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Keep It Green 2014  

Site MU1: Draft Masterplan Framework Consultation 

Preamble  

Keep it Green 2014 (KIG) is a local campaign group formed to oppose the 

proposals for site MU1 contained in the Barnsley Local Plan (BLP).  The prime 

concern of KIG was (and still is) the loss of a large key area of Green Belt, 

together with the resultant coalescence of the settlements of Higham, Barugh 

Green, Redbrook, Gawber and Pogmoor.   

KIG’s serious misgivings about the proposals still remain. With this in mind, the 

focus should now turn to ensuring that the development envisaged is 

implemented in a manner that causes the least possible damage to both the 

area itself and to the living conditions of the many residents who live on its 

fringes. In other words, the development ought to make the best – indeed, the 

very best – of a very bad job.   

 Consultation Questionnaire  

The questionnaire is flawed, intimidating and difficult to complete in a 

meaningful manner. It may make compiling and tabulating any responses 

received easier for those involved, but the nature and scope of the questions 

tends to constrain and regiment responses, a serious failing given the gravity of 

what is at stake here.  This is not helped by the individual questions being 

peppered with technical jargon which many people will find hard to 

comprehend and make a meaningful response to.  In addition, a lot of the 

questions are effectively ‘wish lists’ of items to be incorporated into the 

proposed development. This information should have been sought prior to the 

preparation of the draft Masterplan, not after its publication.  

The complex and frankly incomprehensible nature of the questionnaire is likely 

to deter many people from responding to it. Indeed, because of the highly 

unsatisfactory nature of the questionnaire as a means of obtaining a 

meaningful reaction from those affected by the proposals, KIG’s response is in 

two parts. Firstly, a series of points concerning the main components of the 

draft Masterplan Framework. And, secondly, observations on the individual 

questions.  
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Part 1 

The Draft Masterplan Framework  

 

Employment Area  

What inevitably will turn out to be large scale employment buildings (aka 

‘sheds’) will occupy a vast area - something like a third of the land and will be 

concentrated in the south-west quadrant of the site. It may be that this will 

give easier access to the M1, but as this is the highest part of the land, the 

employment buildings will have a foreboding presence which will dominate the 

proposed development as a whole. 

The likely scale of modern employment buildings, especially if they are to be 

distribution warehouses, is such that they will be out of keeping with the 

domestic scale of the housing that borders onto the site and that of the 

proposed housing. These large structures will appear as a be a very prominent 

feature on the skyline – a clear conflict with the ‘vision’ of creating a landscape 

led development. No amount of planting, including that indicated on the draft 

Masterplan layout, will mitigate this satisfactorily. The draft layout illustrates in 

the most graphic terms the sheer folly and insensitivity involved in locating a 

major employment site in the midst of what is and will be a predominantly 

residential area.   

Furthermore, the disposition of the employment units shown on the 

Masterplan layout is at odds with the ‘Site Opportunities’ plan accompanying 

the draft Masterplan. For instance, the employment buildings would block one 

of the identified ‘Key’ views, namely the ‘hill to the south of the site’!   

Not only will the employment development be visually intrusive, but it is going 

to have marked effect on the occupiers of the nearby housing – both existing 

and proposed.  Its nature and scale, both in terms of its extent, and the likely 

mass and height of the individual buildings, together with the associated 

activity, which is likely to involve a good deal of comings, goings and 

manoeuvring by HGVs in particular, are all factors which will make the 

neighbouring houses less pleasant places in which to live.  The separation 

distances indicated are wholly insufficient. Other than planting, which is likely 

to take a long time to mature in any event, no indication of what measures 

could or would be put in place to address this are put forward.  
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Housing 

It is assumed that the general disposition of the housing areas is more or less 

fixed, but the actual layouts, internal access roads, and the siting of houses 

would presumably be left to the whims of the housebuilder(s) concerned.   

While the consultation information refers to ‘high quality new homes’, what 

this actually means ought to be set out. The bland insipid house types depicted 

on Strata’s website strongly suggest that notwithstanding the good intentions 

signalled in BLP Policy D1 and the Supplementary Planning Document: Design 

of Housing Development (SPD), there is a real danger that rather than being a 

housing development displaying a high quality of design, the proposal would 

result in a mediocre mass of volume-built housing having little or no merit as a 

model of good design.  

A particular feature of site MU1 is that is that a large proportion of the 

dwellings that border onto this area are bungalows. Some, for instance those 

in St John’s Avenue in Barugh Green, were designed so that their main aspect 

faced onto what until very recently was open Green Belt Land, a characteristic 

also evident in some of the neighbouring properties in Wharfedale Road and 

Colster Close in Pogmoor.  This raises a critically important question, namely 

how the physical relationship between the new and existing housing is to be 

addressed. The draft Framework is silent on this point.  Green buffer zones 

should be provided to safeguard and protect the living conditions and 

amenities of the occupiers of the existing dwellings on the edges of the site. 

While it is accepted that neighbouring householders have no right to a view, 

outlook is a different matter. Indeed, this point is acknowledged in the first 

bullet point of paragraph 3.2 of BMBC’s Design of Housing Development (SPD). 

Mindful that many modern developer houses contain 3 floors of living 

accommodation, it is essential to ensure that the new housing does not have 

an overbearing effect on the outlook of the existing dwellings. It is submitted 

therefore that where new housing borders onto single storey dwellings, it too 

should be single storey.  In addition, as the SPD notes that where housing 

abuts the edge of existing settlements, the back-to-back dimension towards 

existing housing should be greater than the 21 metre minimum separation 

distance, this principle should be applied rigorously wherever the proposed 
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housing borders onto the existing residential development on the fringes of 

the site. Both these points should be set out in the Masterplan Framework.  

  

Landscape and Green Space  

The requirements of both BMBC’s Design of Housing Development SPD and the 

Biodiversity and Geodiversity SPD and BLP Policies B101 and GI1 cited in the 

latter are quite clear in this respect.  Although the concept of the claimed 

“landscape led development” offers a small degree of compensation for the 

wholesale loss of a major greenfield area on the edge of Barnsley and the 

various settlements that surround it, it is not wholly clear what this means 

despite the various parts of the area being annotated in green on the layout 

plan. 

 The sixth bullet point of BLP Policy ‘Urban Barnsley Site MU1 indicates that the 

development will be expected to retain the species rich [undefined] hedgerows 

and the Masterplan Framework information refers to ‘key areas’ of hedgerows 

having been identified. However, neither of these considerations are apparent 

on the illustrative layout plan. Save for some vestiges of the current roadside 

hedges alongside Hermit Lane, the scheme appears to involve the wholesale 

clearance of virtually all of the current hedgerows within the bounds of the 

site. The removal of existing greenery on this scale at the outset is hardly 

compatible with the concept of a ‘landscape led’ development.   

The ‘green areas’ depicted on the layout include a number of ponds, which are 

understood to be components of the proposed sustainable urban drainage 

system, but it is not clear whether public access to all of these areas is to be 

permitted or whether it will be restricted in certain places.   While green 

corridors, which may help facilitate the passage of wildlife, are incorporated 

into the scheme, others, for instance, the uncultivated strip alongside the rear 

gardens of the houses in Wharfedale Road which broadens out on the north 

side of Colster Close, which currently provides a strong wildlife corridor, look 

as though they will be lost. Valuable areas such as this should be incorporated 

into the green buffers referred to above    

Another important consideration which is not mentioned is how it is intended 

that the various green areas will be maintained and who will be responsible for 

this in the medium and long term.  This is a critical matter that needs to be 

resolved at the outset. Another question, about which the draft Masterplan 
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Framework is silent, is what ecological opportunities will be presented to help 

compensate for the loss of the flora, fauna and habitat that currently exists 

within the site.  For instance, there ought to be scope for the creation of 

features such as wildflower meadows, possibly associated with the SUDS 

facilities. If this opportunity has not been examined, it ought to be and should 

be incorporated into the Masterplan.   

Access 

The area is already crossed by several public rights of way. These should be 

incorporated into the scheme in association with the green spaces. In fairness, 

the draft plan appears to go some way towards this, but other than being 

alongside the roads serving the proposed housing in northern parts of the site, 

opportunities for independent pedestrian movement through these areas 

appear to be somewhat limited. This is something that ought to be looked at 

further.  

By effectively providing a bypass for Higham and offering opportunities for 

traffic from Darton, Mapplewell, Claycliffe and Low Barugh to get to and from 

Junction 37, the proposed link road will inevitably carry a good deal more 

traffic than the not inconsiderable amount that will be generated by the 

proposed development. A high proportion of this traffic will pass very close to 

the site of the proposed school, the pupils of which will inevitably be 

susceptible to pollution from what effectively will be a new main road cutting 

through the proposed development. All this calls the wisdom of locating the 

school here into question – a matter that ought to be reconsidered.  

A further concern is how a satisfactory and safe access will be created to serve 

the ‘island’ of housing proposed on the land to the west of Wharfedale Road 

and the north of Farmhouse Lane. The illustrative layout indicates that 

vehicular access would be via Farmhouse Lane. At present there are no 

pavements on either side of the stretch of the lane to the west of its junction 

with Wharfedale Road and none on about half of its south side going towards 

the Pogmoor Road junction. There is a going to be serious safety risk to 

pedestrians here. 

The housing proposal here is also likely to increase the propensity for vehicles 

to travel to Westmoor Crescent along Pogmoor Lane where the almost 

complete absence of a separate footpath, coupled with the lane’s relative 

narrowness already gives rise to safety problems for pedestrians. Wharfedale 
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Road already acts as a ‘rat run’ for through traffic which has to pass along the 

narrow Church Street or Beever Lane where the amount of parking already 

constitutes a safety hazard. The extra traffic generated by the housing 

envisaged will only serve to exacerbate these problems.     

The proposal as indicated, which is also likely to involve the removal of yet 

another section of more mature hedgerow is unacceptable.  

Omissions  

The undulating topography of the site, together with the absence of any 

information about levels and the degree to which the land profile will need to 

be altered in order to accommodate a good deal of the development 

proposed, makes it difficult to make a proper evaluation of the likely impact of 

the proposal. Has any thought been given to a 3 dimensional model?  There is 

no evidence that the design principles set out in BLP Policy D1 ‘High Quality 

Design and Place Making’ have been followed.   

 The implementation of the development scheme is likely to take place over 

the plan period to 2033 and may well extend beyond this. It is matter of 

concern therefore that there is no mention of the effects of the development 

in particular the propensity for noise, disturbance and related stress problems 

for the existing communities on the fringes of the land. The Masterplan should 

include guidance and set parameters on what will become a very important 

aspect of the scheme for the many residents who are going to have to endure 

the effects of the developments for a considerable period.   

The Masterplan should contain guidance on phasing, not least because BLP 

Policy Urban Barnsley Site MU1 requires that the community facilities come 

forward before the completion of the housing. Given the sheer scale of this 

major urban expansion, it is also critical that both local residents and the 

occupiers of the proposed housing are given a clear indication of the likely 

sequence in which the land will be developed, and the timescale involved.  

Part 2 

The Consultation Questionnaire  

Q1.  

 Answer - No. 
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 The information provided sheds little light on what is meant by ‘a sustainable 

and inclusive community’. The vision should be expressed as, ‘to accommodate 

the development proposed in a manner which respects and minimises 

disruption to the neighbouring communities and the living conditions of the 

existing residents and which incorporates high quality design and landscaping’. 

Q.2 & Q.3  

The items listed are all valid considerations, they should not be regarded as 

options to be ranked.  

Q.4 & Q.5   

Doubtless the house-builders will claim that they are responding to what the 

‘market’ demands, so whether the type and mix housing can be influenced to 

any great extent is highly debateable.  Potentially, bungalows would be better 

neighbours for the existing bungalows that border onto the site, but it is noted 

that Strata’s current portfolio of house types does not include bungalows.   

Q.6  

A mix of types of tenure would be sensible. 

Q.7  

This question puts the cart before the horse. The damage to the landscape 

caused by the development will be irreparable. No amount of ‘camouflage’ 

treatment will ameliorate the deleterious, domineering and overbearing visual 

impact of large scale employment buildings in a wholly inappropriate location.  

Landscape buffers should be used, not only to minimise the visual impact of 

the development from the wider landscape, but equally if not more 

importantly, landscape buffers should be deployed throughout the 

development to help minimise its impact upon the properties that border onto 

the site.  

Q.8, 9, 10, 11, 12 & 14 

As per questions 2 and 3 the items listed are all valid considerations for the 

content of the scheme. They should not be regarded as options to be ranked. 

Q.13 

A qualified medical practitioner would find this question almost impossible to 

answer! The development proposed, in particular the loss of a key area of 
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what should have remained as protected countryside, has already generated a 

great deal of stress and anxiety amongst those who live alongside the site. The 

very real prospect of suffering many years of noise, disturbance and 

devastation as the local landscape disappears before their very eyes is much 

more likely to have adverse consequences for the health and general well-

being of the local populace to the extent that it will far outweigh any claimed 

health benefits attributable to the scheme.  

Q.15  

Providing employment and places for people to live are clearly important, but 

the concept of a mixed use scheme such as this is wrong and this is the wrong 

location for it.  

Q.16   

See Part 1 above. 

Equality Monitoring Questions 

These are not relevant to the matter at hand.    

 

 


