
Barnsley Local Plan Examination 
 

Stage 1 Matters, Issues and Questions (MIQs) 
 

Hearing Statement from  Keep It Green 2014 
 
 
Main Matter 1 - An Overview of the Soundness of the Barnsley Local Plan  
 

1 The voluntary group Keep It Green 2014 (KIG) submitted a comprehensive 
document in response to the council's Local Plan Publication Draft 2016 (LPPD 
2016)  consultation exercise in August 2016. 

2 KIG's representation included a number of fundamental issues which 
challenged the soundness of the Local Plan in relation to the duty to co-
operate, legal and procedural requirements and the test for soundness in the 
NPPF. These are summarised on pages 7 to 10 of the KIG submission and are 
not replicated here. 

3 The current Barnsley Local Plan Examination and list of the Main Matters, 
Issues and Questions (MIQs) appears to be a "tick box" exercise consistent with 
the approach taken at other local plan examinations throughout the UK.  

4 It is understood that existing written representations on the LPPD 2016 will 
carry the same weight as those made at the hearing sessions. It is unclear 
however, whether the MIQ questions have been derived from a detailed 
reading of the Council's LPPD 2016 document, the Council's Statement of 
Consultation 2016 and the individual submissions on the LPPD2016 by 
representors, or just the first two of these documents. 

5 Equally there does not appear to be any questions about the re-definition by 
the Council of what constitutes "Urban Barnsley" and the effect of this revised 
definition on those communities affected by it. 

6 KIG are concerned that some of the key strategic parts of the Local Plan do not 
appear to be being addressed in Stage 1, particularly many of the concerns 
expressed by KIG and other the representors in responding to the Local Plan 
Publication Draft 2016. It is difficult to understand how the tests of legal 
compliance and soundness etc. of the Local Plan can be completed without the 
examination of the detail currently being shown to be considered in the Stage 
2 matters. 

7 KIG's further comments on the MIQs questions are shown below. 

 

 



 

Main Matter 1  - Duty to Co-operate 

Question 1.2 

(i) Barnsley’s Local Plan, a necessary statutory process, is being used as a vehicle, 
in the case of site MU1, for justifying the construction of a link road (the “Road 
to Nowhere”, as described in a public council meeting by a local councillor) 
across Green Belt land, as part of a long term ambition to build a ring road 
around Barnsley.  

(ii) The provision of a link road through site MU1 will result in additional traffic 
congestion backing up to all access points to/from Junction 37 of the M1 which 
is a problem area at peak times. There appear to be no other proposals in the 
LPPD indicating the long term implications of building this link road.   

(iii) There is already heavy noise and air pollution emanating from the M1 which 
will be exacerbated by the proposals for Site MU1. A report by The House of 
Commons Environmental Audit Select Committee states at Clause 51 that "The 
planning system should be used to ensure buildings such as houses, schools, 
hospitals and care  homes are not placed near major road intersections or 
other pollution hotspots." 

(iv) With a westerly prevailing wind, additional air and noise pollution would have 
serious implications for the existing settlements of Pogmoor, Gawber, 
Redbrook, Barugh  Green and Higham, together with adjacent schools, Barnsley 
Hospice and the nearby Barnsley District Hospital. All of this makes it difficult 
to see how any mitigation measures can be introduced to safeguard existing air 
quality. Nitrogen Dioxide exacerbates pre-existing conditions such as  Asthma, 
COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease) and Heart disease. Barnsley is 
already known to suffer disproportionately from these causes of disease. 

(v) Also specific to site MU1, flooding is dismissed as a design detail to be left to 
the developers and maintenance to eventual landowners.  There have been 
enough reports of developers, locally and nationally, failing to meet 
obligations, or trying to negotiate their way out of them, to suggest that this is 
a potentially serious long term problem for downstream communities, which 
already suffered flooding.  Such flooding occurs even though site MU1 is a large 
agricultural land “sink”.  The Council appears to think that paying lip service to 
SuDS regulations will make the  problem go away. 

 
Question 1.3 
 

(i) In terms of sustainability, the main interest in Barnsley of the Sheffield and 
Leeds  City Regions and, eventually, the devolved authority, is Barnsley’s central 
location vis-a-vis commuter housing. This was explicitly stated in Sheffield’s 



comments on the Draft Local Plan – a means of protecting Sheffield’s Green 
Belt! 

(ii) How would such a situation assist the council’s aims to reduce air pollution and 
distances travelled for employment?  Rush hour congestion is already 
extremely bad, as acknowledged by the Council.  How would adding thousands 
of extra journeys across and around the already congested hubs improve the 
situation? 

Question 1.5.4 

(i) The Local Plan proposal is claimed to have been based on a detailed Green Belt 
Review.  This has been shown to be flawed, designed to yield the result 
required to justify taking Green Belt land, specifically site MU1. The fact that 
the review was started well after the Council started developer and SCRIF 
negotiations is telling.  The scoring system that suggested site MU1 would be 
appropriate was clearly flawed.  The Council failed to address KIG's (and 
others') detailed criticisms, raised at the Draft Local Plan stage. There are no 
exceptional circumstances requiring Site MU1 to be removed from the Green 
Belt despite the justification document subsequently hurriedly produced by the 
council when challenged on this point. It is also interesting to note that the 
developer's first "Master Plan" for site MU1 was dated August 2013, a full 12 
months before the date of the Green Belt Review report.  

Question 1.12 
 

(i) It is noted in various parts of the LPPD 2016 that other external policies and 
incentives appear to be driving the agenda, including links into regional and 
national policies such as the Regional Growth Fund, the New Homes Bonus, 
Section 106  Agreements, Business Rate Retention and the Community 
Infrastructure Levy. The CIL should not be used by developers to seek to 
effectively engineer planning permissions in the Green Belt such as Site MU1 at 
the expense of sound long term planning policies.  

(ii) Like all the other phrases "aspirations", "estimated", " approximately", "with 
interventions", " ambitious", " target", " may be achievable" "forecast" used 
throughout the LPPD 2016 document , chasing these short term financial 
incentives is no basis for determining long term planning policies which affect 
the lives of people  for years to come and result in a legacy which existing 
resident stakeholders have to live with whilst those making such decisions and 
developers implementing those decisions, have moved on. 

(iii) It is also unclear how the Council has addressed the brownfield sites issue since 
repeated requests to the Council for details of a brownfield sites register have 
been  met without any clear success. 

Main Matter 1 - Legal Requirements 



Questions 1.8 and 1.9 
 

(i) There were many complaints about how the council had structured the Local 
Plan Consultation Draft 2014 (LPCD2014) and the Local Plan Publication Draft 
2016 (LPPD  2016) which by the nature and length of technical documents, 
including the complicated nature of the consultation portal, deterred many 
people from responding. In response to the complaints about the LPCD2014, 
the council revised the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) which in 
itself was then hurriedly put out to consultation. 

(ii) It is important in the context of a public consultation exercise, that the 
consultation documents should be clear and understandable, to enable the 
general public make an intelligent response in respect of matters on which 
their views are sought. It follows therefore, that the documents should not be 
unduly complex or lengthy. 

(iii) It is clear that the Council has a plan to develop site MU1 to justify the "Road to 
Nowhere" and has been working on this actively with developers since no later 
than 2013.  Minutes of meetings obtained through a Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) request show a continuation of this process, at great expense to the 
taxpayer, all on the assumption that the Local Plan process will be accepted as 
sound. There has been no earlier direct consultation by the Council with the 
community affected by this proposal. 

Question 1.11 
 

(i) There are other conflicting policies in the LPPD 2016 without clear mitigation 
measures which test the soundness of the LPPD 2016, particularly Policy AQ1 
Development in Air Quality Management Areas and the conflict of this policy 
with  the proposals for Site MU1 

(ii) There are other clear examples where mitigation measures appear to be an 
"after the event" matter for developers to consider.  For example, a council 
report on a recent outline planning application for the existing Capitol Park site 
adjacent to J37 of the M1 said that:- 

 

Various scenarios have been tested for 2021 and 2026 am and pm peak times, 
namely traffic growth and committed development and then again with the 
proposed development added. Whilst the "Pinch Point" scheme has addressed 
some of the congestion on the gyratory, there are still some issues on Dodworth 
Road from J37 towards Barnsley at peak times. It is also a declared Air Quality 
Management Area (AQMA). 

The modelling demonstrates that just with growth the network becomes 
progressively more congested in both the am and pm peaks in 2021 and 2026. 



However, it is noted at present that the network is so congested at peak times 
that traffic cannot get onto the network. CSP New Development and Highway 
Improvement states "New development will expected to be designed and built 
to provide, secure and convenient access for all road users". 

If a development is not suitably served by the existing highway, or would create 
or add to highway safety problems or the efficiency of the highway for all road 
users, the Council expect developers to take appropriate mitigating action or 
make a financial contribution to make sure the necessary improvements go 
ahead. 

It should be noted that this former greenbelt site has lain undeveloped for 
more than 10 years.  It appears to be too much of a co-incidence that it is being 
heavily promoted at the present time. 

In other instances developers may seek to negotiate changes to existing 
conditions following planning approval (see also Question 1.2(v) above) 

See also Question 1.2 (ii) (iii), (iv), and (v) above. 

Question 1.12 
 

(i) To justify allocation of the land on site MU1, housing and employment 
numbers have been inflated to unsupportable levels, both historically and 
logically, taking into account Barnsley's lack of a unique selling point. 

(ii) In housing terms, taking Green Belt land is justified by the Council on the basis 
of demand for sites “attractive to the market”, yet sites already available for 
properties of that kind, to the west of the town centre, are being developed 
very slowly due to  lack of interest. Why aren't they being snapped up? 

(iii) In employment, the recent Regional Economic Intelligence Unit (REIU) report 
made it clear that the job numbers proposed is unsustainable. The report 
concluded by saying:- 

“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.”  

How can this be an "objectively assessed need".  

A similar conclusion was  reached in a study by Sheffield Hallam University. 
 Supporting this is evidence of longstanding availability of over 2million sqm of 
large  sites around Barnsley.  There has been a flurry of activity in recent 
months, with large sites let but only to speculative development, the short 
term net effect until recently being large empty sheds with “To Let” signs at 
what are claimed to be prime locations. Even these sites only appear 
“attractive to the market” thanks to taxpayer subsidies and special offers. The 



suggestion in the devolution proposal that the new authority should use the 
income from commercial sites seems to be a poor deal if this sort of incentive 
(some benefits lasting five years) has to be offered. 

(iv) The Council's claims of demand for sites and for access to Barnsley are belied 
by the financial incentives they appear to have had to offer to potential 
developers of the "sheds on roundabouts" and the need to finance the 
£120million town centre  development through additional prudential 
borrowing reflects the lack of interest by the private sector in funding the 
scheme, with the resultant risk transfer to the council.  

Question 1.16 
 

(i) It is noted that a list of minor modification proposals is shown in Document 
SD30. Other than what is said in the narrative of the document for MM11, 
MM12, MM14 and MM50, the reasons are unclear. In particular the long term 
implications of modifications MM14 and MM50 are of concern without further 
clarification. 

(ii) The LPPD 2016 does not address any of the modifications sought by KIG in 
order to make it legally compliant or sound. These were:- 

(i) Re-examine the SHELAA report and consider alternative scenarios for 
housing and  employment land availability which do not remove land 
from the Green Belt 

(ii) Withdraw the existing Green Belt Review paper and the Supplement to 
Stage 3 Green Belt Review paper. 

(iii) Produce a report on a full review of the Green Belt which is not limited to 
a small select number of sites, as is the case at present. 

(iv) Withdraw Site MUI from the Local Plan Publication Draft 2016. 

03/05/17  

 



Keep In Touch Meeting – J37 
30th March 2017 

Without Prejudice 
Notes  

Present  
David Shepherd  Neil Terrett       
Rachael Allington  David Kemp 
Tim Hartley   Sarah Cartwright  
Richard Burnham Paul Clifford  
Lynsey Law  
 

  To Action 

1 Apologies  
 
Apologies were received from Mike Heydecke, Paul Bedwell, Jim Wren and Sarah 
Whittaker. 
 

 

2 Local Plan update  

 Plan submitted December 2016 

 Planning Inspector, Sarah Housden appointed 

 First stage hearings set for May 2017 

 Second stage hearing set for July 2017 

 Adoption expected within the financial year 2017/18 
 
David stressed the need for developer representatives to prioritise regularly 
attending the Keep In Touch and Technical Meetings to allow for discussions to 
progress in line with the Local Plan timescales. 
 
Neil confirmed that Strata will have their PR team in place w/c 3rd April to begin 
preparing a communications strategy.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3 Developer update  

 The position of the main road through the site has been moved to allow 
for flatter levels and two roundabouts into residential areas.  The cut and 
fill for housing areas would require a top up of earth which should be 
provided from the employment areas dependent upon the results of the 
surveys being carries out. 

 David Kemp to reissue updated masterplan, timescales and proposed 
phases ahead of the Examination in Public which will require more detail 
from Spawforths. 

 Land agreements – Butterfields at legals, Cawthorne land owners 
agreement expected to be complete within 6-8 weeks. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 Primary school position  

 Housing delivery rates required from Spawforths to highlight timescale for 
when the school will be needed and at what point the school site will be 
accessible from the new through road.  In the interim, it was agreed that 
Tim will discuss with Barbara the possibility of accessing the school site 
from an existing road as a temporary measure. 

 
 
 
 
 
TH/BW  
 



 

5 SCRIF Programme  

 SCRIF 1A approval was based upon previous documents supplied, updated 
versions required to form the basis of the 1B bid.  It was agreed that as 
there is a need to identify resources required to draft the 1B submission,  

 1B to be prepared in parallel to the Local Plan adoption timescale with the 
caveat that the application is Local Plan compliant. 

 Paul to discuss proposed timescales for the 1B submission with SCR. 
 

 
 
ALL 
 
 
 
PC 

6 LCRIIF  
J37 infrastructure project submitted to LCRIIF, no further details received to date 
regarding timescales or framework to be used. 
 

 

7 Any Other Business  
 
David Kemp 
The Planning Application will be for all the groundworks (Housing & Employment 
areas), the highway and the delivery of the serviced platform for the employment 
area as well as approx. 500 housing units. 
Spawforths to work alongside Harris to develop the application for the 
employment sites and Strata for the development of the housing sites. 
 
CIL process currently on hold awaiting clarity on the Local Infrastructure Tariff. 
 
Rachael  
Private sector investment figures required for the site, to be submitted to SCR by 
Friday 7th April.  Neil to provide details. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NT 

8 Date and Time of next meeting  
 
Monday 24th July at 3.30pm Westgate Plaza One Level 4 Room 2. 

 

 


