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Introduction & Overview
Background
The Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council (BMBC) Local Plan was published in
draft at the end of 2014 and was put out for consultation over the Christmas and
New Year period of 2014-2015.
The months leading up to the publication had seen significant concern expressed by
members of the public in certain areas of the borough thanks to the radical departure
by BMBC from recently developed policies in earlier plan documents and that the
suspicion that these policy changes appeared to be led by developers and builders.
In 2013, some residents living close to what is now designated site MU1 in the Local
Plan became aware of activity by workmen in an area which is designated as Green
Belt. By asking questions about this activity, residents learned of proposals by
BMBC to remove land from the Green Belt for housing, commercial units and
crucially, a new road. In fact, it was only by looking at informally-obtained
developer’s plans for the area (Appendix A) that residents became fully aware of
what was proposed.
These radical changes to the existing policies and plans, particularly relating to
housing, Green Belt and road construction, had not been publicised in advance by
BMBC and were a considerable surprise to people living in the affected areas. This
is in stark contrast to the position of the developers and their agents who had
produced substantial plans for the development of the area some eighteen months in
advance of the publication of the Local Plan Consultation Draft 2014 (LPCD). In
particular, a document called the Spawforths Masterplan was produced in the
summer of 2013 and this included a detailed proposal for development of area MU1.
Public Awareness of the proposals for site MU1
Having become aware of the developer’s proposals, a local residents committee
formed a group to monitor and oppose the proposed development where it was
thought to be unnecessary or unwarranted. The residents decided that a dedicated
group would be required to deal with the issue and thus Keep It Green 2014 (KIG)
was established. The name picked up the concern about the potential loss of Green
Belt.
KIG began a dialogue with BMBC, who initially denied any involvement with
developers and it was only after the submission of Freedom of Information Requests
that BMBC were forced to reveal that they had been involved for some time in
regular and organised meetings with developers in drawing up development
strategies. These meetings had been formalised under the titles “Keep in Touch”
and “Barnsley West”. It is still not clear as to why council officials, who had been
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present at the meetings felt it necessary to deny that they had been, and continue to
be, actively encouraging the developer.
Procedure
Unitary Development Plan
In the year 2000 BMBC published their Unitary Development Plan (UDP), which set
out the Green Belt boundaries of the borough and made it absolutely clear that no
alteration to those boundaries was envisaged, either for housing or commercial
development, throughout the life of the plan.:The Borough’s communities have to a large extent retained their individuality as a
result of the long standing Green Belt areas which have prevented the uncontrolled
outward expansion of the main urban area of Barnsley as well as preventing the
coalescence of smaller settlements. The Green Belt has also protected the open
character of the extensive rural areas of the Borough which include extremely
attractive and scenic countryside, especially to the west of the M1. These areas are
valuable not only from leisure and amenity points of view but also in creating a good
image for tourists and potential investors.
With regard to areas such as MU1, where a number of settlements surround an area
of Green Belt land, the LPA reaffirmed the policy of not allowing settlements to
coalesce:To safeguard the identity of communities through the application of Green Belt
policies which check the unrestricted sprawl of urban areas and prevent the
coalescence of settlements.
The UDP went on to conclude that the Green Belt boundaries were permanent and
designed to last long after the period of the plan:The essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence and in accordance
with national guidance they are to be protected as far as can be seen ahead. Green
Belt boundaries are normally expected to remain undisturbed well beyond the Plan
period.
Local Development Framework
This policy was reaffirmed in 2005 in a background paper prepared for the Local
Development Framework (LDF) and titled “Green Belt and Safeguarded Land.
RSS policy P2 does not advocate a full review of the Green Belt in Barnsley. In
assessing the housing and employment land requirements for Barnsley it was found
that there was no need to release any land designated as Green Belt for
development in the immediate future.
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In preparing the LDF the Council has given consideration as to whether there is a
need to alter the Green Belt boundaries to accommodate the development needs of
the borough up to 2016 and beyond, but is satisfied that these needs can be
accommodated on sites identified within the towns and villages excluded from the
Green Belt.
Core Strategy
Once again, the policy was reaffirmed in the Core Strategy, which was prepared for
the LDF and accepted as recently as 2011.
The general extent of the Green Belt is shown on the Core Strategy Key Diagram. Its
detailed boundaries will be shown on the Proposals Maps which will accompany the
Development Sites and Places DPD. In order to protect the countryside and open
land around built up areas the extent of the Green Belt will be safeguarded and
remain unchanged.
It was shortly after the adoption of the Core Strategy in 2011 that BMBC began a
radical departure from the existing Green Belt policies, presumably as a
consequence of the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
The NPPF states that Green Belt boundaries are only to be altered by means of a
Local Plan. It was also at this time that BMBC began a series of meetings with
developers which targeted areas of Green Belt land for housing and other
development in the area now identified as site MU1.
Local Plan Consultation Draft 2014
When it finally occurred, the consultation on the Local Plan Consultation Draft 2014
(LPCD) was not well publicised and organised, including late publication of key
documents, leading to the consultation period being extended.
Much of the pressure for that extension of time came from KIG.
There were over 5000 comments about the LPCD, including a 500+ signature
petition organised by KIG. The majority of non-“Stakeholder” comments concerned
the loss of Green Belt land for housing and development, particularly in the area
designated Urban Barnsley. There was considerable criticism of the consultation
process, including complaints regarding complexity, reliance on an online system, an
initial reluctance to accept petitions, a failure to publish documents until after the
consultation had begun and a massive failure to publicise the consultation itself.
Pressure had to be applied to ensure a local drop in session was held for people
affected by the proposals for MU1, to publicise vital information about the proposals.
There was a great deal of criticism of BMBC’s consultation procedures, as noted
above. The plan was not publicised properly, the website was (and is) complex and
unreliable and documents were not available at the beginning of the consultation
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period. Despite the criticism, those failures are still apparent in the present
consultation.
Statement of Community Involvement
The consultation was in fact a clear breach of BMBC’s 2006 Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI) which clearly stated:We will send a ‘postcard’ to all homes and businesses in the borough, setting out
which Local Development Framework documents are ready for you to get involved
in, how and when. However, we can do this only when we are involving you in most
of our documents at the same time, because of the staff and money we have
available.
The significance of the Local Plan is such that the financial qualification noted above
should not have applied. Such was the criticism that BMBC prepared a revised SCI,
which was hurriedly put out to consultation.
Local Plan Publication Draft 2016 (LPPD)
In June 2016 BMBC published the Local Plan Publication. Respondents to the
LPPD consultation are required to confine their comments to the soundness of the
plan, as evidenced by the tests outlined in the NPPF. However, BMBC appear to
have a different set of rules for developers, who are being allowed to use the event
as a vehicle for presenting detailed proposals for development on the Green Belt.
Consequences
Soundness
The LPPD has not been properly prepared in accordance with the duty to cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, nor does it satisfy the tests for
soundness in the NPPF.
Exceptional Circumstances
The plan is erroneous in law as legal precedent has reaffirmed that, regardless of the
NPPF, Green Belt boundaries can only be altered in exceptional circumstances and
the NPPF itself cannot be regarded as an exceptional circumstance.
Housing and Jobs targets
The LPPD has not been positively prepared as it is based on unrealistic targets for
housing, jobs and economic growth. The assessment of housing need appears to
be far too high and unachievable given historic records of housing completions.
Similarly, the jobs and growth target is, again, overly ambitious and “aspirational” as
opposed to realistic. This is a repetition of the similar targets set over the last twenty
years, which have never been met.
5

Sustainability
The policies contained within the plan are not sustainable. The jobs and housing
targets are highly optimistic if not unrealistic and the economic strategy is simply one
of build more and bigger units and hope they will be filled.
Alternative Strategies
The LPPD does not include any alternative strategies to respond to the effects of
major Government policy decisions.
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Summary of Objections
Policy or Policy
Statement

Nature of the Objection

Foreword







Section 2 – Vision
and Objectives





Section 3 Introduction







Relationship to
other plan and
strategies





Contrary to the NPPF requirement on ‘empowering local
people to shape their surroundings’, BMBC has
constructed elaborate and costly “consultation” exercises
with little evidence of willingness to respond positively to
contrary views or to simplify the process to encourage
genuine public engagement.
The process has been error-prone and the computer
software used for making comments is compromised due
to BMBC’s attempts to force a prescriptive agenda on
those trying to make comments.
There is clear evidence that BMBC have been having
detailed meetings, on a regular basis, over the past
two/three years with developers and land owners, whilst
ignoring communities.
BMBC’s plans for improving the lives and prospects of
Barnsley’s inhabitants are based on hope and aspiration
with no apparent recognition of the lack of success of the
proposals in the past.
They have not made any attempt to deal with major
changes likely to affect the borough.
The consultation process gives the impression of being a
cover for joint BMBC/Developer pre-determined proposals
to take Green Belt land.
The consultation process is deliberately complicated and
unreliable thanks to attempts to change a working system
to constrain comments.
The Green Belt Review process is considered to be
flawed. It is a clear case of policy-based research, ie
making the results of tests match a preconceived
outcome.
The consultation process is short sighted, taking no
account of likely major events, eg HS2 reroute, “Super
Highway”, Brexit.
BMBC’s desire is to attract developers to Green Belt
land in exchange for assisting in financing a road that
has no strategic value.
Achieving this goal would negate the more laudable aims
of the Local Plan, such as addressing pollution and traffic
congestion without the compensation of high quality jobs
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Section 5 –
Spatial Strategy





Section 6 –
Policies and
Proposals




Section 7 –
Location of
Growth



Section 8 - The
Economy





Section 9 –
Housing Strategy






The historical villages and settlements of Pogmoor,
Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh Green and Higham have
been included in “Urban Barnsley” without consultation.
Their village status would render the proposals for site
MU1 unjustifiable.
The effects of the recent Brexit vote on immigration
figures and new proposals such as the HS2 reroute and
the “Super Highway” demand a re-evaluation of the
housing volume and location forecasts
The aims of the Local Plan in terms of control of pollution
and prevention of flooding are at odds with the proposals
for development of large sites close to existing
communities.
Assumptions are being made that solutions will be found
after decisions on land take have been made.
The willingness of BMBC to accommodate 1,700
dwellings, a commercial development site and two relief
roads in the Green Belt to achieve a ‘critical mass’ for the
town is quite plainly contrary to, not only its own Green
Belt policy but also national policy. There are no ‘very
special circumstances’ that demand it.
The economic policy of BMBC of attempting to create jobs
by targeting high value sectors of the economy as outlined
in their Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014- 2017 is
completely unrealistic and a review as recently as January
of this year has found it to be unattainable. That strategy
requires the continuation of building speculative industrial
units which are now targeted for the Green Belt.
It is clear that these policies will not deliver the outcomes
desired by BMBC and they should be reviewed and
replaced with more realistic policies which do not require
the continued destruction of the Green Belt.
The distribution of proposed housing development is
unbalanced, with too much in the West of the Borough.
In addition, unsound population forecasts have resulted in
allocations of housing within the Borough’s Green Belt.
Competition for housing development will lead to Green
Belt sites providing homes for commuters to Sheffield,
Leeds & Wakefield.
The impacts of the major schemes HS2 and the
Superhighway have not been evaluated.
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Policy 9 –
Population and
housing forecasts





Section 10 –
Mixed Use Sites





Section 12 Transport







Section 13 – Local
Character






Elements of the forecasting process are extremely
unconvincing. There is a very strong case for revised
population and household forecasts being undertaken and
agreed before consideration is given to any other aspects
of the Plan.
With regard to the proposals to remove site MU1 from the
Green Belt, the proposals to remove Site MU1 from the
Green Belt were clearly drawn up before the Green Belt
Review Report was published. The Green Belt Review
Report therefore, appears to have been structured to
meet the proposals for Site MU1.
The policy is a smokescreen for the unjustified removal of
site MU1 from the Green Belt.
Other sites added under the heading since the LPCD are
purely cosmetic.
In terms of site MU1 specifically, positive elements of the
LPPD, such as Climate Change and pollution provisions,
would be sacrificed for the sake of an unwanted and
unwarranted link road
Unnecessary housing requires unsustainable roads, and
BMBC’s wish to build an unnecessary link road needs a
financial contribution from the housing developers
The NPPF Principles on the need for transport proposals
to support the transition to a low carbon future and to
make the fullest use of sustainable transport has not
guided the Draft Plan.
The proposed link road on site MU1 is supposed to be the
first section of the “Northern Orbital Route” – there are no
sustainable plans for further sections, meaning that traffic
volumes at Claycliffe & Barugh Green will be intolerable.
The impact of the change of HS2 route and the proposed
“Super highway” have not been taken into account.
The proposed development of site MU1 will completely
destroy the character of the historical communities of
Pogmoor, Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh Green and higham.
The area is a vital recreational space for Barnsley and
local residents and is predominantly agricultural, which
may be a strategic asset for Britain’s future sustainable
food supply.
Loss of it would also impact on tenant farm viability.

9

Section 18 –
Green Belt






Section 25 –
Community
Infrastructure





National policy is to retain Green Belts permanently.
BMBC is proposing to take site MU1 out of Green Belt.
This fails the national requirement to assess the total
impact of changes in respect of the five national criteria in
designating and reviewing Green Belt boundaries.
Scoring values in comparisons with other “Urban” Green
Belt areas in the Borough can be shown to be
inconsistent, leading to artificial low value scores for site
MU1.
There are no ‘very exceptional circumstances’ that
can justify these proposed changes. .
We object to the use of developer contributions for the
building of an unsustainable link road on site MU1.
The proposals do not fully address current shortfalls in
retail and medical facilities.
The proposals completely fail to address current
infrastructure and traffic issues around site MU1
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Comments on Specific Sections of BMBC LPPD
Section 1 – Foreword
Process Shortcomings
When the proposals for site MU1 were publicised by the developers, there was
considerable concern expressed by residents, both through the consultation and also
at the public meetings organised by KIG, that the development was a foregone
conclusion. Local ward councillors present at these events were unhelpful and
passive at best. The detail of the proposals set out by the developer and the fact the
BMBC began preparatory works for the site only re-enforced that sentiment. It does
appear that any concerns in relation to MU1 have been totally ignored by
BMBC.
There are numerous stories relating to the proposed development site, including the
farmers being told not to plant any future crops and the building company telling their
workforce that they will be transferred to site MU1 in 2017. There is also an ongoing
proposal by BMBC to generate finance for a road across the site. It is clear that this
and the development proposals are inextricably linked, as finance would also be
generated by the change of land use.
In the LPCD, there was only one mixed use site – MU1. BMBC attempted to
address this in the LPPD. See Section X below.
It is clear that the difference in approach to the original Mixed Use site, MU1, and the
other sites now included in the LPPD is an indication that the removal of site MU1
from Green Belt is a major factor in the development of the Local Plan.
Commenting on the Local Plan Publication Draft 2016 (LPPD)
In June 2016 BMBC published the Local Plan Publication Draft 2016 and, once
again, had to extend the original consultation period due, probably, to their failure to
publish relevant supporting documentation, as the extension was unannounced and
no explanation given. The KIG group had once again been instrumental in drawing
these failings to the attention of BMBC and asking for the extension, initially because
the consultation spanned the major summer holiday period (similarly, the LPCD had
spanned the Christmas holiday period).
Respondents to the LPPD consultation are required to confine their comments to the
soundness of the plan, as evidenced by the tests outlined in the NPPF. However,
BMBC appear to have complicated this further by asking respondents whether they
wish to suggest modifications to the plan to make it legally compliant and if so
whether they deem it necessary to speak at the independent examination. If so they
are required to give reasons. This seems to take the consultation procedure further

11

than outlined in the NPPF and appears to be an attempt to discourage comment by
the lay person.
The attempts by BMBC to apply a straitjacket to the comments system has led to
confusion and many complaints, as can be seen in comments that residents did
manage to make and in letters to the local press (Appendix B). Trying to adapt a
perfectly adequate comments system on the BMBC consultation website has led to
errors and a completely illogical, non-intuitive process. Complaints and concerns
expressed by KIG on behalf of residents and by residents themselves were ignored.
BMBC insisted that they were following guidance, in spite of all the difficulties, and
stated that comments should be limited to answering the following questions. Is the
plan:





Positively prepared?
Justified?
Effective?
Consistent with national policy?

How many lay people could be expected to answer the above questions intelligently?
If BMBC had responded positively to the comments on the LPCD, perhaps residents
would not feel obliged to repeat their concerns.
This is in sharp contrast to the position of the developers following questions put to
BMBC by KIG. When asked why BMBC had not produced any plan or policy
document in the LPPD setting out the detail of the proposed link road, a council
official replied:“... a newer version of the Claycliffe link road drawing would be supplied by the
developers, when they choose to submit this on the LPPD”.
Impact of constrained comment system
Clearly there is one rule for the public and one rule for the developers. Firstly it
appears the developers are not constrained to issues of legality and soundness as
are the rest of the community. Secondly, the very serious point here is that BMBC
are abusing the plan process to allow developers to submit detailed
development plans and proposals in the guise of comments on the LPPD.
BMBC are therefore in a position to deny involvement in the plans when, clearly,
there has been collusion, as why else would the council official be expecting a
revised version of the road scheme?
The reasons are clear from minutes of a Keep in Touch Meeting held with the
developers as recently as 27 July 2016, attached as Appendix C, where it is evident
that the Local Plan process is just an inconvenient hurdle on the way to achieving
their plans.
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Interestingly enough, noting BMBC’s insistence on process, the comments
form issued by BMBC does not invite comments on whether the plan meets
the procedural requirements of the NPPF.
As already alluded to, there has been particular disquiet throughout the borough with
regard to the procedures adopted by BMBC in the preparation of the local plan and
in particular the consultation process. The consultation period for both versions of
the plan had to be extended by BMBC as a consequence of their failure to make
available supporting documents and/or system errors. At the beginning of the LPCD
consultation Barnsley Central Library did not even have a copy of the plan itself.
Even when documents were supplied, they sat on a shelf with no indication of the
facility to inspect and comment. The same has happened with the LPPD.
The council has stressed throughout the process that its online portal should be used
to submit comments. This is a complex system and simply beyond many residents
with limited computer skills or access to a computer, particularly the elderly. This
also required the reading of thousands of pages of technical documents from a
computer screen.
In addition BMBC was initially ambivalent about petitions until KIG negotiated an
acceptable format, which required petitioners to indicate the specific policies to which
they objected. A great many people were not even aware of the original
consultation. The KIG group were receiving enquiries from residents long after the
consultation had closed. This huge failure to publicise the process has led to
concerns that BMBC are attempting to limit criticism of unpopular policies,
particularly in relation to the volte face on Green Belt land.
The current consultation is also complex, as mentioned above. The intricacies of the
requirements of soundness and legality will clearly be beyond most residents, who
will be immediately deterred from attempting to comment and once again there has
been very little publicising of the consultation itself. In fact, even up to the original
end date for the current consultation, the process has not even been mentioned in
BMBC’s online magazine, apparently because of publishing date clashes!
KIG has also had to point out anomalies in relation to the online consultation portal,
which had to be rectified by BMBC staff after the consultation had started. On top of
this the current consultation was closed the weekend of 29th to31st July for
maintenance.
Duty to Co-operate
The LPPD has not been properly prepared in accordance with the duty to cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, nor does it satisfy the tests for
soundness in the NPPF.
With regard to the duty to cooperate, Barnsley is part of the Sheffield City Region
(SCR) and also the Leeds City region (LCR), both of which have been involved in the
13

plan process. It has not been an easy process to determine exactly how the duty to
cooperate can be met with two completely different organisations, with different aims
and policies.
SCR has used the duty to cooperate to bully BMBC into amending policies and
targets as a consequence of its own difficulties in producing a plan. SCR has insisted
that other neighbouring areas allocate their housing numbers to Sheffield. At the
time of this consultation, Sheffield is also part of the consultation on the Sheffield
Combined Authority (SCA), which is considering the inclusion of two other authorities
as part of the local devolution process. This will also affect the targets contained
within this plan and presumably those of the other areas, particularly with regard to
housing. The devolution proposals are specific in giving the new authority a say in
the process.
The duty to cooperate in South Yorkshire has become more of a duty to comply with
the requirements of SCR, who have made it clear in their comments on the BMBC
LPCD that they expect Barnsley to meet Sheffield’s shortfall in housing allocations.
This raises questions as to whether the duty to cooperate has compromised the
preparation of the BMBC LPPD and whether it can now be said to have been
objectively assessed.
There is also a significant question of whether the LPPD has been prepared in
accordance with legal requirements. The plan seeks to remove 13% of the Green
Belt land from the area designated as Urban Barnsley. It is clear that BMBC want to
release this land for a so-called Claycliffe Link Road (see above) and want the
developers to contribute to the cost of this in exchange for the release of Green Belt
land “attractive to the housing market”. The need for a link road is questionable.
Conclusions
Contrary to the NPPF requirement on ‘empowering local people to shape their
surroundings’, BMBC has constructed elaborate and costly “consultation” exercises
with little evidence of willingness to respond positively to contrary views or to simplify
the process to encourage genuine public engagement.
Supposed “drop-ins” arranged by BMBC have not been consultations and have
offered little or no assistance to residents on how to make comments.
The process has been error-prone and the computer software used for making
comments is compromised due to BMBC’s attempts to force a prescriptive agenda
on those trying to make comments.
There is clear evidence that BMBC have been having detailed meetings, on a
regular basis, over the past two/three years with developers and land owners, whilst
ignoring communities.
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Section 2 - Vision and Objectives
The statements included in this section of the LPPD cannot be regarded as sound in
that they are a collection of aspirations and restatements of policies which have failed
in the past.
Positively prepared-the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development.
Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities;
The policies relating to jobs and growth are a continuation of previous policies
stretching back over many years and which attempted to address the decline of
Barnsley’s economy following the demise of the coal industry. A number of policy
documents and statements issued by BMBC have referred to the difference in
employment levels in Barnsley compared with other areas, both regionally and
nationally. Unfortunately this gap has never been bridged and there remain
significant barriers to the development of Barnsley’s economy.
The policy of creating 33000 jobs over the period of the plan, 17500 of which are to
be additional is totally unrealistic.
Similarly, the housing targets are also hugely optimistic and the target for
completions is higher than actual housing completions of previous years. There are
also questions relating to number per hectare. It is difficult to reconcile BMBC’s
intention of producing affordable homes when they have been encouraging
developers to draw up plans for housing in areas of Green Belt, on the basis that
these are attractive to the housing market.
Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.
BMBC do not appear to have considered any alternative strategy. The two central
aims of the plan in relation to housing and employment are very similar to those
contained within the Core Strategy. The Major difference is the alteration to Green
Belt boundaries.
BMBC should consider alternatives to its current employment policies and it should
revert to the designated Green Belt boundaries of the Core Strategy. It has shown
no pressing or valid reason for the alteration of those boundaries.
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Alternative Strategies
The LPPD does not include any alternative strategies to respond to the effects of
major Government policy decisions e.g.: Rerouting of HS2 further East of Urban Barnsley which would change the focus for
employment and housing requirements from urban Barnsley and site MU1 in
particular.
A “Super Highway” proposal has been made, involving a major trans-Pennines
transport scheme with a potentially massive impact on the south side of Barnsley
Borough.
Brexit - which will almost certainly revise the future National housing requirements.
National Agricultural Policy – Leading academics have forecast the need to retain
(and even expand) agricultural land stock in order to ensure that the UK has self
sufficiency for future food resources – this alone justifies the removal of site MU1
from the current LPPD.
Protection of Wildlife – the LPPD has no strategy for dealing with protected and /
or endangered species of fauna and flora which are prevalent on Barnsley’s Green
Belt sites, particularly Site MU1.
Conclusions
BMBC’s plans for improving the lives and prospects of Barnsley’s inhabitants are
based on hope and aspiration with no apparent recognition of the lack of success of
the proposals in the past.
They have not made any attempt to deal with major changes likely to affect the
borough.
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Section 3 - Introduction
The statements regarding the preparation and publication of the plan fail to meet the
government’s test of soundness as follows.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.
Publication & Consultation
The publication and consultation on the LPCD were widely criticised by many
residents who were unaware of the plan or who were unable to readily comment on it.
When the consultation began, copies of it were unavailable in some of the advertised
locations. The plan was published together with a huge amount of extremely technical
supporting documentation. The LPCD itself was 283 pages long and yet residents
were expected to read this from a computer and then comment using the BMBC online
consultation portal. The portal itself was subject to glitches created by BMBC’s attempt
to constrain comments.
The consultation process was inadequately publicised and not even mentioned in
some council publications. Many residents complained that they had been unaware
of the existence of the plan as it was not widely publicised. Individual notifications
were not sent to residents, for example the postcards as stated in the SCI of 2006.
The consultation excluded a large number of residents who were unable to, or
deterred from using the LPA online consultation portal which was and is
extremely complex – including:





Those without access to a computer
Those who are not sufficiently computer literate or who have little experience
of the Internet
The elderly
Petitions were initially excluded from the process
The consultation for the (LPCD) had to be extended by the LPA due to their errors.

A short time after the closure of the consultation BMBC issued another consultation
on a revised Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). Clearly, BMBC were so
aware of the criticism of their consultation procedures that they hurriedly revised their
SCI. However, if the new SCI was as a direct result of the consultation failures then
surely the consultation on the LPCD should have been repeated to allow more
people to contribute.
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Throughout the whole of the consultation process BMBC made adjustments to
processes but did not make any concessions towards further publicising the process
or extending the consultation period.
The consultation on the LPPD is similarly flawed, even after the SCI consultation,
and the consultation period had to be extended due to the unavailability of certain
documents. This consultation is also an online one and residents are now warned to
confine their comments to issues of legality and soundness. The LPA have issued a
pro forma for manual submission of comments, but similarly worded and
constrained.
This current comments form runs to 14 pages and is legalistic and full of planning
jargon. Users of the form are required to answer questions on the government’s test
of soundness but are also required to list any modifications to the plan and state
whether they wish to be present at the examination in public. These questions are
set out in a way which will immediately deter a great many people. Some people
who have managed to comment have complained about the complicated nature of
the consultation portal.
Interestingly, the line in the NPPF which states “…prepared in accordance with the
Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements…” was altered by the LPA on
their comments form to omit the word “procedural”. They obviously do not want any
further comments on their procedures. In fact, they do not want any comments at all.
Finally, at least one important document – the Strategic Housing and Employment
Land Availability Assesssment (SHELAA) was issued two weeks after the start of the
consultation, without announcement. There is no document control facility in
the process and no audit trail, so any document could be added or removed at
any time and the public would be none the wiser.
Green Belt
The plan is not sound in respect of the policies relating to change of Green Belt
boundaries and fails to meet the government’s soundness test as follows.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
It is not accepted that the needs and aspirations of the plan cannot be met without
the need to release land from the Green Belt. The current policy was contained in
the Core Strategy, which was adopted in 2011 and it is difficult to imagine any
exceptional circumstances occurring between that date and 2012 when the
preparation of this plan was commenced which would justify any alteration to Green
Belt boundaries.
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Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence
The proposals relating to the Green Belt are not justified. The LPA issued a Green
Belt review which was a desk top exercise carried out by Ove Arup. It is a
complicated document and it uses scoring methodology which is difficult to
understand. The application of the scoring system does not objectively reassess the
Green Belt boundaries but has clearly been manipulated extensively to create a
desired result, ie to justify the desire of BMBC to remove land from the Green Belt.
In 2011 the LPA clearly stated in the Core Strategy that no land was required from
the Green Belt. It was also clear that site MU1 fulfilled the purposes of the Green
Belt as set out by current law. BMBC have clearly looked upon the publication of the
LPPD as justification for altering Green Belt boundaries. However, the legal
precedent set out in the case of Gallagher v Solihull Council states quite
clearly that the NPPF cannot itself be regarded as an exceptional
circumstance. Similarly, housing and employment needs are not exceptional
circumstances. See Section 9 below.
Recent UK Developments
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
The UK’s decision to leave the European Union
The plan also fails the government’s test of soundness in relation to the recent
decision of the UK to leave the European Union (EU).
Although the decision to leave the EU was only taken recently, the process leading
up to the referendum was well publicised. LPPD makes no mention of any
contingency plans in case of a vote to leave. European Funds are a component of
funding for the Sheffield Combined Authority of which Barnsley is a member. South
Yorkshire has benefited in no small way from EU funding in the past.
The Jobs and Growth Strategy 2014 2017 mentions a requirement for EU funding
and yet there is no indication within the plan as to how that funding will be replaced if
BMBC have no further access to such funding.
There are also issues relating to the free movement of labour, as cheap housing
prices and low skilled jobs have led to a significant number of EU migrants from
Poland and other parts of Eastern Europe coming to the UK and Barnsley in
particular. BMBC are aware of this and they are aware that local jobseekers are
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prevented from or are unwilling to take on this type of employment. (in many cases
these jobs are filled by employment agencies recruiting exclusively in Poland).
The proposed change of route for HS2
As with the Brexit decision, the impact of the proposed change of route for HS2 has
not been allowed for. The impact on key locations should be identified and
adjustments made to the proposals, not the least of which is the likely increase in
attractiveness of sites to the east of Barnsley at the expense of proposed sites closer
to the M1.
The Proposed East-West Trans-Pennine “Super Highway”
This proposal is in the public domain and it is understood that a possible, if not likely
termination of the eastern end of the Trans-Pennine tunnel is close to J36 of the M1.
It is further understood that major road works east of Barnsley would be required to
accommodate this massive infrastructure development.
Would this affect funding for other projects? Would it render the Claycliffe Link
redundant?
Sustainability
The plan also fails the government’s test of soundness in relation to the policies and
statements on Sustainability and Climate Change.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
There is an inherent contradiction when, on the same page, the plan refers to
removing land from the Green Belt for employment and housing purposes whilst at
the same time doing so “without compromising the quality of life for future
generations”.
Clearly, the use of Green Belt land for industrial and commercial units will spoil the
quality of life for a great many people who will have to contend with noise,
disturbance, air and light pollution and vastly increased levels of traffic.
A good example of such pollution can be found at the industrial estates in Carlton,
which have been the subject of a great many complaints over the years, particularly
from people living close by who are subject to twenty four hour light and noise
pollution.
Conclusions
The consultation process is a cover for joint BMBC-developer planning to take Green
20

Belt land. The consultation process is deliberately complicated and unreliable
thanks to attempts to change a working system to constrain comments.
The Green Belt Review process is considered to be flawed. It is a clear case of
policy-based research, ie making the results of tests match a predetermined
outcome.
The consultation process is short sighted, taking no account of likely major events,
eg HS2 reroute, “Super Highway” proposal, Brexit.
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Section 4 - Relationship to Other Plans & Strategies
The National Planning Policy Framework
The plan is not sound as in certain areas it has not been prepared in accordance
with the planning principles as set out in The National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements,
including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable
to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
The plan is not “plan led”. It is in many respects developer led. BMBC began
negotiations with developers within a very short time of accepting the Core
Strategy of 2011. Following the publication of the NPPF, BMBC put forward
proposals for alterations to Green Belt boundaries, presumably because the LPA
believed it gave permission for such alterations. The NPPF states that alterations
to Green Belt boundaries should only be carried out through the production of a
Local Plan. However, it failed to clarify that any such alteration was still subject to
legal precedent and required the demonstration of exceptional circumstances for
doing so.
Developer Plans
Plans and Masterplans were drawn up by developers in relation to site MU1 and
land to the west of Barnsley town centre. An example is the Spawforth’s
Masterplan, which sets out detailed proposals for the complete development of site
MU1. This document was published in mid 2013, eighteen months before the
LPCD was published (Appendix A). This was superseded at the LPCD stage by a
“Planning and Design Framework” and an updated Masterplan (Appendix D)
These plans have formed the basis of the LPA’s proposals for this site but BMBC
have tried to avoid all responsibility by initially denying their involvement with the
developers and then allowing these plans to be submitted as part of the
consultation process. By doing so, residents are denied the opportunity to properly
examine and comment on these proposals. An example is the proposed Claycliffe
Link Road. There is no plan of the proposed road available and questions to the
LPA have been rebuffed with a suggestion that a plan will be submitted by the
developers towards the end of the current consultation period.
This is clearly not in line with the principles of good planning practice and
consultation. BMBC have already abrogated their stated duty to consult as per
the SCI of 2006 in the LPCD consultation and they appear to be compounding
that here.
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The meetings between BMBC and the developers were initially denied by BMBC
and were only brought to light by a Freedom of Information request (FOI).
Incredibly, planning officials continued to deny that other meetings had taken place
until a further FOI response was received in April 2016, which revealed a series of
meetings had been taking place between BMBC and developers which are
continuing today. Those meetings are titled “Keep in Touch” meetings. (Appendix
C)
This is in obvious contrast with BMBC’s failure to keep in touch with its residents.
This is clearly not “empowering local people to shape their surroundings”. Indeed,
it is exactly the opposite. This is a council using questionable methods to raise
money for unnecessary infrastructure by allowing developers access to Green Belt
land which is “attractive to the market”
The decision to include a link road in the proposed development of site MU1, which
will be part-funded by the developers and part from the public purse, shows that
“the housing, business and other development needs” of the area are not being
objectively assessed but are being drawn up in accordance with short term
objectives of BMBC.
The so called Claycliffe Link is supposed to relieve congestion on Higham
Common Road, which has been exacerbated by the building of the Dodworth
Bypass, which now allows heavy goods vehicles access to Higham Common
Road. Previously such access was prevented by a low bridge.
In fact the idea of this road has been around a long time under various different
descriptions. Following the disastrous decision of BMBC to build a cross-town
relief road rather than a ring road, suggestions have been put forward for a road
connection from the M1 junction 37 to the east of the borough.
If this present idea of a link were to go ahead, it would not go anywhere near
realising the idea of linking to the east of the borough. The chances of the rest of
such a link being completed are extremely remote. This concept is also made
even less likely by the proposed change to the route of HS2 and the proposed
“Super Highway”.
Design Principles
The proposed densities of housing would be inappropriate for the location. Site
MU1 is surrounded largely by bungalows and generally low density.
The proposed employment development will lead to units being built within yards of
residential development. This will inevitably lead to conflict between residents and
businesses.
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It seeks to allocate large tracts of Green Belt land in the vain hope of attracting
large, nationally-recognised companies. The net effect of this being approved
would be to sterilise such Green Belt land without any significant hope of achieving
the stated aims. It has been said by BMBC councillors in front of witnesses, that,
yes, there are lots of sites in Barnsley, but they are all in the wrong places!
The intention of the Local Plan is stated by these same councillors to be to create
three or four large sites, close to the motorway, to attract the said signature
companies. So far, at Junction 36, large sites are already prepared but await these
large companies. Adjacent to junction 37, proposed site MU1, the ambition
cannot be achieved at all, because the topography of the site would prevent
building of such large structures. This information only became known through
information obtained under FOIA requests, but BMBC are proceeding anyway,
having already made serious commitments to favoured developers as incentives
for their financial assistance in creating a link road across the site, a road described
by one councillor in a cabinet meeting as a “Road To Nowhere”.
In the same document (appendix M) is an admission that the attractiveness of the
motorway junction is not as great as they would have wished:
“Due to the topography of the site it is envisaged that industrial units will be
provided on a smaller scale than those proposed at J36 with a predominance of B2
& B8 usages. To be discussed with Sterling Capitol on 23rd March 2015, but
stressed that delivery record to date not been good at J37 and this would not be
acceptable moving forward.”
Green Belt Protection
The plan does not protect Green Belt in the Urban Barnsley area. It envisages that
13% of Green Belt will be removed from Urban Barnsley. The LPA has decided to
remove a large amount of the Green Belt from within Urban Barnsley whilst at the
same time protecting the Green Belt which surrounds it. However, the NPPF
restates the principles of Green Belt and site MU1 clearly meets them. Why should
the residents within Urban Barnsley be denied access to Green Belt?
BMBCs own documents repeat time and again that Barnsley is 75% Green Belt
and this begs the question as to why it needs to be squeezed ever tighter around
Urban Barnsley. The answer lies in BMBCs desire to build a road and develop the
motorway junctions. It has nothing to do with genuine concern for the Green Belt.
Pollution
The level of house building and employment land development proposed in the
plan will inevitably lead to increased air, noise, light and traffic pollution. The M1
corridor has raised concerns about air quality and these proposals will only add to
those concerns. The existing risk of flooding will also be significantly increased.
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Pollution tests taken at Junction 36 recently show that the area already fails to
meet the required standards for much of the time. (Appendix E)
Economic Strategy – Jobs & Business Growth
Whilst the aspirations of the economic strategy are commendable, they are not
new and are simply a rehashing of the old rhetoric regarding increasing jobs which
has been put forward by BMBC since the early 1990s. Sadly, Barnsley has failed
to attract inward investment and consistently failed to meet its jobs target
The comment that Barnsley needs anywhere between 15000 and 20000 jobs to be
on a par with other areas has been included in many policy documents over the
years. Clearly there is a need for a review of the strategy if not a complete change.
Barnsley is clearly unable to achieve these job targets.
Education achievement levels in Barnsley are historically low as is the skills base.
The area was dominated by the coal industry from 1900 to 1990 and this prevented
other industries from developing here. Now the coal industry is gone, there is very
little prospect of inward investment at a level to meet unrealistic targets.
A number of companies in Barnsley employ EU migrant labour from Poland and
other eastern European countries. They are attracted by low housing costs and
low skilled work that is shunned by local residents. Recruitment agencies have set
up dealing only with recruits from these countries. The decision to leave the EU
will have a significant impact on the availability of migrant labour and future
employment levels.
Conclusions
BMBC’s desire is to attract developers to Green Belt land in exchange for assisting
in financing a road that has no strategic value.
Achieving this goal would negate the more laudable aims of the Local Plan, such
as addressing pollution and traffic congestion without the compensation of high
quality jobs.

25

Section 5 - Spatial Strategy
The LPA’s policies relating to the Spatial Strategy do not meet the government’s test
of soundness as follows.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities
where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development;
Settlement Hierarchy
BMBC have decided that the settlement hierarchy should be that Urban Barnsley is
the principal area for economic development as this is the largest urban settlement.
The area of Urban Barnsley comprises most of the settlements east of the M1
motorway other than the principal towns, which are further east. It should be
remembered, however, that the area of Urban Barnsley has now been altered,
arbitrarily and without consultation, to include historic villages. It is a lot easier to
propose development in an area called Urban Barnsley than it is to propose it in a
semi-rural village.
That hierarchy is quite logical, but the decision to concentrate all future development
into that area will not and cannot give rise to sustainable development, despite the
fact that Barnsley has considerable areas of Green Belt to the west of the M1
motorway, is not. The proposal appears to be to remove all the Green Belt land
currently within Urban Barnsley to the detriment of the well being of the residents who
live there, whilst protecting the Green Belt further west.
It cannot be right that the majority of the town’s population who live in the widened
area of Urban Barnsley are denied access to Green Belt land.

Coalescing of Communities
In previous plans and documents, some of which are quite recent, the LPA reaffirmed its commitment to the principles of the Green Belt and, in particular, that of
separation of communities. In previous documents great play was made of the
necessity of maintaining the distinct identity of the districts surrounding area MU1.
That policy has been reversed for no valid reason other than to force land out of
Green Belt to develop a link road. Nothing has changed between the publication of
the documents to warrant such a major change of principle and the Council’s
motives for doing so have to be questioned. Similarly, there are no exceptional
circumstances to warrant such a change of policy.
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Conclusions
BMBC have arbitrarily re-designated parts of the borough as part of Urban Barnsley
so that they could attempt to remove Green Belt and, in the process, defeat one of
the key objectives of Green Belt – to prevent communities bumping into each other.
The historical villages and settlements of Pogmoor, Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh
Green and Higham have been included in “Urban Barnsley” without consultation.
Their village status would render the proposals for site MU1 unjustifiable. The
effects of the recent Brexit vote on immigration figures and new proposals such as
the HS2 reroute and the “Super Highway” demand a re-evaluation of the housing
volume and location forecasts
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Section 6 - Policies & Proposals
The plan does not meet the government’s test of soundness in relation to the
proposals contained within this chapter as they are not positively prepared or
justified.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Air, Noise & Light Pollution
This chapter asserts the Council’s intention to assess impact on living conditions of
noise , smell, dust , vibration, light, air, surface water, groundwater or other pollution
and disturbance from any proposed activity including traffic related noise. This is
wholly inconsistent with proposals to put employment sites alongside housing on site
MU1.
Commercial and Industrial development will cause noise, smell, dust, vibration, light
pollution and reduction in air quality. Indeed, much of this already exists in the area
of MU1. Monitoring of air quality already takes place in a corridor of land alongside
the M1 and it is questionable whether further development should be allowed which
will lead to conflicts between the needs of business and the rights of residents to
quiet enjoyment of their property. Recent tests at M1 Junction 36 support this
concern. (Appendix E)
Likewise, the building of housing in this area will be subject to continuing noise and
air pollution from the M1 motorway and there appears to have been no consideration
of pollution in the local Plan or indeed the developer’s plan, as exemplified by the
vague list of bullet points associated with their proposals for site MU1 (Appendix F).
A proposal to build 1700 houses in MU1 area alongside employment sites will mean
the houses are immediately subject to air, noise, light and vibration pollution from
machinery, vehicles, lights and buildings where work is carried out throughout the
day and night. It is incredible that a combination of houses and employment units are
being considered on the same site in the Green Belt, which is itself surrounded by
housing.. Concerns were expressed at a public meeting by 24 hour warehousing
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companies at the prospect of housing being built within earshot of their existing noisy
operations, fearing future complaints about their operations. (Appendix G)
Proposals to remove this area of land from Green Belt and build on it would mean
increased traffic numbers. 1700 homes would produce in the region of at least 2400
extra vehicles, which will add to the existing congestion at Higham and at the M1
motorway junction 37. The Council are asking people to believe that they will take
steps to reduce pollution whilst at the same time encouraging increased levels of
pollution in the same document! This is nonsense.

Drainage and Flooding
The Council maintain that development will be protected from ground and flood
water but until the extent of such development is known, the possibility of flooding
cannot really be assessed. Site MU1 borders onto Wharfedale Road where some
residents are unable to obtain insurance cover for surface water drainage because of
the inadequacy of the sewers. In the 1970s the Council allowed a development to
take place in the knowledge that this situation existed.
There is also concern regarding whether this level of development could be
sustained by the drainage infrastructure. Waste and foul water would have to drain
away from the M1 motorway, which is at a much lower level than the surrounding
land. It would therefore have to drain either through Redbrook, which is already
subject to flooding, or it will have to go north and drain towards Hugsett Wood.
If the drainage is through Redbrook, the water will find its way into the river Dearne
and may cause problems for other districts which are subject to flooding from the
river, which will also have to cope with drainage from new housing estates
downstream, at Lower Barugh, Mapplewell and Wilthorpe, with even more sites
proposed in the LPPD. There is no indication that the water company or
Environment Agency have been consulted on this major issue.
This also raises the question of whether the sewage infrastructure is adequate to
deal with this level of development. There appears to be no information in relation to
these issues contained within the plan as the details of this development has been
left to the developers themselves by the LPA. This is a risky strategy. What happens
if the developer is unable to solve the problems for technical or cost reasons?
Conclusions
The aims of the Local Plan in terms of control of pollution and prevention of flooding
are at odds with the proposals for development of large sites close to existing
communities.
Assumptions are being made that solutions will be found after decisions on land take
have been made.
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Section 7 – Location of Growth
The LPPD has not been positively prepared as it is based on unrealistic targets for
housing, jobs and economic growth. The assessment of housing need appears to
be far too high and unachievable given historic records of housing completions.
Similarly, the jobs and growth target is, again, overly ambitious and “aspirational” as
opposed to realistic. This is a repetition of the similar targets set over the last twenty
years, which have never been met. The requirement for additional jobs is the same
as it was many years ago. The Regional Economic Intelligence Unit in a review of
the strategy concluded that the target was unachievable and this was acknowledged
in Cabinet.
Similarly, a report by Sheffield Hallam University “The State of the Coalfields”
(appendix H), concluded that:
“In effect, the job losses of the 1980s and 90s still cast a very long shadow. The
coalfield economy never did recover fully prior to the 2008 recession and this is
reflected in a wide range of contemporary socio-economic data.
“The statistics demonstrate that there is an on-going need for economic regeneration
in the coalfields and that in the meantime coalfield communities remain under acute
stress. Indeed, the welfare reforms that are currently underway – and still have some
way to run – are hitting the coalfields disproportionately hard.”
The plan also makes no mention of Britain’s decision to leave the European Union.
This is perhaps to some extent understandable in terms of the timescale, but given
Barnsley’s past and present applications for and receipt of, European Union (EU)
funding, it seems rather remiss that there is no reference to this in regard to policies
which may require the continuation of such funding. The Jobs & Business Growth
Plan 2014 – 2017 is one such policy. Sound planning would have at least considered
the possibility that some policies would be affected by a vote to leave.
EU funding could now be in doubt and this combined with issues of free movement
of labour will require a revision of the plan at some point. This is another example of
where the plan has not been positively prepared.
Similarly, no account appears to have been taken of the planned local devolution.
The documents proposing it make it clear that funds available will not just be shared
out by simple division, but subject to assessment criteria. Barnsley may lose out.
In the light of other recent planning documents, some of the proposals in the LPPD
are not justified, particularly in relation to the alteration of Green Belt boundaries. As
recently as 2011 BMBC were able to meet their planning needs without recourse to
any Green Belt land and it is difficult to see the justification for such a huge change
in policy in such a short time, bearing in mind the intention to change the policy came
only a few months later.
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A more reasonable alternative would be to revisit the plans and strategies of 2005
and 2011 and reassess housing and employment land targets in the light of the
documents which informed those decisions and results of research taking place
since. There appears to be nothing which has occurred between 2011 and 2012 to
justify such a change in policy and certainly there are no exceptional circumstances.
With regard to housing the Core Strategy of 2011 states:We will seek to achieve the completion of at least 21500 net additional homes during
the period 2008 to 2026.
The LPPD 2016 states:We will seek to achieve the completion of at least 20330 net additional homes during
the period 2014 to 2033.
There can be no justification for the release of Green Belt land for housing at this
time, when a very similar (but also “aspirational”) target could be set a year or so
earlier without recourse to any changes of the Green Belt boundaries.
There are considerable doubts as to whether the targets for jobs and housing can be
achieved over the period of the plan. The targets are clearly aspirational and the
target for jobs has remained at a similar level since the demise of the coal industry in
Barnsley. It is difficult to believe that the plan can be delivered over its period and in
that regard it cannot be held to be effective. It is clear that the numbers of houses
and jobs are there as a vehicle to support the taking of Green Belt land and,
specifically for the development of MU1 and the proposed link road.
Conclusions
The willingness of BMBC to accommodate 1,700 dwellings, a commercial
development site and two relief roads in the Green Belt to achieve a ‘critical mass’
for the town is quite plainly contrary to, not only its own Green Belt policy but also
national policy. There are no ‘very special circumstances’ that demand it. On
the contrary, there is every reason to invest in BMBC’s future by exploiting the
ongoing need to regenerate the former mining areas to the North and East of the
Borough and to maximise opportunities associated with the latest proposals for the
HS2 routing between Rotherham & Doncaster and the “Super Highway”. Also, the
absence of an assessment of the impact on areas, within the Borough, of possible
slower growth (There is no ‘Plan B’).
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Section 8 - Economy
The proposals contained within this chapter for creating jobs and growing the
economy do not meet the governments test of soundness as set out in the NPPF as
they are not justified and cannot be the most appropriate strategy.
These proposals cannot be effective as they are unachievable within the lifetime of
the plan.
Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities;

Jobs & Growth
Ever since the demise of the coal industry in the 1990’s BMBC has had a policy of
trying to increase the levels of employment throughout the borough. Report after
report has highlighted the discrepancy between the employment levels in Barnsley
and those of similar size towns both in the region and throughout the country.
The shortfall in job numbers has always been assessed as being somewhere
between 15,000 and 20,000 jobs which will be required to bring job numbers in
Barnsley level with other similar sized towns. The figure in the plan is 17,500. Sadly,
this has always proved to be completely unattainable.
The Unitary Development Plan 2000 (UDP) contained the following paragraph:During the 1980’s the scale of job losses in traditional industries far exceeded growth
in the service sectors (see Table 1). In the early 1990’s further job losses have
occurred largely as a result of the closure of the remaining pits in the Borough. In
total, approximately 20,000 jobs have been lost since 1981.
Similarly, in the Core Strategy 2011 the following extract from the 2006 Growth Plan
appeared:85,000 jobs are based in Barnsley but not all are filled by people from Barnsley.
Expressed as a jobs per resident of working age, the ratio for Barnsley is 0.62; the
region’s lowest. Were we to match the levels of Doncaster or Wakefield, Barnsley
would have an additional 15,000-20,000 jobs in the District.
Obviously, whilst that discrepancy remains it is incumbent upon the local authority to
try and improve employment prospects in the locality. However, it is questionable as
to whether this policy should be continued given that it has never been achievable
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and consideration given to an alternative strategy. It is laudable to try and grow the
economy in order to increase employment levels but not if that requires the removal
of large tracts of land from the Green Belt to build larger and larger industrial units
which remain unoccupied.
There are a large number of units which are currently vacant throughout the borough
and indeed the Council’s own Development Agency has been advertising units (with
incentives) for some time with no takers. Even when units are occupied there is a
substantial incentive provided by BMBC to the owners who are experiencing difficulty
in finding tenants. In contrast, there is movement in small units, illustrating the nature
of businesses operating in Barnsley and for which there is already plenty of capacity.
The response from BMBC to this is that employers need bigger units than those
provided thus far. This cannot be a sustainable policy. It is one thing to remove land
from the Green Belt in the certain knowledge that businesses will locate to that area,
but it is quite another to continue to deprive future generations of Green Belt in the
hope that employers will relocate to speculative developments built on the Green
Belt.
Barnsley appears to be full of empty units and an obvious solution would be to stop
building speculatively and redesign existing employment sites to accommodate the
wishes of potential employers.
The factors relating to the failure to attract jobs to Barnsley have been debated at
length over the years but low skill levels of the local workforce and poor educational
achievement are perhaps two of the main ones. The presence of the coal industry for
so many years also meant that there was little diversity of employment. A large
proportion of the eligible workforce was employed in the coal industry or related
industries of glass and steel production.

The Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014 – 2017
The Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014 – 2017 states:Barnsley’s economy (in terms of jobs) still remains 1.8% lower in 2011 than it was in
1984. So at this point in time based upon one measure of economic performance,
Barnsley’s economy could be said to be smaller now than 30 years ago. If we use
those same historical growth rates and project them forward it is envisaged that it
would take the borough over 60 years to close the current regional performance gaps
described in the, previous section.
That quote in itself suggests that a change of policy is desperately needed as more
of the same is simply not going to work.
The Core Strategy of 2011 quoted the 2007 Growth Plan as follows:-
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Just over 50,000 people of working age in Barnsley (37%) have no or low (level 1)
qualifications. The regional and national equivalents are around 30%.
Clearly, the underlying causal factors have to be addressed to improve the
employability of the local workforce. Given the length of time these figures have
been quoted, the question that has to be asked is




why has this not been addressed previously
Is it capable of being addressed, and
do BMBC really have a genuine desire to create jobs.

If we look at another quote from the 2007 Growth Plan, again referred to in the Core
Strategy we may see an answer.
36,000 Barnsley people of working age are economically inactive, a rate of 26.7%.
This includes full-time students, those looking after a home or family, people retiring
early and those who cannot work (e.g. due to ill-health or disability).
So who are these jobs for? A rate of economic inactivity of over a quarter would tend
to suggest that these are the people that the 17,500 jobs are aimed at and yet this
group either does not want or cannot take up employment. The alternative is that
Barnsley expects that number of people to locate to Barnsley together with the
remainder of the 33,000. This cannot be the case.
BMBC maintain that their economic policies are aimed at job creation within the
private sector and yet currently, the two major employers in Barnsley are BMBC and
the NHS. The Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014 – 2017 stated:An additional problem is that 60% of new business starts in Barnsley are either
lifestyle or local displacement style companies, meaning their ability for them to
create additional employment opportunities is minimal.
The problem now is that Barnsley is trying to attract newer higher skilled industries to
an area that is ill equipped to accommodate them and most new businesses do not
create additional employment. If the results of a recent survey (Appendix I) are to be
believed, this is unlikely to happen.
As if to reinforce the point, an issue of industry magazine “BDAILY”, out on 15 August
2016, included a piece on investment by Amazon in Doncaster (Appendix L). This
stressed the reasons for investing in Doncaster – pre-existing investment and known
source of skilled labour.
There is also a considerable influx of European Union Labour to Barnsley, attracted
by low housing costs and low skilled work. There are large numbers of Polish and
other Eastern European workers taking up employment which is unattractive to local
labour either because of the low level of wages or the conditions under which some
of employers operate.
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The Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014 – 2017 was reviewed by BMBC and a report
presented to a Cabinet meeting in January of this year to coincide with the midpoint
of the Jobs plan. The Jobs Plan itself was the subject of a review by the Regional
Economic Intelligence Unit (REIU) based in Leeds (Appendix J). Their forecast was
that the plan would achieve only 10,500 additional jobs over and above 8,500 which
would be created anyway. So, even a favourable review of the job creation targets
has found that they are unachievable. The shortfall is a figure of 14,000 jobs from the
2033 target. This was discussed in Cabinet papers for the 27 January 2016 meeting,
indicating that they were aware of the problem:
“Attempting long-term forecasts in terms of job creation is fraught with difficulty and
any attempts at longer-term forecasting will need to be periodically reviewed and
updated.”
“Whilst this analysis looks to project the planned job creation and assess the likely
net impacts – this is based on the direct job numbers that have been provided and
does not reflect any judgement that the jobs will be created.”
“The ability to deliver significant numbers of new jobs will depend on a number of
factors and key within these will be the general health of the local economy
(determined by a variety of factors) and the nature, extent and success of the
interventions”
“... in terms of the likely job creation the ambition of creating 17,500 net additional
jobs – over and above the baseline growth - would represent a greater challenge”
“What is apparent within the numbers and the chart is the scale of gross job creation
required above the baseline job creation in the REM.”
“This represents a significant challenge for those delivering the BJBP and for the
Barnsley District more generally particularly when the forecast for total job creation is
considered.”
“In terms of current forecasts within the REM, the district would need to create almost
31,000 gross FTEs to achieve a the required net jobs figure”
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Conclusion
The policies in this chapter fail the government’s test of soundness in that they are
not objective, sustainable or justified.
Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
The economic policy of BMBC of attempting to create jobs by targeting high value
sectors of the economy as outlined in their Jobs & Business Growth Plan 2014- 2017
is completely unrealistic and a review as recently as January of this year has found it
to be unattainable. That strategy requires the continuation of building speculative
industrial units which are now targeted for the Green Belt.
It is clear that these policies will not deliver the outcomes desired by BMBC and they
should be reviewed and replaced with more realistic policies which do not require the
continued destruction of the Green Belt.
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Section 9. Housing
The LPPD fails the government’s test of soundness in that its policies on housing are
not positively prepared. They are not based on an objectively assessed strategy but
have been drawn up to suit developers and to fit BMBC’s agenda to build a road
which is neither needed nor sustainable.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Housing Targets
The Plan proposes targets for new housing which are broadly similar to the targets
set out in the Core Strategy of 2011:We will seek to achieve the completion of at least 21500 net additional homes during
the period 2008 to 2026.
The LPPD 2016 states:We will seek to achieve the completion of at least 20900 net additional homes during
the period 2014 to 2033.
This represents an annual figure for housing completions of 1100 per annum (20,900
over the plan period). The LPPD states quite clearly that the target is ambitious.
It is considered that the 1100 figure represents an ambitious and aspirational figure
which addresses housing needs and supports economic growth ambitions, and
would still require a step up in delivery.
Comments submitted to the LPCD suggest the target is completely unattainable.
In a critique of the housing assessments for the Sheffield City Region (SCR) the
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) revealed that housing delivery trends
over several years in Barnsley showed a rate of completions of 760 per annum. To
meet the target of 1100 per annum would require an uplift of 44%. This would
suggest that BMBC’s own reference to a “step up in delivery” being required is
something of an understatement.
The CPRE also suggest that the target figure itself is an over-assessment of housing
need in the Barnsley area. The LPPD Housing background Paper (HBP) refers to a
baseline requirement of 806 dwellings but is not clear how this figure transforms into
a requirement of 1100. The document goes on to state that a target figure of 1037
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completions per annum “would be broadly sufficient to address the 1100 target
without having to increase provision through the use of Green Belt land”.
The CPRE document suggests that the inflated figure of 1100 could be as a result of
over-assessment, which has been a common occurrence in many plans nationwide,
and that it could also be that Barnsley is accommodating a disproportionately high
share of the SCR house building. If it is the latter case the CPRE maintain that the
housing requirement has not been properly planned.

Housing Background Paper
The housing background paper (HBP) states that the housing requirement has been
drawn up taking account of population, housing completions and jobs growth.
With regard to population growth, this is one area where some attention should have
been given to the possibility that the UK would vote to leave the EU. Migrant
workers from Poland and Eastern Europe have been a key factor in Barnsley’s
population statistics over the last few years and yet there is no assessment of what
effect the decision to leave the EU will have on population figures. Quite clearly, this
will bring a stop to inward EU migration unless the EU is willing to renegotiate the
concept of free movement of labour in the UK’s favour. At the moment this is
unlikely.
The HBP suggests that the jobs targets contained within the plan are a contributory
factor to the housing requirement figure of 1100. The paper repeats the jobs target
contained in the plan, of 17500 additional jobs over and above a figure of 8500 which
would occur over the plan period.
The HBP the goes on to state, however, that the Regional Economic Intelligence
Unit (REIU) indicates that these jobs will be created. This introduces an element of
certainty which was absent from the report to the council’s ruling cabinet, referred to
in this document in the chapter on The Economy. The assessment by the REIU
suggested that those employment targets will not be met (Appendix J)
Throughout the whole of this plan process the LPA have exaggerated the numbers
of jobs which can be created over the period of the plan and have then used these
figures to inflate the housing requirement.
The HBP sets out the methodology used by the LPA in determining which sites will
be selected for housing including those that will be taken from the Green Belt. The
paper states;If it is concluded that enough sites have not been identified it is then necessary to
consider sites in the Green Belt. At this stage the methodology links with the Green
Belt Review. In most instances sites identified through the Green Belt Review as
“resultant parcels” that could be released from the Green Belt if needs require this
are considered through the HSSM. As with sites outside the Green Belt the overall
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score and information gathered through the application of the methodology is
considered. Planning Judgement is then applied to decide if sites should be
allocated for residential development in the Local Plan Consultation Draft 2014.
The Green Belt Review quoted here was published after several sites were identified
for removal from the Green Belt. It is quite clear that in relation to these sites, of
which MU1 is one, this statement is an example of deciding an end result and fitting
the supporting documents to it, a clear example of misrepresentation.
Indeed, the HBP is referred to as the LPPD version 2016 although there is no
indication of whether the original draft was published after the Green Belt Review.

Conclusion
The housing targets contained within the plan are overambitious and are to some
extent based on jobs and growth targets which are similarly overambitious. The
housing requirement in the current plan is broadly similar to the one contained within
the Core strategy of 2011, which was to be achieved without the need to remove
land from the Green Belt.
The HBP makes a reference to an annual target of 1037 being achieved without the
need to remove land from the Green Belt. The housing target should be reassessed
and downgraded to a more realistic one, which would protect the Green Belt land in
Urban Barnsley.
With regard to the proposals to remove site MU1 from the Green Belt, these were
clearly drawn up before the Green Belt Review was commissioned and therefore
could not have been judged against that review. Similarly, the references in the HBP
to the methodology of selecting sites from the Green Belt for housing have also tried
to cover the fact that the Green Belt Review was not published until after several
sites had already been selected for removal.
These issues not only question the soundness and validity of the proposals
within the plan they raise questions as to the morality and legality of the plan
itself. This is a clear example of a local authority simply ignoring their own
policies or conveniently re writing them to ensure that the local population are
excluded from the plan process.
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Section 10 – Mixed Use Sites
The policies in this chapter fail to meet the government’s test of soundness in that
they are not justified and they are not positively prepared. The implementation of
these policies cannot lead to sustainable development.
Justified - the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered
against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;
This chapter was not included in the LPCD as there was only one site in the whole of
the LPCD which was allocated to mixed use. This was MU1. Comments on the
LPCD made reference to this and questioned why this was the case.
BMBC had based much of its rationale for the LPCD on the requirement for jobs and
consequently housing and yet this site was allocated for both, rather than
concentrating on one or the other, leading most commentators in no doubt that this
was because of the proposal for the so called Claycliffe Link Road.
In view of this criticism, BMBC have included other mixed use sites within a new
chapter, but a comparison of the sites leads to the conclusion that the designation of
“Mixed Use” for some of the other mixed use sites lack credibility. Their inclusion is
therefore to draw attention away from site MU1, which is the subject of much
controversy.
Site AC11
This is a mixed use site for housing and a primary school, which is adjacent to an
existing conservation area. The description of a school as a use hardly bears
comparison with MU1, where the proposed use is 43 ha. of employment land already
the subject of detailed plans by developers.
Site AC12
This is a mixed use site for housing and greenspace on an area of existing
greenspace with a “high ecological value”. Again, can greenspace be described as a
use when the site is already greenspace?
Site AC16
Site AC16 is allocated for “housing and greenspace” The site is suggested to
accommodate housing and 3.25 hectares of playing pitches. The site houses the
current Barnsley fire station, NHS buildings, private flats and council playing pitches.
At least one of the land owners on site AC16 received a letter in June 2016, at the
time of the LPPD consultation, advising that the site was included in the LPPD and
BMBC had assumed that it was available for development. The owner was asked to
respond to the letter by the end of the consultation. Failure to respond would be
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deemed acceptance, which is unreasonable. This was the first contact he had with
the LPA.
The inclusion of this site appears to be an afterthought and the fact that it includes a
working fire station, NHS facilities, several family homes and a recreational area
suggests that its inclusion in the plan lacks credibility.
The policies in this chapter also fail to meet the government’s test of soundness in
that they are not positively prepared. They have not been objectively assessed and
will not lead to sustainable development.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Site MU1
At the moment this site lies within the Green Belt boundary but it has been the
subject of negotiations and meetings between developers and BMBC and is the
subject of plans drawn up by the developers. BMBC have denied involvement in the
formulation of these plans but have allowed them to be introduced as part of the
consultation process. This is clearly an indication that the proposals for this site are
developer led, in consultation with the Council, in the full expectation that the Local
Plan will be approved by the Planning Inspector
The site is also the subject of a proposed road, the current title of which is the
Claycliffe Link. All this road will do is link the M1 motorway junction with Barugh
Green Road
The idea of a “Northern Economic Corridor” has been suggested for many years but
has never come to fruition because BMBC has never had the money to pursue it and
its purpose and usefulness is open to serious question. The LPCD made a clear
reference to it:
5.15

Northern Economic Corridor - the Policies Map includes an indicative line
which illustrates the potential location of the Northern Economic Corridor. We
are considering safeguarding this corridor for its potential to support economic
needs in the future, beyond the end of the plan period, post 2033

There is no mention in the LPPD of the Northern Economic Corridor. If this idea has
finally been abandoned, the justification for the Claycliffe Link is even weaker.
At the time of writing there are no plans available to determine the layout or route of
the link road, although BMBC have indicated to KIG that the developers are
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expected to submit such plans as part of this consultation. This will mean that the
residents of Barnsley will be precluded from passing any comment on this proposal,
which will be a major cause for concern.
The existing traffic congestion on Higham Common Road is not so much a
consequence of the number of vehicles using it but the narrowness of an old village
road which has now had commercial vehicles diverted on to it following the building
of the Dodworth By pass.
It is worth repeating here that site MU1 has not genuinely been the subject of the
Green Belt Review carried out for BMBC by Ove Arup. The proposals to remove
MU1 from the Green Belt were proposed well before the publication of that review
and that document, flawed as it is, cannot be used to justify that decision.
Clearly, the decision to remove site MU1 from Green Belt is to further the LPA’s aim
of developing the M1 corridor by placing industrial units on this site, which will also
fund the construction of the road
Traffic Congestion
The plan sets out commendable policies with regard to reducing the effects of traffic
pollution and encouraging the use of more environmentally friendly forms of
transport, but at the same time has a single main aim of developing the M1 corridor
between junction 36 and 37. Each of these junctions will have industrial
development on a scale which will considerably increase traffic movements in both
areas.
Both of these junctions are already subject to traffic congestion, which is getting
saturated as a consequence of dubious planning decisions. Close to junction 36 of
the M1. the building of a new supermarket on Sheffield Road, Birdwell, has created
traffic congestion from Birdwell onto the motorway junction. At junction 37, the
location of the Horizon College on the main arterial road from Barnsley to the
motorway has also caused problems.
The site MU1 proposals put forward so far by developers will mean vastly increased
traffic numbers. 1700 homes will produce upwards of 2400 extra vehicles which will
add to the existing congestion at Higham and at the M1 motorway junction 37.
Similarly, congestion will increase on Pogmoor Road and as all these roads connect
with junction 37, this is a recipe for gridlock. The recent introduction of traffic lights
at junction 37 by BMBC has led to tailbacks of traffic trying to access the M1.
BMBC are asking people to believe that they will take steps to reduce pollution whilst
at the same time encouraging increased levels of pollution in the same document!
This is nonsense.
Any new development would also require new schools and healthcare facilities which
would also add to the traffic problems in the area. BMBC has struggled to implement
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Residential Parking schemes in Pogmoor, Gawber and Redbrook and there is
considerable tension in all these areas as some residents are literally blocked into
their own driveways by parked cars.
Infrastructure Requirements
This level of development will also require significant water and sewerage
infrastructure and this has the added complication that any proposed sites cannot
drain towards the M1 motorway in view of its low level and has therefore to drain
northwards through the developed area towards Redbrook which is already the
subject of flooding.
Site MU1 is dissected by several springs which flow towards Redbrook. At least one
such spring flows along the surface through the housing estate at Higham along
Avon Close before entering the site. These drainage issues were the subject of a
submission to the LPCD by the former manager of opencast coal mines on the site
(Appendix K) who warned of the dangers of disturbing the drainage arrangements
left in place after the abandonment of the mine.
Clearly, the increased drainage of both foul water and sewerage from this area will
be significant and if this water is to drain towards Redbrook it will inevitably affect
that area and will also increase the amount of water entering the river Dearne. Some
districts along the river have been the subject of flood prevention measures as a
consequence of this river flooding in the past.
The proposals and policies in relation to site MU1 fail to meet the government’s test
of soundness as they are not consistent with the principles of sustainable
development as set out in the NPPF.
Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
Air, Noise & Light Pollution
The plan asserts the Council’s intention to assess impact on living conditions of
noise , smell, dust , vibration, light, air, surface water, groundwater or other pollution
and disturbance from any proposed activity, including traffic related noise. This is
wholly inconsistent with proposals to put employment sites alongside housing in site
MU1.
Commercial and Industrial development will cause noise, smell, dust, vibration, light
pollution, reduction in air quality. Indeed, much of this already exists in the area of
MU1. Monitoring of air quality already takes place in a corridor of land alongside the
M1 and it is questionable whether further development should be allowed which will
lead to conflicts between the needs of business and the rights of residents to quiet
enjoyment of their property.
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Likewise, the building of housing in this area will be subject to continuing noise and
air pollution from the M1 motorway and there appears to have been no consideration
of pollution in the local Plan or indeed the developer’s plan.
A proposal to build 1700 houses in MU1 area alongside employment sites will mean
the houses are immediately subject to air, noise, light and vibration pollution from
machinery, vehicles, lights and buildings where work is carried out throughout the
day and night. Existing houses which will be only yards from the industrial
development units will also be subject to the same problems. It is incredible that a
combination of houses and employment units are being considered on the same site
in the Green Belt, which is itself surrounded by existing housing. Concerns were
expressed at a public meeting by 24 hour warehousing companies at the prospect of
housing being built within earshot of their existing noisy operations. See also
Appendix G.
Opencast Mining Operations
The site MU1 was subject to opencast mining operations from shortly after the
Second World War until the 1960s. The sites were named Craven I, Craven II,
Farmhouse Lane and Farmhouse Lane extension. The site was also extensively
undermined by mining operations from the Farmhouse Lane 1 and Farmhouse Lane
2 collieries. The shafts from Farmhouse Lane 2 colliery are a still a significant issue
for housing on Farmhouse Lane, which will be affected by proposed development of
site MU1. There is also at least one capped shaft adjacent to Wharfedale
Road/Colster Close and there are methane drains in the open fields behind
Wharfedale Road.
The opencast sites of Craven I and II were mined to significant depths and involved
substantial earth movements. At least five coal seams were accessed and,
according to the records kept by the Coal Authority, reached depths of at least 150
feet.
Open cast mining operations ran for many years and, according to the comments
submitted by a former opencast site manager to the LPCD, involved the exploding of
over four tons of dynamite each week, which has had a considerable effect on the
stability of the ground.
This person was in fact responsible for the re-profiling of the contours of the land in
the area after some of the mining was completed. His comments warn of the
dangers of flooding if the land here is disturbed. In particular, he refers to the
installation of a deep mine drain to the southern edge of the Craven II site which was
designed to prevent water flooding towards Redbrook and the Wilthorpe colliery
workings.
A member of the KIG group interviewed him. He indicated that the installation of the
deep mine drain was affected by gas leakage. In fact he maintains that he
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prevented the relevant inspector from entering the drain in view of the danger from
the presence of gas.
Clearly, there are significant issues of ground stability, water and gas surrounding
any proposed development of this site.
The Destruction of Existing Farmland
Much of the land which is the subject of site MU1 is agricultural and this raises
questions as to whether this type of land use should be changed. A number of
reports have suggested that in the foreseeable future the UK could run short of
agricultural land.
The decision of the UK to leave the EU may also have a significant effect on the
supply of agricultural land as a consequence of the loss of farming subsidies.
There is also the impact of the reroute of HS2 to consider. The new route will
sterilise a large area of productive, probably Grade 1, farmland.
The threat to wildlife habitats
A recent public meeting organised by KIG was told that site MU1 has a colony of
rare butterflies, the habitat and existence of which are protected by statute.
Conclusions
The policy is a smokescreen for the unjustified removal of site MU1 from the Green
Belt.
Other sites added under the heading since the LPCD are purely cosmetic.
In terms of site MU1 specifically, positive elements of the LPPD, such as Climate
Change and pollution provisions, would be sacrificed for the sake of an unwanted
and unwarranted link road whose value was questionable even before the new
developments arising out of the reroute of HS2 and the “Super Highway” proposal.
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Chapter 12. Transport
The plan fails the government’s test of soundness in relation to transport policies as
they are not positively prepared or effective. The policies are contradictory and will
not lead to sustainable development. They are not effective as some of them will
never be realised.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;
Effective - the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and
The transport policies contained within the plan are well meaning and make
considerable reference to sustainable policies of increasing walking, cycling and
public transport but they are completely at odds with the rest of the plan which
concerns significant increased building and massive increases in car and heavy
vehicle usage.
The whole of the plan is geared towards directing traffic along the M1 corridor with
large increases of industrial traffic accessing the M1 at junctions 36 and 37. Some of
that development is currently taking place now and the strain on traffic systems is all
too evident.
Remarkably, the whole section on transport makes no mention whatsoever of the
proposal for the Claycliffe link road, which will make matters far worse. The
development of site MU1 will decrease the opportunities for walking and cycling
particularly as the trans-Pennine way can be accessed through Higham. Any new
link road will destroy that access.
The laudable aims listed at the beginning of the chapter are an attempt for BMBC to
show off its green credentials but the reality is that those credentials are in tatters
and this plan is paying lip service to important if not crucial issues.
The proposal to reduce green house gas emissions beggars belief in the light of the
economic development proposed in the plan. All the development at junctions 36
and 37 has by definition to use the road network and the M1 motorway. That can
only increase emissions.
The proposal to embrace sustainable development is similarly flawed given the
above factors. Simply increasing the numbers of lorries and cars in an area cannot
be sustainable.
A requirement for sustainable travel to be included in new development is both
contradictory and impossible in respect of large parts of the plan. BMBC are
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developing two adjacent junctions of the M1 and that has to mean traffic from the M1
into Barnsley and vice versa. Any other form of transport is not going to happen
here.
This section also states that developers will be required to fund any new transport
developments consequent on new housing or economic development. That is
particularly true of site MU1 where the development of the site is predicated on
developers building a new road. This is also at a time when bus services across the
borough are being curtailed, so is unlikely to be effective.
Strategy
This section makes the bald statement that the plan is to deliver the economic
strategy and therefore this is a stark admission that this strategy will take
precedence over transport. The economic strategy cannot be achieved without
massive increase in road transport and the contradictions and hypocrisy in this
section is startling.
Clearly this strategy fails the government’s test of soundness in that it is not
positively prepared and cannot lead to sustainable development. It is clearly not
effective as the policies cannot be met over the period of the plan.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development
Existing Patterns
It has to be borne in mind that Barnsley’s only rail links are to Sheffield, Leeds and
Huddersfield. There is no direct rail link to Doncaster in the east and so all traffic in
that direction is by road. The M1 motorway runs north south along the western edge
of Urban Barnsley and transport patterns show that car usage along the M1 is
probably more popular than using the rail service.
East-west rail routes can only be accessed through Leeds or Sheffield and once
again road usage is popular on those routes either on the A628 or via the M62.
The references to HS2 are out of date in that recent changes to the route take it
away from Barnsley. It is difficult to see how that will be of any benefit whatsoever to
Barnsley. The implications of the proposed “Super Highway” have also not been
considered.
Interestingly a direct Rail service through Barnsley to London was tried and
abandoned some years ago due to under use. Sheffield Airport, with direct flights to
London, also failed for the same reason.
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It is difficult to envisage any changes to those patterns, particularly with the plan’s
emphasis on economic development through the increased use of the M1 corridor.
Policy T1
Policy T1 sets out the accessibility priorities of BMBC in points A) to E) and talks
about increasing public transport to strategic places. However, the reality is that bus
routes are being removed in Barnsley and indeed, one bus company recently went
out of business. This suggests that fewer journeys are being made or, more likely,
that more journeys are being made by car. Congestion at school drop off points and
queues to get into Barnsley Hospital car parks testify to this.
Point C) refers to improving sustainable transport links for the transport corridors but,
as pointed out above, these corridors do not have easily accessible rail routes and
are limited to road transport.
Point D) refers to quality transport links to significant places of business but most of
the ones listed are accessed by the M1. The change to HS2 route and the proposed
“Super Highway” have not been considered.
Policy T2
This policy refers to the reinstatement of former railway lines and it is difficult, in the
current economic climate to take this policy seriously, unless this is to be part of the
development supporting the proposed “Super Highway”?
Policies T3 and T4
Both these policies refer to a requirement to be placed on developers to fund any
new transport initiatives required as a consequence of new development. T3 for
sustainable travel and T4 for Highway development. This is the safety net for BMBC
in that before anyone gets carried away with policies for reducing car usage and
increasing sustainable transport, let us not forget that the developers will have to pay
for new roads. This is exactly the case in MU1.
The following policy fails the government’s test of soundness in that it is inconsistent
with National Policy.
Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
Policy T5
Policy T5 talks about reducing the impact of road travel by introducing action plans
on air quality. This is at odds with policies for economic development which require
increased road usage and is ironic given that air quality levels have already been
significantly breached in parts of the borough. Indeed, one such area is the
proposed location for more commercial development. It is astonishing to see
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statements like these in policy T5, made by a LPA which surely knows that they are
contradicted by concrete evidence of air quality samples.
The M1 adjacent to site MU1and also at junction 36 has significant air quality
problems, to the extent that a speed limit is under consideration. Yet BMBC seem to
ignore these since they ignore any alternative view of development proposals.
BMBC seem unable to grasp the many contradictions contained within their policies
and their attitude to consultation seems to be to carry on regardless.
Clearly, the policies in this section of the plan are open to question and should be reevaluated in a more responsible manner. It would appear that BMBC are writing
environmentally friendly policies whilst at the same time pursuing a policy of
development at all costs in collusion with developers.
Conclusions
Unnecessary housing requires unsustainable roads, and BMBC’s wish to build an
unnecessary link road needs financial contribution from the housing developers. It is
an unsustainable package presented as sustainable development. There are no
realistic traffic model predictions about car traffic growth that take into account future
scenarios like changes in car ownership and use, impact of climate change
mitigation, damage to wildlife and scarcer resources including agricultural land.
The NPPF Principles on the need for transport proposals to support the transition to
a low carbon future and to make the fullest use of sustainable transport has not
guided the Draft Plan.
The proposed link road on site MU1 is supposed to be the first section of the
“Northern Economic Corridor” – there are no sustainable plans for further sections,
meaning that traffic volumes at Claycliffe & Barugh Green will be intolerable. There
is already a scheme to the south and east (The Dearne Valley Parkway and the
A628 link to the A1) which can easily be developed further (but see below).
Alternative proposals, utilising M1 Junction 38 or a new Junction 37A, presented by
consultees, do not appear to have been considered.
Neither does the impact of the change of HS2 route and the proposed “Super
Highway”, which could cross the M1 at Junction 36 and involve considerable
modification of the existing Dearne Valley Parkway and surrounding developments
and communities.
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Section 13 – Local Character
This subject is dealt with at length in several sections of this document.
In summary, the proposed development of site MU1 will completely destroy the
character of the historical communities of Pogmoor, Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh
Green and Higham
The area is a vital recreational space for Barnsley and local residents and is
predominantly agricultural, which may be a strategic asset for Britain’s future
sustainable food supply. Loss of it would also impact on tenant farm viability.
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Section 18 – Greenbelt & Safeguarded Land
The proposals contained within this chapter do not meet the government’s test of
soundness in that they have not been positively prepared and not consistent with
National Policy guidelines.
In fact, it is clear that decisions in relation to removing land from Green Belt were
taken long before the publication of the Green Belt Review and the Green Belt &
Safeguarded Land Background Paper published at the time of the consultation.
The LPA have then tried to use these documents as justification for their decisions
and to try and demonstrate “exceptional circumstances”. The authors of the Green
Belt & Safeguarded Land Background Paper (GBBP) clearly did not realise the
discrepancy in the dates of the published documents relating to Green Belt as they
used the terminology of the Green Belt Review (GBR), e.g.”resultant parcels” when
trying to assert that sites such as MU1 had been objectively assessed.
The decision to remove MU1 from Green Belt had nothing to do with an objective
assessment as it was driven by BMBCs determination to have developers build an
unnecessary link road in return for being able to build on Green Belt land attractive to
the market.
The method in which these decisions have been arrived at raises questions as
to the morality and legality of the actions of the LPA.
Positively prepared - the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks
to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Consistent with national policy - the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
In the year 2000 BMBC published their Unitary Development Plan (UDP) which set
out the Green Belt boundaries of the borough and made it absolutely clear that no
alteration to those boundaries was envisaged either for housing or commercial
development throughout the life of the plan.:The Borough’s communities have to a large extent retained their individuality as a
result of the long standing Green Belt areas which have prevented the uncontrolled
outward expansion of the main urban area of Barnsley as well as preventing the
coalescence of smaller settlements. The Green Belt has also protected the open
character of the extensive rural areas of the Borough which include extremely
attractive and scenic countryside, especially to the west of the M1. These areas are
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valuable not only from leisure and amenity points of view but also in creating a good
image for tourists and potential investors.
With regard to areas such as MU1, where a number of settlements surround an area
of Green Belt land, the LPA reaffirmed the policy of not allowing settlements to
coalesce;To safeguard the identity of communities through the application of Green Belt
policies which check the unrestricted sprawl of urban areas and prevent the
coalescence of settlements.
The UDP went on to conclude that the Green Belt boundaries were permanent and
designed to last long after the period of the plan:The essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence and in accordance
with national guidance they are to be protected as far as can be seen ahead. Green
Belt boundaries are normally expected to remain undisturbed well beyond the Plan
period.
This policy was re affirmed in 2005 in a background paper prepared for the Local
Development Framework (LDF) and titled “Green Belt and Safeguarded Land.
RSS policy P2 does not advocate a full review of the Green Belt in Barnsley. In
assessing the housing and employment land requirements for Barnsley it was found
that there was no need to release any land designated as Green Belt for
development in the immediate future.
In preparing the LDF the Council has given consideration as to whether there is a
need to alter the Green Belt boundaries to accommodate the development needs of
the borough up to 2016 and beyond, but is satisfied that these needs can be
accommodated on sites identified within the towns and villages excluded from the
Green Belt.
Once again, the policy was re affirmed in the Core Strategy which was prepared for
the LDF and accepted as recently as 2011:
The general extent of the Green Belt is shown on the Core Strategy Key Diagram.
Its detailed boundaries will be shown on the Proposals Maps which will accompany
the Development Sites and Places DPD. In order to protect the countryside and
open land around built up areas the extent of the Green Belt will be safeguarded and
remain unchanged.
It was very shortly after the adoption of the Core Strategy that BMBC took the
decision to remove MU1 from the Green Belt. That decision was purely a commercial
one. It predated the Green Belt Review 2013 (GBR) and the Green Belt and
Safeguarded Land Background Paper 2016 (GBBP). However, both those
documents have been referred to in an effort to retrospectively justify the decision.
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Green Belt & Safeguarded Land Background Document 2016
This document has suggested that the rationale of the LPA in relation to Green Belt
appears to be the NPPF and, once again, that document is referred to as the guiding
policy in relation to concepts such as the requirement to show exceptional
circumstances to justify the removal of land from the Green Belt.
The GBBP states that exceptional circumstances are a requirement of the NPPF.
They are not. They are a requirement of the law as set out in the court judgement in
the case of Gallagher v Solihull. Time and time again the LPA appear to be relying
on the NPPF to justify their decisions, even after the Judge in the Gallagher case
stated that the NPPF does not change the law in relation to exceptional
circumstances.
In paragraph 3.8 of the GBBP it states that BMBC’s housing and employment needs
and aspirations cannot be accommodated without the need to release land from the
Green Belt. This is clearly not the case. Those needs can be accommodated by
pursuing a more realistic policy rather than aspirations. It cannot be right that a
council can destroy valuable Green Belt land in pursuit of unrealistic aspirations.
Exceptional Circumstances
Throughout the preparation of both versions of the plan, BMBC have made very little
reference to the requirement that any alteration to Green Belt boundaries can only
take place in exceptional circumstances. It may be that the dramatic change of
policy with regard to Green Belt, which became apparent after the publication of the
Core Strategy 2011, is directly related to the publication of the NPPF in 2012. The
NPPF stated that any change to Green Belt boundaries should only be carried out
through a local plan and it may be that BMBC interpreted that statement to mean
that the very construction of a plan entitled an authority to amend Green Belt
boundaries. There was nothing to suggest any exceptional circumstances occurring
between 2011 and 2012, other than the publication of the NPPF.
The plan is erroneous in law as legal precedent has reaffirmed that, regardless of the
NPPF, Green Belt boundaries can only be altered in exceptional circumstances and
the NPPF itself cannot be regarded as an exceptional circumstance. The law
relating to exceptional circumstances was set down well before the NPPF and is not
affected by it.
Similarly, housing requirements cannot be regarded as an exceptional circumstance
which would warrant the change to Green Belt boundaries. A recent ministerial
comment stated:“Demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”.
Despite the scathing criticism about the quality of the 2014 Green Belt Review, it
has not been amended for the LPPD. Instead, when the LPPD was put out to
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consultation, a background paper was published dated “Summer 2016” and entitled
“Green Belt & Safeguarded Land – A Background Paper” (GBBP) This would
appear to be a pathetic last minute attempt to address the issue of exceptional
circumstances .
Paragraph 7.8 of the GBBP refers to several issues which are claimed to be
exceptional circumstances. Two of those issues are:



insufficient capacity to accommodate all of that Objectively Assessed Housing
Need (OAN) and
the need for Green Belt land to meet OAN.

The law clearly states that OAN cannot be an exceptional circumstance in this
context.
It is abundantly clear that BMBC have ignored the judgement in the court case of
Gallagher v Solihull Council and when they do address the issue of exceptional
circumstances they try to get around it by quoting the NPPF. This is clearly bad
planning practice and ignorance of the relevant law or an intention to disguise and
avoid it.
The GBBP goes on to set out the rationale of the GBR and again gives the
impression that all areas of Green Belt have been objectively assessed to determine
whether they meet the purposes of Green Belt. This is not the case, as the GBR
was published many, many months after BMBC published proposals to remove site
MU1 out of the Green Belt.
Site MU1
In relation to site MU1 specifically, the GBBP makes the following points:MU1 – Land south of Barugh Green Road, Barnsley
43 hectares – part of a mixed use allocation
The only new substantial employment allocation in the Sub-Regional Town of
Barnsley
Cross reference to housing allocation as part of comprehensive mixed use
allocation. Housing required to cross-subsidise, ensuring delivery of the employment
allocation.
Objectively assessed need with respect to employment requirements cannot be
accommodated outside of the Green Belt.
Changing the Green Belt boundary in this location will promote a sustainable pattern
of development by contributing towards the sustainable growth of Barnsley.
Supports provision of the Claycliffe Link road.
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The document admits that site MU1 is the only substantial employment site in the
sub regional town of Barnsley. That is the rationale for the removal of this site from
Green Belt. Nothing at all to do with a Green Belt review but a land grab for a road
to be paid for by developers.
Similarly, the reference to “cross-subsidising” is crucial. The house builders are
being allowed to build houses and in return for the profits they and landowners will
derive from that and the inflation of land values, they are required to build industrial
units and the link road.
The reference to OAN for employment not being met outside the Green Belt is
obviously disputed and it is not accepted that this can be a justification for removing
land from Green Belt.
It is difficult to understand how removing site MU1 can be supporting the Claycliffe
Link Road. The development of the land will pay for the road but to state that the
removal of land from Green Belt supports road development does not make sense.
Site MU1 prevents the settlements of Pogmoor, Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh Green
and Higham from merging together and forms a boundary from those settlements to
the M1 motorway. Incidentally, the M1 motorway creates a hard boundary to the
west of the site and the Green Belt itself has provided a clear boundary to the east
and south of the site. The northern boundary is the hard boundary of Barugh
Green? Road. This checks any sprawl of built up areas.
The site also assists in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and
provides an area of greenspace mainly given over to agriculture, but also available to
walkers.
It could also be argued that site MU1 preserves the old villages and settlements
listed above, which do have their own individual histories.
Quite clearly this site has been selected for development without any consideration
of the Green Belt criteria and before any review of its merits. This decision is purely
one of seeking money from developers to industrialise the M1 corridor and build an
unnecessary road.
The policies in relation to Green Belt land do not meet the government’s test of
soundness as they are not justified. The Green Belt Review published as a
supporting document was suggested as the justification for removing land from the
Green Belt. However, as it is now clear that decisions on Green Belt land were taken
before the publication of the GBR so, in effect, that document is irrelevant,
particularly regarding site MU1. This site was never judged against the criteria in the
GBR before it was earmarked for development.
However, the methodology and conclusions of that document have been
substantially criticised, not least by the Campaign to Protect Rural England which
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described it as “not fit for purpose”. The GBR has been used by the LPA as a fig leaf
to retrospectively justify decisions taken on purely economic grounds.
The Green Belt Review 2014
The Green Belt review document has significant defects, in particular a scoring
methodology which is extremely complex and subjective and an over-emphasis of
hard boundaries.
The scoring methodology is difficult to understand. It appears to be based on
subjective criteria. MU1 has been given an artificially low score – this area was
originally the only area suggested for mixed use development (LPCD) and has been
given the second lowest score. It appears that deliberate low scoring has been
undertaken to artificially and retrospectively justify the removal of this area for
development.
The scoring mechanisms are complex and difficult. The assessment of each area is
given a figure which does not correlate to the score given at the end of the section
and it is therefore impossible to judge how the score has been arrived at.
Additionally, scores of 12 and 13 out of 25 are said to be weak or moderately weak
and yet scores of 13 to 19 out of 25 are regarded as strong. The scale used to
assess scores does not gave a graduated figure and it is difficult to understand why
the scale goes up to 25 when any score from 15 upwards is simply regarded as
strong.
There would appear to be a great deal of subjectivity involved in the scoring process.
Out of 18 scores only 2 are regarded as weak and one of these is the only area
suggested for mixed use development and that is the controversial area of
MU1/UB2.
Although the review is supposed to be of Green Belt it is more akin to a designation
of development sites with all the emphasis being on whether a site is suitable for
development rather than whether it should remain in Green Belt. This is
inappropriate and clearly wrong. The suitability for development should not have
been the criteria for deciding on the Green Belt. Nothing has changed in relation to
these areas since the last Urban Development Plan which designated Green Belt
other than the Council’s desire for more building land. This is the driver behind the
green belt review. It is an inappropriate motive.
Much of the GBR is a desktop exercise. The GBBP confirms this and this is borne
out by some of the content of the review. The descriptions of communities within the
Review document are confused. For example weight is given to lesser known
districts such as Measborough Dyke – a small area which less than twenty years ago
had three factories. This tends to suggest the Review has been done from maps
which have historically shown the name of Measborough Dyke in bold despite the
fact that this area is inconsequential.
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Gallagher Estates and Solihull Metropolitan Borough council
This case was heard at the High Court, dealing with the issue of the alteration of
Green Belt boundaries and the question of what constituted “exceptional
circumstances”. Mr Justice Hickinbottom delivered the judgement and referred to
the legal precedents:Carpets of Worth, Ltd v Wyre Forest DC (1991) 62 PCR 334. I cite this passage from
the judgment of Purchas LJ:
“… [O]nce a green belt has been established and approved as a result of all the
normal statutory processes it must require exceptional circumstances rather than
general planning concepts to justify an alteration. Whichever way the boundary is
altered there must be serious prejudice one way or the other to the parties involved.”
The Judge was clear that any change to Green belt boundaries requires exceptional
circumstances. He went on to state:ii) The test for redefining a Green Belt boundary has not been changed by the NPPF
(nor did Mr Dove suggest otherwise).
a) In Hunston, Sir David Keene said (at [6]) that the NPPF "seems to envisage some
review in detail of Green Belt boundaries through the new Local Plan process, but
states that 'the general extent of Green belts across the country is already
established'". That appears to be a reference to paragraphs 83 and 84 of the NPPF.
Paragraph 83 is quoted above (paragraph 109). Paragraph 84 provides:
"When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities
should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development…".
However, it is not arguable that the mere process of preparing a new local plan could
itself be regarded as an exceptional circumstance justifying an alteration to a Green
Belt boundary. National guidance has always dealt with revisions of the Green Belt in
the context of reviews of local plans (e.g. paragraph 2.7 of PPG2: paragraph 83
above), and has always required "exceptional circumstances" to justify a revision.
The NPPF makes no change to this.
b) For redefinition of a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional
circumstances which "necessitated" a revision of the existing boundary. However,
this is a single composite test; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not
exceptional unless they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS at [23]
per Simon Brown LJ). Therefore, although the words requiring necessity for a
boundary revision have been omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, the test
remains the same. Mr Dove expressly accepted that interpretation. He was right to
do so.
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The judge was absolutely clear that the NPPF does not constitute exceptional
circumstances. Neither does the fact of creating a plan. The test has not changed
as a consequence of the publication of the NPPF.
Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council appealed against the High Court decision but
the appeal was dismissed. In the Court of Appeal Mr Justice Laws stated:iii) Exceptional circumstances are required for any revision of the boundary, whether
the proposal is to extend or diminish the Green Belt. That is the ratio of Carpets of
Worth.
iv) Whilst each case is fact-sensitive and the question of whether circumstances are
exceptional for these purposes requires an exercise of planning judgment, what is
capable of amounting to exceptional circumstances is a matter of law, and a planmaker may err in law if he fails to adopt a lawful approach to exceptional
circumstances. Once a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires
more than general planning concepts to justify an alteration.
With regard to site MU1 BMBC, have not demonstrated that there are
exceptional circumstances which would warrant the removal of this site from
the Green Belt. The decision to remove this land was a decision taken without
any proper review or assessment and it was based purely on the desire to free
up attractive land for development in return for money for a link road.
The policies of the LPA should be re examined with regard to Green Belt and the
Green Belt boundaries returned to those established in the Core Strategy of 2011.
Conclusions
National policy is to retain Green Belts permanently. BMBC is proposing to take site
MU1 out of Green Belt. This fails the national requirement to assess the total impact
of changes in respect of the five national criteria in designating and reviewing Green
Belt boundaries.
Scoring values in comparisons with other “Urban” Green Belt areas in the Borough
can be shown to be inconsistent, leading to artificial low value scores for site MU1.
There are no ‘very exceptional circumstances’ that can justify these proposed
changes.
It should be noted that site MU1 provides a vital environmental buffer between
central Barnsley and the M1 motorway corridor, which has already high noise and
atmospheric pollution and likely to increase.
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Section 25. Community Infrastructure
The plan sets out commendable policies with regard to reducing the effects of traffic
pollution and encouraging the use of more environmentally friendly forms of
transport, but at the same time has a single main aim of developing the M1 corridor
between junction 36 and 37. Each of these junctions will have industrial
development on a scale which will considerably increase traffic movements in both
areas.
Both of these junctions are already subject to traffic congestion, which is becoming
saturated as a consequence of dubious planning decisions. Close to junction 36 of
the M1, the building of a new supermarket on Sheffield Road, Birdwell, has created
traffic congestionfrom Birdwell onto the motorway junction. At junction 37, the
location of the Horizon College on the main arterial road from Barnsley to the
motorway has also caused problems.
The site MU1 proposals put forward so far by developers will mean vastly increased
traffic numbers. 1700 homes will produce upwards of 2400 extra vehicles which will
add to the existing congestion at Higham and at the M1 motorway junction 37.
Similarly, congestion will increase on Pogmoor Road and as all these roads connect
with junction 37, this is a recipe for gridlock. The recent introduction of traffic lights
at junction 37 by BMBC has led to tailbacks of traffic trying to access the M1. In
addition, it is already recognised that the J37 and the Dodworth Road/Broadway
traffic light junctions are approaching saturation point at peak times. This has been
exacerbated as additional new housing is delivered on the Broadway site.
BMBC are asking people to believe that they will take steps to reduce pollution whilst
at the same time encouraging increased levels of pollution in the same document!
This is nonsense.
Any new development would also require new schools and healthcare facilities which
would also add to the traffic problems in the area. BMBC has struggled to implement
Residential Parking schemes in Pogmoor, Gawber and Redbrook and there is
considerable tension in all these areas as some residents are literally blocked into
their own driveways by parked cars.
As noted elsewhere, no allowance has been made for the possible implications of a
change in route for HS2, nor for the proposed “Super Highway”.
Conclusions
We object to the use of developer contributions for the building of an unsustainable
link road on site MU1.
The proposals do not fully address current shortfalls in retail and medical facilities.

59

The proposals completely fail to address current infrastructure and traffic issues
around site MU1, particularly the likely impact of recent developments.
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Appendix A-1 – Development proposals plan obtained informally

Site Investigation
This drilling rig, seen on 18 September 2013, was the first indication, for the public,
of plans to develop site MU1.
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Appendix A 2
Masterplan
This outline plan was obtained informally from technical staff carrying out survey
work in the fields behind Wharfedale Road. The comments by the person
interviewed indicated Council involvement. Subsequent events have borne that out..
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Appendix B – Example of frustration and confusion caused by the BMBC
comments process. There was extensive, abortive correspondence with
BMBC on the matter.
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Appendix C-1 – “Keep in touch” meeting minutes
These minutes confirm BMBC and a favoured developer are planning for
development of site MU1, regardless of the current consultation process; perhaps
even before the consultation is completed.
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Appendix C-2

A
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Appendix D – 2015 Masterplan
This marked up document was one of over 70 pages of proposals submitted by the
favoured developer as part of their comments on the LPCD. It shows that work has
continued on developing the proposal.
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Appendix E – Air Pollution Data – M1 Junction 36 before new development
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Appendix F – Bullet Points on site MU1 in LPPD
This illustrates the casual way BMBC are treating serious concerns expressed about
site MU1 at the LPCD stage.
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Appendix G – Correspondence with local business
This illustrates the concern expressed by a local business about the future problems
that could be expected from housing developments close to industrial units.
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Appendix H – State of the Coalfields Report Front Page
This report examines the reasons for the lack of development in coalfields,
particularly since the 1984 national strike.
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Appendix I – Survey into the impact of business location
This article supports the
view that BMBC’s
suggestion that they
“will allow” sites they
promote to go to
“Research and
Development” jobs is
laughable.
BDAILY, as the name
suggests, is published
daily and there are
good news stories in it
every day, for all parts
of South and West
Yorkshire, EXCEPT
Barnsley. More
evidence that it will take
more than throwing
money at an area to get
it to prosper.
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Appendix J – REIU Report Front Page
From Cabinet Paper 27.1.2016/11 (discussing this report):
5.8.

According to the Regional Econometrics Model (REM), it is anticipated that by
2033, there would be 8,500 more jobs in Barnsley than there are currently.
Based purely upon the five large job creating projects, it was forecasted
that by 2033 the plan could create 10,700 additional jobs over and above this
figure, which is 61% of the 17,500 required.

The “five large job creating projects” are the ones that are most likely to be affected
by the latest news on HS2 and the “Super Highway” and, possibly, Brexit.
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Appendix K-1 – Comments by Opencast Expert
The following letter was submitted in comments on the LPCD. BMBC’s response, in
terms of what they propose in the LPPD, appears to be: “we’ll worry about that later”
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Appendix K-2 – Comments by Opencast Expert
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Appendix L – Amazon Press release in BDAILY magazine
See Appendix I. An example of “anywhere but Barnsley” good news stories, this one
explaining why Doncaster was chosen and not one of the so-called prime sites
offered by BMBC.
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Appendix M-1 – Keep In Touch Meeting Minutes 19 March 2015
These further minutes (see Appendix C) illustrate the ongoing, detailed relationship
between BMBC and their favoured developer, at a time when the land in question
still has Green Belt status.
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Appendix N– Community Involvement
The following photographs and articles illustrate the extent of local opposition to the
Local Plan and, in particular, the proposal to take site MU1 out of the Green Belt.
The first image is an aerial photograph of west Barnsley, showing site MU1,
surrounded by (anti-clockwise) the villages of Pogmoor, Gawber, Redbrook, Barugh
Green and Higham.
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This is page 1 of a leaflet announcing one of three footpath walks, to increase
awareness and raise funds.
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This illustrates the support given by the local community on one of the
awareness/fundraising walks around the site.

Grazing land in the foreground, Arable land in the background, all at risk.
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Arable land at the Pogmoor end of the site. Claycliffe industrial units in the distance.

This photograph shows the site from the east, perfectly illustrating the impact of
developing on the site.
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