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1. Introduction 
1.1. This is a Hearing Statement prepared by Spawforths on behalf of Taylor Wimpey in respect 

of: 

• Matter 3: Overall Housing Need  
 

1.2. Taylor Wimpey has significant land interests in the area and has made representations to 

earlier stages of the Local Plan process. 

1.3. The Inspector’s Issues and Questions are included in bold for ease of reference. The 

following responses should be read in conjunction with Taylor Wimpey’s comments upon 

the submission version of the Kirklees Local Plan, dated December 2016.   

1.4. Taylor Wimpey has also expressed a desire to attend and participate in Matter 3 of the 

Examination in Public. 
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2. Matter 3 – Overall Housing Need 

Issue – Is the identified objectively assessed need of 31,140 

dwellings soundly based and supported by robust and credible 

evidence? 

2.1. Taylor Wimpey objects to the housing strategy and approach to delivering the objectively 

assessed need. 

2.2. Taylor Wimpey objects to Section 8.1 the Housing Strategy and level of housing provision 

in the Plan period.  Taylor Wimpey does not consider that the approach the Council are 

seeking to adopt will deliver the housing requirement and are concerned that this will cause 

ramifications for the aspirations for housing and economic growth in the District. 

a)  Does the identified Kirklees Housing Market Area provide a 
robust and appropriate basis for assessing housing needs?  

 

2.3. Taylor Wimpey has no particular comments on this issue.  The approach adopted is similar 

to other surrounding authorities.  Nevertheless, the Kirklees Housing Market Area has a 

functional relationship with the wider Leeds City Region.  This is alluded to in Paragraph 4.3 

of the Housing Technical Paper (SD23), which states that the housing market area overlaps 

with Barnsley, Leeds and Wakefield.   

b)  Do the demographic based projections in the Council’s 
Strategic Market Housing Assessment (SHMA) (2016) 
(SD18) provide a suitable starting point for establishing 
objectively assessed housing need (OAHN)?  

 

2.4. Taylor Wimpey has no specific comment in relation to this issue. 
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c)  Is the applied jobs growth uplift rate (based on projected 
growth of 23,000 jobs over the Plan period) soundly based 
and justified? In particular:  

• Are the economic assumptions underpinning this forecast, 
namely a 75% employment rate and 4.5% unemployment 
rate, achievable by 2031?  

• Why was the jobs growth SENS1 scenario used instead of 
the CORE scenario? How does this fit with the aim in the 
Plan and the Council’s Economic Strategy (LE6) of achieving 
a 75% employment rate over the Plan period?  
[There is some overlap between Matter 3 and Matter 6 on economic matters. This 
question is included in this section in order to allow discussion on the link between housing 
and jobs]  

 

2.5. The proposed housing requirement is based upon the Jobs-led (July 2016) - SENS 1 scenario, 

which is at the lowest end of the economic growth aspirations.  However, Taylor Wimpey 

has some concerns with this scenario and the assumptions used in relation to economic 

activity rates, unemployment and overall economic growth. 

2.6. Given the economic growth aspirations for Kirklees and the Sub-Region, Taylor Wimpey is 

concerned that the lowest job-led scenario is preferred and wonders whether there is a 

mismatch and internal inconsistency within the Plan.  The effect of the ‘SENS1’ scenario is to 

reduce housing need from 1,999 to 1,730dpa. This is a significant reduction in need and in 

our opinion is not considered realistic.  It is concerning that the Plan is basing housing 

provision on lower job creation assumptions.  Taylor Wimpey suggests that this 

assumption be reviewed.  Such an approach would be similar to the Inspector’s initial 

findings into the Barnsley Local Plan (Appendix 1) which concludes there is a mismatch 

between the economic strategy and the OAN and concludes that further work needs to be 

undertaken “to assess the implications of a higher OAHN which aligns with the plan’s 

economic strategy in order to ensure that the housing requirement figure is soundly based” 

and that “it may be necessary to identify additional housing sites” (para 19). 
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d)  Are the headship rates applied in the SHMA justified and 
based on robust evidence?  

 

2.7. Analysis of the modelling undertaken by Edge Analytics shows that three different headship 

rates were utilised.  These headship rates are those within the 2008 based sub-national 

household projections (2008 SNHP), the 2012 SNHP and the 2014 SNHP.  The 2016 SHMA 

states in paragraph 6.40 that the 2014 SNHP is used to derive the Objectively Assessed 

Need for housing in Kirklees.  Taylor Wimpey supports the utilisation of the 2014 SNHP as 

a starting point, however the 2014 SNHP are driven by three key elements; natural change 

(births and deaths), migration (international and national) and headship rates.  Whilst the 

study takes account of natural change and the potential changing patterns of migration there 

is no consideration of whether the headship rates within the 2014 SNHP should be 

modified. 

2.8. The issue of headship rates is critical.  For example, the 25 to 44 year old age group has the 

highest propensity to form households and take-up jobs.  However, this group  was 

particularly hard-hit by the recession and as such the household representation rates are 

likely to have been significantly depressed.  A significant rise in this age group to take-up the 

new jobs provided within Kirklees will inevitably lead to higher rates of household formation 

than has been projected within the 2014 SNHP.  Taylor Wimpey considers that an increase 

in headship rates should be included for this group, to reverse the negative trend.  

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the Government is actively trying to boost home 

ownership, particularly amongst younger age groups through initiatives such as ‘Help to Buy’ 

and ‘Starter Homes’.  The PPG highlights that the household projections do not take 

account of such policy interventions by Government (PPG ID 2a-015). 

2.9. Such an approach is supported by the 2015 Planning Advisory Service Guidance which 

suggests that alternative scenarios should be tested.  Furthermore, the recent Local Plan 

Expert Group (LPEG report) in its recommendations to Government identifies that 

consideration should be given to amending the headship rate for 25 to 44 year olds. 

2.10. Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the 2008 and 2012 SNHP headship rates are only 

modelled for comparative purposes.  There is no discussion upon whether a full or partial 

catch-up to previous rates should be considered or any justification for the 2014 SNHP 
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headship rates being adopted as the most appropriate for Kirklees.  Taylor Wimpey 

recommends that sensitivity analysis should be undertaken similar to other studies in other 

authorities. 

2.11. Taylor Wimpey therefore recommends further analysis into headship rates and 

consideration be given to increasing the household formation rates across all age 

cohorts but particularly the 25 to 44 age group. 

e)  Does the assessment of OAHN in the SHMA take sufficient 
account of i) market signals, and ii) backlog in delivery, in 
line with advice in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)?  

 

2.12. The 2016 SHMA considers house prices, rents, affordability, rates of development and 

overcrowding.  According to the PPG a worsening trend in any indicator requires an upward 

adjustment to planned housing numbers compared to ones based solely on household 

projections (paragraph 2a-020).  However, Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the 2016 

SHMA only provides a very cursory consideration of land prices (paragraph 5.6) and then 

concludes in paragraph 5.16 that in terms of market signals that Kirklees is a relatively stable 

market and that no uplift to the OAN is required.   However, Taylor Wimpey questions this 

conclusion.  In our view the exceptions to this are rate of development, rents, overcrowding 

and affordability. 

2.13. Taylor Wimpey considers the assessment of rates of development lacks a robust analysis. 

Development in Kirklees is lower than the national trend.  This must be considered in the 

context of a national housing crisis and the lack of delivery to meet needs nationally.   

Furthermore, Kirklees has persistently under delivered against the RSS target and has not 

been meeting its Objectively Assessed Need.  This position is a cause for concern. 

2.14. In terms of rents it is noted that they have risen considerably quicker than most comparator 

areas and the national average.  Similarly the CLG figures on the affordability of house prices 

indicate a worsening picture across Kirklees.  In 2015 the ratio of median house prices to 

median earnings stood at 5.64.  The Local Plan Expert Group report recommends in such 

circumstances that a 10 per cent uplift be applied. 
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2.15. Kirklees has significant issues with regards to overcrowding.  Overcrowding is above the 

national average of 3.1 per cent, standing at 4.8 per cent.  Finally the imbalance of affordable 

housing need stands at 1,049 dwellings. This represents nearly 61 per cent of the proposed 

housing target. This suggests a real need to address the issue. In such cases the PPG advises; 

2.16. ‘An increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it 

could help deliver the required number of affordable homes’. (ID 2a-029) 

2.17. Taylor Wimpey therefore recommends in light of the above market signals that 

an increase in the housing requirement be considered. Such an approach would 

reflect recent examinations of Eastleigh and Uttlesford and the LPEG guidance, 

which suggest a 10 per cent uplift may be appropriate. 

f)  Should the assessment of OAHN take account of 
Unattributable Population Change?  

 

2.18. Taylor Wimpey has no specific comment in relation to this issue. 

g)  Is there a need for any adjustments to OAHN in light of 
Brexit? 

 

2.19. Taylor Wimpey has no specific comment in relation to this issue. 

Summary and Proposed Change 

Taylor Wimpey is concerned as to whether the housing requirement sufficiently addresses 

the needs within Kirklees.   Taylor Wimpey’s concerns relate to the sensitivity test within 

the Jobs-led (July 2016) SENS1 scenario and lack of uplift to headship rates.  Taylor Wimpey 

therefore recommends that further analysis of the robustness of the sensitivity tests and 

changing headship rates are undertaken and more realistic assumptions applied.  

Furthermore, Taylor Wimpey is concerned that the economic growth scenario with the 

lowest level of housing is proposed.  Based upon the evidence provided by the Council it is 

anticipated that the actual level of need is likely to be nearer to the 1,999dpa identified in 
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the ‘Core’ Jobs-led (July 2016) scenario.  Taylor Wimpey therefore considers that the 

housing requirement should be increased. 
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Appendix 1: Barnsley Local Plan – 
Inspector’s Interim Findings 
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Barnsley Local Plan Examination 

Inspector - Mrs S Housden BA (Hons) BPl MRTPI 

Programme Officer – Mr Richard Gilbert 07713326295 
po@barnsley.gov.uk 

 

 
Ms P Tweed 
Planning Policy Group Leader 

Place Directorate 
Economic Regeneration Service 

Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council 
PO Box 634 
Barnsley 

South Yorkshire 
S70 9GG 

 
15 August 2017 
 

Dear Ms Tweed, 
 

Barnsley Local Plan – Interim Findings Following Stage 1 and 2 Hearings 
 
1. I am writing to indicate my initial findings on certain matters following the 

Stage 1 and 2 hearings and outline my assessment of three matters which 
were covered during the Stage 2 hearing sessions.  This letter refers to the 

Duty to Co-operate (DtC), the objective assessment of employment and 
housing needs, spatial strategy/settlement hierarchy, the approach to 
Safeguarded Land and Site RSV1.  

 
2. I have given full consideration to all the representations made on the plan 

including the contributions made at the Stage 1 and Stage 2 hearing 
sessions.  The detailed reasons for my conclusions on the following matters 
will be in my final report and these will not necessarily be my final 

conclusions on these matters as they may change depending on the 
evidence that is presented during the remainder of the Examination.  My 

report will also cover other matters that have arisen during the Examination 
but which are not dealt with in this letter.  

 

3. Whilst I am seeking a response from the Council on the options raised at 
the end of this letter, I am not inviting comments from the Council or 
anyone else on my interim views at this stage.  They are provided to 

identify the main matters where additional work may be required and main 
modifications may be needed to make the plan sound.  The letter does not 

cover every matter considered during Stage 1 and Stage 2 but provides a 
broad overview of the matters over which I have significant concern.   
 

4. Necessary follow up actions for the Council at this stage are identified in 
bold. 

 

Duty to Co-operate (DtC) and Legal Compliance 
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5. Firstly, I consider that from all I have read and heard that Council has met 

the statutory requirements arising from the DtC.  The reasoning for this 
conclusion will be set out in my final report on the Examination of the plan.  
At this point I have no specific concerns in respect of other aspects of the 

plan’s legal compliance but cannot reach a final conclusion on this matter 
until the Examination is complete.  

 
Objectively assessed need for employment and housing 
 

6. The economic strategies adopted by the Council including the Jobs and 
Business Plan (EB31) seek to achieve significant economic growth.  The 

Borough does not have enough jobs to support the working age population 
and this is well documented by statistics provided to the Examination on 
job densities and levels of out and in-commuting.   

 
7. Economic growth in the Borough will also contribute to the Strategic 

Economic Plans of the Sheffield and Leeds City Regions (SCR and LCR).  
Within Barnsley, M1 Junction 36 and the Dearne Valley and M1 Junction 37 
and Barnsley Town Centre are identified as Priority Growth Areas in the 

SCR Strategic Economic Plan (SEP).  Infrastructure funding from the 
Sheffield City Region Investment Fund (SCRIF) has been identified to 

support employment and housing development.  However, there is no 
indication of how the 70,000 net additional jobs sought through the SCR 
SEP will be distributed between the constituent city region authorities.  

 
8. The plan seeks to deliver approximately 33,000 new jobs to 2033 (27,778 

on a Full Time Equivalent basis or 1462 jobs per year).  This includes a 
‘baseline’ figure of 12,555 jobs based on Regional Econometric Modelling 
(REM) and 17,558 ‘additional’ jobs to be secured through Council and 

partner interventions with the balance accounted for by REM assumptions 
for additionality.   

 
9. The broad assumptions set out in the Employment Land Review (ELR) 

(EB31) which have been used to calculate the associated employment land 

requirement of 307.1 hectares in Policy E21 appear to me to be robustly 
based and justified by the evidence.   

 

10. The Council’s growth strategy and preferred ‘jobs-led policy on’ scenario 
are fundamental drivers for the plan and for the assessment of housing 

need.  The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) advises that plan makers 
should make an assessment of future jobs growth and indicates that if 
future labour supply is less than the projected job growth this could ‘result 

in unsustainable commuting… or reduce the resilience of local businesses’.   
 

11. The submitted plan was informed by the 2014 Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) (EB45) and following submission additional evidence 
was provided in the Demographic Update (2017) (EB56) and 2017 SHMA 

                                       
1 As proposed to be modified by MM11  
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update (the 2014 and 2017 documents are hereafter referred to as ‘the 
SHMA’).   

 
12. As recommended in the PPG, the SHMA explores a number of alternative 

population projections based on migration over 5 and 10 year historical 
periods and alternative assumptions that examine an improvement in the 
headship rates of younger age groups.  It also assesses the dwelling 

requirement over the plan period based on three jobs-led scenarios with 
sensitivity testing of different commuting, economic activity and 

unemployment rates.     
 

13. Local Plans should meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 

affordable housing in their Housing Market Area (HMA), as far as is 
consistent with other policies set out in the NPPF.  This requires an initial 
assessment of ‘need’ based on demographic change over the plan period, 

starting with the latest household projections from the Department for 
Communities and Local Government (DCLG).  The achievement of economic 

potential also needs to be considered.  
 

14. The SHMA concludes that the OAHN lies within a range from 967 (the 

demographic starting point) to 1389 (the ‘jobs-led policy on’ projection 
having regard to planned jobs growth).  The upper figure would support the 

planned growth of 1462 jobs per annum but incorporates adjustments to 
reflect assumptions made about reductions in out-commuting and 
unemployment and increased economic activity rates.  Without those 

assumptions, the OAHN would be 1910 dwellings per year to meet 
projected jobs growth, a figure which is supported in some representations.   

 
15. Within that range, a precise figure of OAHN has not been identified or 

adopted by the Council.  Notwithstanding the additional evidence submitted 

to the Examination, it remains unclear how many jobs would be supported 
by the plan’s housing requirement figure of 1100 per year (20,900 over the 

plan period) and how this relates to the economic aspirations as set out in 
the Jobs and Business Plan (EB31).   

 

16. Based on the findings of the SHMA and the jobs target set out in the plan, 
my view is that the OAHN is a minimum of 1389 dwellings.  Whilst the 

relationship between economic growth and new housing is complex, 
undersupplying the number of new houses required for employees would 

mean that the economic strategy would not be delivered without increasing 
rates of commuting into the Borough.  Whilst accepting that some of the 
jobs created would provide employment for residents in neighbouring 

Districts, one of the economic objectives is to increase self-containment 
and the proportion of residents living and working in the Borough.   

 
17. During the hearing sessions, the Council re-iterated the factors set out in 

the Housing Background Paper (BP3) which have informed the overall 

housing requirement.  As expressed in my Initial Issues letter (ID001), 
whilst there are likely to be relevant policy and deliverability considerations 

informing the housing requirement figure including Green Belt matters, 
these should not be applied to assessments of housing need.   
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18. Throughout the plan preparation process the OAHN and housing 
requirement have been based on the 1100 figure.  The sustainability 

implications of higher levels of housing growth have not been assessed 
through the Sustainability Appraisal.  Accordingly, it is not possible to be 

certain that there are environmental or other constraints to meeting the 
OAHN in full.  This leads me to conclude that the approach to the OAHN and 
the housing requirement are not fully justified or consistent with national 

policy.   
 

19. Further work needs to be undertaken to assess the implications of a higher 

OAHN which aligns with the plan’s economic strategy in order to ensure 
that the housing requirement figure is soundly based.  Depending on the 

outcome of this work, it may be necessary to identify additional housing 
sites.  Alternatively, it may be necessary to review the Council’s economic 
strategy to ensure alignment with the plan’s strategy for housing.  

 

20. This is a fundamental concern in relation to the soundness of the plan and 
may affect the future progress of the Examination.  I have outlined the 

options that the Council may wish to consider at the end of this letter.  The 
additional observations on the Main Matters below are made for 

completeness together with an indication of modifications which may be 
necessary to address other soundness issues.  

 

 
Policy LG2, Spatial Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy 

 
21. The overall spatial strategy is set out in Policy LG2 and supported by the 

settlement hierarchy and gives priority to new development in Urban 

Barnsley and the five Principal Towns as the most sustainable locations in 
the Borough.  Whilst there have been some changes to the distribution of 

employment land, it broadly reflects the spatial strategy in the Core 
Strategy which was adopted in 2011.   

 

22. The settlement pattern within the Borough, the location of rail and road 
networks, public transport and environmental constraints all limit the 

reasonable alternative strategies.  The Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal 
(SD4) tested reasonable alternatives for the spatial strategy and 
distribution of development as set out in Policy LG2 against the 

sustainability objectives.  The spatial strategy appropriately identifies Urban 
Barnsley and the Principal Towns as the focus for development.  This is 

justified based on the assessment of alternatives within the SA and having 
regard to the need to promote sustainable patterns of development in 
accordance with the principles set out in the NPPF.  

 
23. However, I am concerned that the approach to the 34 villages listed in the 

settlement hierarchy lacks clarity, is not sufficiently justified by the 
evidence and contributes to an approach to safeguarded land which is 
inconsistent with the NPPF.   

 
24. The plan does not identify sites for new housing within the villages and 

directs the majority of new development to Urban Barnsley and the 
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Principal Towns.  Policy LG2 allows for development in villages if consistent 
with Green Belt policy and necessary for the viability of the settlement and 

to meet local needs.  Policy H2 indicates a zero figure for housing 
development in ‘other’ locations which includes the villages. 

 
25. The Council’s position as expressed at the hearing sessions is that the 

plan’s approach does not represent a ‘moratorium’ on development in the 

villages as sites could come forward through the application of Green Belt 
policy as set out in paragraph 89 of the NPPF and Policy LG2, through 

Neighbourhood Plans and as an ‘exception’ site to meet community needs 
in accordance with Policy H8 and the NPPF.  I was also referred to housing 
developments which have been allowed on appeal and approved on the 

edge of villages including at Huthwaite (Appeal Ref 3134783) and 
Hoylandswaine (Application Ref 2014/0754).   

 
26. However, the evidence on which the sustainability of the villages has been 

assessed dates from 2007 and at the hearing sessions the Council accepted 

that a selective update of the Settlement Assessment (EB27 & EB28) could 
be provided, informed by more up to date evidence documents within the 

evidence base.  That work has been included within the list of follow up 
tasks from Stage 2.  

 
27. The plan has been prepared in the context of the NPPF which advises that 

housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of 

rural communities.  Within this context it is surprising that the plan’s 
approach to villages appears more restrictive than the adopted Core 

Strategy.  The zero figure for ‘other locations’ in Policy H2 compares with 
the provision made in Policy CSP10 of the Core Strategy for 1000 homes in 
‘other locations’ which included the villages (notwithstanding that 

approximately 500 of these were existing commitments). 
 

28. Based on what I have read and heard to date, my view is that if the plan is 
to be found sound it should have a more positive approach to the future of 
the Borough’s villages.  Pending the Council’s substantive response to this 

letter, Stage 3 of the Examination will address the supply and deliverability 
of housing sites.  Should any additional sites be found to be required as a 

result of these discussions this may inform the Council’s decision about the 
most appropriate course of action to be taken to address the issue of 
soundness in relation to the villages in due course.  

 
29. However, notwithstanding any decision on the above point, addressing 

some of the issues on the spatial strategy that arose during Main Matter 5 
would help to support a more positive approach to the Borough’s rural 
communities within the context of the plan’s proposed spatial strategy. In 

particular: 
 

 The settlement hierarchy in Policy LG2 does not distinguish between 
villages which are ‘inset’ and those that are ‘washed over’ by the Green 
Belt.  As such, it is not clear whether there will be any difference in the 

application of Green Belt policy to ‘inset’ and ‘washed over’ villages as set 
out in Policies LG2 and GB8 of the plan.  A main modification would 

therefore be necessary to identify within the settlement hierarchy 
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table in paragraph 5.9 the villages that are ‘washed over’ by the 
Green Belt and those that are ‘inset’ together with further 

explanation of the implications in paragraphs 5.59 and 5.60.   
 

 Although a definition of ‘infill’ development is included within the glossary of 
the plan, it is not clear whether or how this relates to Policy LG2 nor how it 
would be applied within any of the locations in the settlement hierarchy, 

including the villages.  A main modification would therefore be 
necessary to provide further clarification of the approach to infill 

development within the Policy LG2 and the supporting text.  
 

 A main modification would be necessary to define the terms ‘larger 

villages’ and ‘small hamlets’ (para 5.59) within the glossary and the 

supporting text.  

 

 As discussed at the hearing sessions, Policy LG2 also appears to be more 
restrictive of development in villages compared with CSP8 in the Core 
Strategy due to the phrase ‘and is necessary’ within the final sentence of 

the policy.  A main modification would therefore be necessary to 
replace ‘and’ with ‘or’.   

 

 Further clarity on what is meant by ‘the viability of the settlement’ should 
be provided by incorporating the text in the third bullet of paragraph 5.4 

into the supporting text to Policy LG2 and a main modification would be 
necessary. 

 

 A main modification would be necessary to show the villages on the 
key diagram.  

 
30. The Council’s response to the Matters, Issues and Questions MM5 question 

5.10 indicates that further modifications to Policies LG2 and H8 may be 

necessary.  This may be addressed by responding to the above points but if 
there are any additional matters which you consider would not be covered 

please inform me via the Programme Officer. 
 

Safeguarded Land 
 
31. Policy GB6 of the plan reflects paragraph 85 of the NPPF that the 

permanent development of safeguarded land will only be permitted 
following the adoption of a replacement Local Plan which proposes its 

development.  However, the supporting text to the policy outlines that 
safeguarded land may be released in ‘exceptional circumstances’ which may 
include a lack of five-year land supply or to meet a local need.  This creates 

considerable uncertainty about the function of safeguarded land and its role 
in maintaining the boundary of the Green Belt in the long term.  

 
32. The Council has proposed a main modification to the supporting text to 

replace the reference to ‘exceptional circumstances’ with ‘special 

circumstances’ in recognition that exceptional circumstances in the NPPF 
relate to changes to the Green Belt boundary.  However, there are no 
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‘special circumstances’ relating to the release of safeguarded land in the 
NPPF which makes clear that safeguarded land should only be allocated for 

development through a review of the plan.  The approach even as proposed 
to be modified appears to be inconsistent with national policy and risks 

undermining a plan-led approach to development.  
 

33. The unplanned development of safeguarded land also creates a risk that 

the Council would have to rely on further Green Belt boundary changes to 
meet objectively assessed need for employment and housing development 
in future plan reviews.   

 
34. I recognise that recent proposals on safeguarded land have taken place 

within the context of a shortfall in the five-year supply of housing land.  
Whilst the plan should have regard to its practical implications for the 
planning application process, the policies should not be predicated on there 

being any future shortfall in housing land supply.   
 

35. The modifications discussed at the Stage 2 hearing sessions would not 
make the supporting text to Policy GB6 sound.  Consequently, a main 
modification with replacement wording for the supporting text to 

Policy GB6 would be necessary which reflects national Green Belt 
policy.  

 
 
Site RSV1 

 
36. The site forms part of DE6 General Area which was found to be strongly 

fulfilling Green Belt purposes in the Green Belt review (EB103 & EB104) in 
particular in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  Part of the 
general area in proximity to Bolton upon Dearne and the Aldi Distribution 

Centre has been identified for employment as Site D1 (73 hectares) with 
the remainder identified as a reserve site RSV1 (98 hectares).  Site RSV1 

does not form part of the employment land requirement of 307.1 hectares 
in Policy E22.   
 

37. The justification for setting aside the findings of the Green Belt review and 
identifying both D1 and RSV1 for employment uses includes their location 

within the eastern part of the Borough where economic indicators support 
the need for jobs growth and the lack of suitable sites identified through 

the GB review and site selection methodology.  The sites are also within the 
Priority Growth Area in the SCR LEP. 
 

38. In addition, the Council and representors refer to the need for large readily 

developable sites with good road links meeting the requirements of large 
logistics operators.  General reviews of market conditions and site 

availability commissioned by both the Council3 and site promoters4 indicate 

                                       
2 As proposed to be modified by MM11 
3 Industrial/Logistics Market Review Supply & Demand Report Commercial Property 

Partners (EB35) 
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that within the SCR there is a limited supply of sites of sufficient size to 
accommodate this type of operation and that developed together, sites D1 

and RSV1 would be of national importance for this sector.   
 

39. The Council’s position as expressed at the hearing sessions is that the 
identification of site RSV1 as safeguarded land would not enable a large 
footplate use to be accommodated should one come forward within the plan 

period.  This is somewhat inconsistent with the general view on 
safeguarded land expressed in relation to Policy GB6.  The site does not 

form part of the employment land requirement and the Green Belt review 
identifies an important role for the site in fulfilling Green Belt purposes.  In 
the absence of any further evidence to demonstrate that the exceptional 

circumstances exist to delete the site from the Green Belt the identification 
of the site as a reserve site is not soundly based.  

 
Next steps 

 

40. In the light of my findings there are a number of options for the Council to 
consider for the future progress of the Examination: 

 
1. Continue the Examination on the basis of the current evidence and 

approach.  However, it is likely that I would probably conclude that the 
submitted plan is unsound due to the lack of clarity in the OAHN figure and 
the lack of alignment with the economic strategy, the approach to villages, 

safeguarded land and Site RSV1.   
 

2. Suspend the Examination so that the necessary additional work to align the 
strategies for employment and housing can be completed and considered 
before proceeding with the remainder of the Examination together with 

addressing the other matters identified.  It would be necessary for the 
Council to prepare a programme and time estimates for the work to be 

carried out and to enable participants from previous hearing sessions to 
consider the outcome of this work.  Depending on the outcome of this 
work, it may be necessary to identify additional housing sites.  This would 

have implications for the Examination timetable as it is likely that a further 
round of hearing sessions would be necessary.  

 

3. Proceed to the Stage 3 hearing sessions having informed participants of 
these interim views.  However, it would be necessary to receive an initial 

indication from the Council that it is prepared to undertake the additional 
work as identified under option 2.  Any further matters arising from Stage 3 
(for example site deliverability) could then be addressed alongside the 

matters identified in this letter.   
 

4. Withdraw the plan and resubmit it for Examination when all the necessary 
supporting evidence and consultation has been completed.   
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41. In terms of practical arrangements, the Stage 3 MIQs were to be published 
on the Examination web site during the week commencing 21 August 2017.  

However, this could be delayed until the following week whilst maintaining 
a reasonable time for responses.  I realise that the Council will need some 

time to consider the contents of this letter but if this is likely to be beyond 
the week commencing 28 August it is likely to be necessary to postpone the 
first week of the Stage 3 hearing sessions and I would be grateful for an 

early indication.  
 

42. I realise that this is not the position in which the Council would wish to be 
and that the Council’s aim is to adopt the Barnsley Local Plan as soon as 
possible.  In this context, I will do all I can to move the Examination 

process forward.  However, this is without prejudice to my final conclusions 
on soundness. 

 

43. Please let me know via Mr Gilbert if there are any questions in the 
meantime.  

 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

Sarah Housden 
 
INSPECTOR 
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