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PREAMBLE 

The proposed BMBC Local Plan (BLP) includes the wanton destruction of Greenbelt around Barnsley 

and in particular my comments concern the proposals for site MU1. 

Whilst this submission is a personal document, I am also attempting to convey the concerns of many 

friends and neighbours who reside in the vicinity of Site MU1, most of whom are distraught with the 

potential effects of BMBC’s proposed developments for the area. 

Most, if not all, of these residents are “lay people” who are totally baffled by the Barnsley Local Plan 

and cannot hope to understand the complexities, background documents and procedures involved. 

The “Public Consultations” have been meaningless with no attempt by BMBC to explain the 

complexities of the plan, nor offer any alternative proposals for consideration, as required by law. 

BMBC have failed to comply with the Gunning Principles. 

Many residents have, in effect, been excluded from meaningful consultations due to their lack of 

computer expertise – necessary to attempt to navigate all the documentation associated with the 

Barnsley Local Plan 

The discreet and traditionally rural villages of Higham and Barugh Green have surreptitiously been 

included in “Urban Barnsley”, as a means of (incorrectly) devaluing the Greenbelt at Site MU1 which 

has been cherished for years as a vital asset to the wellbeing of local communities surrounding the 

area, and Barnsley in general. 

 

The proposals contravene Government Greenbelt directives as set out in the NPPF March 2012, 

ignore local residents’ concerns and are based on wholly speculative housing and commercial 

forecasts. 

 

The proposed “link road” from Higham to Claycliffe roundabout, through site MU1, is ill conceived 

and will significantly increase the already high traffic levels on Claycliffe, Barugh Green & 

Redbrook,  as well as compounding well documented problems at M1 Junction 37. 

It should be noted that none of the representatives of BMBC, developers and landowners present at 

Stage 1 of the Examination are residents of the local communities surrounding Site MU1. All of these 

agencies have their own agendas, largely based on profit, and there has been no attempt to develop 

alternative plans which would actually be beneficial to the area and its residents. 

 TO MAKE THE LOCAL PLAN SOUND, THE COMPLETE PROPOSALS FOR SITE MU1 

SHOULD BE REMOVED 

My comments below are in normal text relative to selected Stage 2 MIQ’s copied in italics 

MAIN MATTERS  

Main Matter 5 – Spatial Strategy, Settlement Hierarchy and the Location of Growth 

(Policies LG2, E2 and H2) 

 

Issue–Is the spatial strategy and overall distribution of development appropriate and justified by a 

robust and credible evidence base? 
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5.1 Were alternative options for the distribution of development considered during the plan’s   

      preparation and subject to SA and is it clear why alternatives were discounted? 

There were no alternative proposals presented to the public – therefore it is difficult to comment 

5.2 Will the spatial strategy and the location of growth set out in Policy LG2 promote the vitality of   

      the main urban areas in the Borough and support thriving rural communities to meet the core  

      planning principles in the NPPF?   

The DLP proposals will destroy the character of the villages & communities around Site MU1. 

The proposals will cause additional burden to the infrastructure to the west of Barnsley, in particular 

traffic and pollution levels will increase to intolerable levels, the increased demand on Barnsley 

Hospital and local GP facilities will be unsustainable. 

5.3 Has the plan maximised the use of previously developed land in the plan area and is this based on   

      a robust and up to date evidence base? 

NO – A Freedom of Information request revealed that BMBC has no Brownfield Register, therefore, 

by implication, has not considered developing on previously developed land. 

Furthermore, during the Stage 1 Hearing, a developer’s representative clearly stated that “developers 

have no interest in building on brownfield land due to additional construction costs and being in the 

wrong place to be commercially viable” – This is utter rubbish as there are several existing housing 

developments on Brownfield sites within Urban Barnsley which have quickly been fully occupied. 

5.4 Does the proposed settlement hierarchy reflect the role and function of different settlements and is  

       it justified by robust and up to date evidence. 

      Are there any changes compared with the Core Strategy (EB11) settlement hierarchy?  

The proposals will destroy the character of the villages & communities around Site MU1and generate 

chronic traffic volumes and pollution levels in the area. 

5.5 Should all settlements in Urban Barnsley be named within the settlement hierarchy and Policy  

      LG2? Is the modification proposed in MM5 (SD30) necessary to ensure that the settlement  

      hierarchy is soundly based? 

It is notable that the historical village of Higham, Barugh Green, Barugh, Redbrook, Gawber & 

Pogmoor are excluded from Para: 5.9 of the DLP 

 

5.6 Does Policy LG2 properly reflect the role and function of the relevant settlements? Should  

      Hoyland have a different role within Policy LG 2 as a strategic growth area? 

The proposals will destroy the character of the villages & communities around Site MU1.  

The proposals are NOT consistent with Government Green Belt policy and do not meet local needs 

nor add to the viability of settlements around Site MU1 

5.8 Does Policy LG2 set out an appropriate approach to future development in villages and is it 

       positively prepared, justified by the evidence and consistent with the advice in the NPPF in this 

       regard? 

Policy LG2 states: “Development will be allowed in villages if it is consistent with Green Belt policy 

and is necessary for the viability of the settlement and to meet local needs.” 

The Barnsley Local Plan proposals are NOT consistent with Government Green Belt Policy 

Para. 18.2 of the Local Plan excludes building on Green Belt land except for discreet purposes – The 

proposals for Site MU1 contradict BMBC’s own policies as stated within the Draft Local Plan 
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5.10 Does Policy LG2 make clear what approach will be taken to development outside the locations  

         identified in the policy? 

I am unable to find any reference of consideration of development on locations outside those 

identified in the Draft Local Plan – no attempt to develop Brownfield sites 

 

Main Matter 6 – Is the plan’s approach to the Green Belt soundly based and consistent with national 

policy (Policies GB1 & GB6)? 

Context – Currently 77% of the area of the Borough is within the Green Belt. The plan’s proposals 

would result in the removal of 760 hectares (net) of land from the Green Belt, so that 74.6% of the 

Borough would be within the Green Belt.  

A Green Belt Review (EB103 & EB104) has been undertaken as part of the evidence base.  

Issue – Do the exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of land from the Green Belt? 

BMBC’s figure of 74.6% of the borough remaining in Green Belt is misleading, in an attempt to 

justify the removal of “urban” Green Belt. Large areas of the borough’s Green Belt lie in extreme 

rural areas and are considered impractical for development.  

The current “Urban” Green Belt is 33% of Urban Barnsley, removal of greenbelt, particularly Site 

MU1, will: -  

(a) Contravene Government Greenbelt policies 

(b) Create urban sprawl and destroy the communities of Higham, Barugh Green, Redbrook, Gawber  

      & Pogmoor.  

(b) Deny residents, to the West of Barnsley, valuable countryside used for leisure and destroy the  

      natural barrier protecting Barnsley from air and noise pollution emanating from the M1 motorway. 

(c) Destroy a natural habitat for a wide variety of wild life, including a multitude of bird species, bats  

      and rare butterflies. Site MU1 is also a wintering ground for migrating bird species. 

(d) BMBC’s Green Belt Review 2014 (Arup report) portrays Site MU1 (Site UB2 in the Green Belt  

      Review) as a relatively low score value of 12 / 25. 

      This score is totally subjective and inconsistent with score values for other areas of “Urban”  

      Barnsley. P19 to 22 of the report shows several inconsistencies in the authors’ subjective views  

      and subsequent scoring. 

 

6.1 What are the exceptional circumstances, as required by the NPPF paragraphs 79 – 86, that justify    

       the plan’s proposed revision of the boundaries of the Green Belt? Can the need for housing and  

       employment development be accommodated on deliverable sites without releasing land from the  

       Green Belt?  

There are NO exceptional circumstances to justify the removal of Site MU1 from Green Belt 

 

6.2 Has the capacity of areas within existing settlement boundaries been robustly assessed and what  

      evidence underpins this? 

      What evidence justifies the release of Green Belt land for housing and employment development?  

I am unable to understand the facts & figures contributing to this issue 

 

6.3 How does the distribution of Green Belt releases affect different settlements and different parts of  

       the plan area? I am unable to understand the facts & figures contributing to this issue 

 

6.5 Is the Green Belt Review based on a consistent, logical and clear methodology and is it clear how  

      general areas were scored in relation to their contribution to Green Belt purposes? 

      Is it clear how resultant parcels were identified and assessed? 

BMBC’s Green Belt Review 2014 (Arup report) portrays Site MU1 (Site UB2 in the Green Belt    

Review) as a relatively low score value of 12 / 25. 

This score is totally subjective and inconsistent with score values for other areas of “Urban” Barnsley. 

P19 to 22 of the report shows several inconsistencies in the authors’ subjective views and scoring. 
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6.7 Is the approach to amending Green Belt boundaries to release sites for development in the   

      following areas soundly based and is it consistent with the conclusions on their contribution to  

      Green Belt purposes in the Green Belt Review: 

Urban Barnsley (including Darton and Dodworth) 

Site MU1 clearly fulfils the 5 purposes of Green Belt as specified in Section 9 Para 80 NPFF 2012 

 

6.8 Is the approach to larger villages within the Green Belt Review consistent with the spatial strategy    

      and settlement hierarchy in Policy LG2? 

Policy LG2 states “Development will be allowed in villages if it is consistent with Green Belt policy 

and is necessary for the viability of the settlement and to meet local needs” 

The proposals for Site MU1 are contrary to Government policy and BMBC’s own declared policy for 

Green Belt. The proposals do not enhance the viability of local settlements nor meet local needs. 

 

Main Matter 7 – Does the plan set out an appropriate strategy for the movement of people and goods 

and is it based on robust and up to-date evidence (Policies T1, T2, T3, T4 & T5)? 

Context – The plan seeks to minimise the need to travel and reflect the priorities of the emerging 

Barnsley Transport Strategy for improvements to existing transport infrastructure and supporting 

sustainable modes of travel. 

 

7.1 How will the following strategic transport proposals /initiatives affect the plan area and are they    

      sufficiently detailed within the plan: 

 High Speed Rail HS2 eastern leg; 

New South Transpennine road and rail tunnel connections; 

Barnsley Rail Vision and long distance rail franchises. 

Issue – What effect will providing for 33,000 new jobs and 20,900 new homes have on the capacity 

and operation of the strategic road network within and outside Barnsley? 

HS2 & Transpennine Road projects are highly likely to shift the centre for job growth and housing 

requirements to the East of Barnsley, which suggests that 1700 houses on Site MU1 would be in the 

wrong place. 

 

7.2 What is the likely effect of the proposed scale and distribution of development on the existing  

      highway network and traffic levels, in particular? 

M1 J37, A628/A635 corridors; 

The proposals for Site MU1will add circa 3500 private car and an unknown number of commercial 

vehicle movements daily to the area. This, together with additional associated motorway travel will 

increase the pressure on M1 Junction 37 and the A628 / A635 corridors to unsustainable levels. 

 

7.3 What other specific improvements to the highway network are proposed or will be required?  

       How has this been assessed and is the evidence on traffic modelling up – to - date?  

The proposed Higham – Claycliffe link road is ill conceived and will cause chaos on the A625 and 

M1Junction 37. BMBC see this proposal as a means to prevent HGV’s from travelling through 

Higham – this problem was caused by the construction of the A628 Dodworth By-pass some years 

ago and the HGV problems in Higham were not foreseen by the planners. The “Higham –Claycliffe 

link road will simply transfer the HGV (and other traffic) problems from Higham to Claycliffe and 

surrounding areas. Hence BMBC will repeat the same error which caused Higham’s problems. 

 

7.4 Should the proposed Claycliffe Road Link (site MU1) be referenced in Policy T1? 

NO – The proposed Claycliffe link road will not contribute to the aims of Policy T1. On the contrary, 

it will undoubtedly cause unacceptably high traffic volumes, and associated pollution levels in and 

around Site MU1. 
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7.5 Have the necessary highway improvements been identified in the plan and the Infrastructure  

       Delivery Plan including timing/phasing where necessary?  

There are no proposals for improvements to existing “A, “B” and minor side roads around Site MU1 

to cater for the huge increase in traffic movement arising from the proposals. 

 

7.6 What is Highways England’s formal position on the plan? Have their soundness issues been 

addressed through the Joint Position Statement (BMBC018)? 

Highways England have only addressed major “A” Roads and the M1 in their assessments for the LP. 

They have not considered the requirements for “B” roads and minor roads. 

 

7.8 Will Policy T5 be effective in securing measures to improve air quality and reduce the impact of  

      road travel? How will this be monitored? 

The proposals for Site MU1will totally contradict the aspirations set out in Policy T5 

 

Main Matter 8 – Does the plan set out a positive and coherent strategy to safeguard and enhance the 

landscape, natural and historic environment in the plan area (Policies D1, HE1, GI1, GI2, GS1, LC1, 

CC1 & CC3)? 

The proposals for Site MU1contravene Policy D1, furthermore this site is by far the largest in the LP 

and yet has been omitted as an item in Policy D. 

The proposals also clearly contravene Policies GI1, GS1 and CC1 

Context – the plan includes a number of policies which seek to safeguard the distinctive character of 

the Borough and secure a healthy, safe and sustainable environment.  

 

Issue – Are the policies seeking to protect and enhance the Borough’s distinctive landscape character 

and built environment justified by robust evidence and will they be effective? 

 

8.1Does Policy D1 provide clear and robust guidance on the role of high quality design and are the   

      modifications proposed in MM69 (SD30) necessary to ensure that Policy D1is sound? 

NO – the Spawforths illustrative plans 2017 for Site MU1 contravene several elements of Policy D1 

 

8.5 Will the plan’s policies be effective in protecting and enhancing the landscape character of the   

      Borough as set out in the Landscape Character Assessment 7 (EB86 & EB87)?  Will Policy LC1   

      be effective in achieving this?  

      Is the modification proposed in MM105 (SD30) necessary to ensure that the policy is sound? 

NO – The proposals for Site MU1 will totally destroy the benefits brought to the area by the existing 

Green Belt. The pleasant rural character of the area will be lost forever. 

 

8.10 Should Policy GS1 be modified to refer to comply with the NPPF’s advice regarding the loss of  

         greenspace to development where replacement with equivalent or better provision can be   

         sought? Is a modification necessary to ensure that Policy GS1 is sound? Don’t know 

 

8.11 Will Policy CC1be effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, mitigating the effects of and 

adapting to climate change? Are the modifications proposed in MM110 (SD30) necessary to ensure 

that Policy CC1 is sound? 

NO – The 1700 houses, numerous factory units and the associated massive increase in traffic levels 

can only have a seriously adverse effect on emissions. 
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GENERAL COMMENT 
 

The LDP proposals for Site MU1represent a huge development comparable in area to that of a small 

town and certainly equates to the size of central Barnsley. 

The magnitude of the proposed development and its potential impact on the Western side of Barnsley 

ought to be sufficient to class the proposals as “a project affecting European sites”. 

As such, the proposals for Site MU1 ought to be evaluated against the appropriate section of The 

Habitat Regulations Assessment. 

 

 

Brian Heathcote  

4 St Johns Avenue 

Barugh Green 

Barnsley 

S75 1NX 

 

Date: 03.07.2017 


