of the development envisaged to proceed.  Like the rest of the matters 
itemised in the bullet points, it is completely vague. 

11. There is no other explanatory text in the plan, so just what role this road is 
intended to perform is singularly unclear. This only becomes more apparent, 
although not entirely so, when other events are pieced together, and from 
perusal of the indicative layout plans prepared by the promoters of the MU1 
development proposal.  

12. The scheme was the subject of a bid for ‘SCRIF’ funding from the Sheffield 
City Region Partnership in 2013. It is understood to be intended to form part 
of a northern orbital route around Barnsley meant to stimulate development 
in the areas to the north and north-east of Barnsley, of which it would be the 
first phase.  This notion of this route has been mooted for some years – yet 
another ‘aspiration’ of BMBC. However, the need for such a road – if indeed it 
exists – together with its wider implications, have never been the subject of 
public scrutiny.  

13. The Consultation Draft version of the Plan made no mention whatsoever of 
the Claycliffe Link. However the draft plan did contain references to a 
‘northern economic corridor’ but apart from this hint which does not appear 
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in the BLP, the true function of the Claycliffe link is obscure. The only 
conclusion that can be drawn from this is that the BMBC is attempting to be 
looking to secure the provision of the first phase of the northern orbital route 
by a process of stealth. 

14. A good deal of the impetus for developing site MU1 derives from the 
opportunity to secure funding for the link, as it would provide a separate 
means of vehicular access to the majority of the land proposed for 
development. Indeed, it features in detail in the ‘Masterplan’ for the land  
published by the promoters of the development scheme for the area a year or 
so before the consultation draft version of the plan2. 

15. It is clear that as the new road would link the M1 Junction 37 with the existing 
commercial premises in the Claycliffe area off the A635 and A637, its function 
would be much more than a local distributor road serving a development 
area.  It would form part of the Borough’s principal highway network. Yet 
despite the significance of the new road scheme in this respect, it appears to 
have been inserted into Plan ‘under the radar’.  It was not even referred to in 
the consultation draft version of the plan. 

16. Despite the importance attached to this road, not only as a means of 
facilitating the proposed development, but also serving the Claycliffe area by 
providing a direct link from there to the M1, it has never been subject to 
public scrutiny through the development plan process.  

17. Information gleaned from minutes of meetings between senior Council 
officers and the promoter of the development envisaged in proposal MU1  
suggests that releasing this land for development land will ensure that the link 
road is fully funded. While such funding may strengthen the economic case 
for the road and so to help achieve this additional ‘aspiration’, this is neither a 
sound reason, nor an exceptional circumstance for sanctioning the release of 
some 135ha of Green Belt land for development. Nor is this a sound basis for 
‘sneaking’ the road into the plan through the back door.   

18. The importance and significance of the new link road is such that it should be 
a proposal in the plan instead of being hidden away in its text. There is a 
problem, though, in that if this happens, there will have been no proper 
opportunity for public scrutiny of the scheme. Nor would BMBC or the 
Secretary of State be able to consider any representations on the matter in 
accordance with the provisions of The Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012. This would make the plan unsound. 

 
                                       
2 Barnsley West Master Plan Framework – Spawforths/Strata August 2013. 


