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Our Ref: SW/SMIT01075/06140002 
 

 
Re: Planning Application 14/01079/OUT- Erection of a motorway service area 

 
 
As the Member of Parliament for Penistone & Stocksbridge, whose constituency 
covers the area to which this application applies, I would like to register my very 
strong objections to what is I believe a speculative commercial development located 
in the green belt and ancient woodland. 
 
My understanding of the application is that it is for the construction of a motorway 
service station, which would include a hotel, filling station, parking and a restaurant, 
along with major alterations to local roads, and the construction of internal roads to 
service the site. 
 
My objections fall within the following seven areas; 
 

1. Green belt  

The Sheffield Development Framework states that ‘the general extent and 
boundaries of existing approved Green Belt should be altered only exceptionally’. 
SCC policy also conforms to national policy in terms of managing development 
within the Green Belt.  The NPPF is clear in that major development in Green Belt is 
not appropriate, with only a very few specific exceptions. While para 90 of the NPPF 
note does state that one such exception might be “local transport infrastructure 
which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location”, the applicant’s 
attempts to justify the development on these grounds does not holds water. The 
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fact is that this is not a necessary piece of local transport infrastructure, it is a 
commercial development of a motorway accessible retail centre and as such, it is 
clear that there are no such provisions for such developments within Green Belt 
locations contained in NPPF documents. 
 

2. Needs Case 
 
The application states that there is a need for a service station on the motorway 
network at intervals of 28 miles and or 30 minutes apart with a provision of a 15 
minutes rest for every 2 hours of driving.  Using either of these measures, 
examination of the motorway network and the origins and destinations accessed via 
Junction 35 clearly show that it is not a natural break point to provide these services 
for the vast majority of journeys. Origins and destinations that are around 2 hours 
travel time away from the junction are well served by other service station locations 
nearby.  
 
 
The only longer gaps are arguably between Woolley Edge (north Barnsley), Blyth (on 
the A1) and Doncaster North (J5/M180).  However, even in this context Junction 35 
is not a natural break point, because traffic travelling south from Leeds or from 
Huddersfield is likely to exit the M1 at the M62 and join the M180 that way and 
traffic travelling north on the A1 from Blyth would join the M62 at the junction with 
the M1 and would be unlikely to cut across to the M1 via the M18, thereby negating 
the need to pass junction 35. Any traffic using the A616 and joining the M1 at 
Junction 35a could of course use the services located at Tankersley. 
   
Further, Government guidance no longer requires a needs case to be demonstrated, 
and in that sense the applicant’s expansive needs case is simply superfluous. DfT 
Circular 02/2013 clearly states, “There is no longer any requirement for a promoter 
of a motorway service area to justify the need for a facility in any one location”. 
 
Therefore, the correct interpretation of this Circular leads to the conclusion that 
an argument of transport need for the Motorway service area cannot possibly be 
cited as an exceptional circumstance for permitting development in the Green 
Belt. 
 

3. Traffic and Highways issues 
 
The section of the motorway where the applicant would like to construct this service 
station is one of the busiest on the network. Indeed this is evidenced by the 
development of a smart motorway scheme between Junction 35a and Junction 28. 
Also as part of that scheme and again because of the traffic flows and emissions, a 
60mph limit will be imposed for the majority of the time on the section between 
Junction 32 and 35a. 
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The applicant states this 60mph limit will increase peak- time journey times and 
hence would support the applicant’s intention to locate services at this location. 
However, I would contest this view. The whole idea behind the managed motorway 
concept is entirely to do just that, namely manage motorway flows by curbing 
congestion through controlled flow speeds, which can increase journey times.   
 
Also as previously stated it is intended to cut the speed limit to 60 mph on this 
section of the motorway to reduce emissions and improve air quality by reducing 
acceleration and braking. If this application is granted this will be compromised 
because of the large number of vehicles entering and leaving the site with much 
stopping and starting of engines, which is highly inefficient for combustion engines 
therefore increasing pollution. Also, because a service station at this location would 
mean traffic entering and leaving the motorway this will mean more braking and 
accelerating thereby working against the concept of managed motorways  
 
It should also be remembered that much of the traffic on this section of the 
motorway is local inter junction traffic making shorter journeys and therefore calls 
into question the need for a service station at all as most of these local journeys will 
be well under the recommended 2 hour rest target. 
 
The development will also lead in my view to increased traffic flows on the slipways 
and the A629 impacting on congestion on local roads with the many detrimental 
effects this would bring to the local area, including air pollution. 
 
 

4. Economic Case 
 
It is my understanding that the applicant argues that the development of a service 
station would create valuable employment in the area. While I would never want to 
discount the importance of job creation and the need for jobs in Chapeltown and 
the surrounding area, it needs to be remembered that a significant number of retail 
jobs are to be created at nearby Stocksbridge in the new retail centre being 
constructed on a former steel site.  I also understand planning permission has been 
granted by Rotherham Borough Council for a similar retail scheme to the one 
proposed at junction 35 at nearby Junction 33.  
  
Further, both national and local planning policy is clear that land allocated for 
employment should be promoted first and foremost.  Adjacent to the proposed site 
for this development is a site designated as employment land, this being Smithy 
Wood Business Park.  Moreover, the site has also been designated as an Enterprise 
Zone and in my view; this is where the creation of job opportunities should be 
focused.    
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I also note that the original planning permission for Smithy Wood Business Park was 
granted on condition of the use of an additional lane on the A629 to enable traffic 
to access the Business Park from the motorway without causing undue congestion 
around Junction 35. In planning terms, this means that the Business Park is 
considered to have unacceptable impacts unless dedicated highway capacity is 
provided for it. My understanding is that the applicant proposes to harness this 
additional lane for its own access, which would scupper the intended access 
arrangements for the Business Park. Consequently, the net economic effect of the 
service station could actually be negative because it would harm the accessibility of 
the Business Park and its attractiveness as an employment location. 
 

5. Environmental Impacts 
 
The development if allowed to proceed would destroy much of the ancient of 
woodland of Smithy Wood. Already much of this woodland has been lost or eroded, 
for instance when the M1 motorway was constructed, with only a tiny proportion of 
that much larger wood now left. While the applicant proposes mitigation by planting 
replacement trees at a nearby location this cannot be an adequate recompense to 
the loss of this extremely precious environment.  
 
I am reliably informed that the site supports extremely rare fungi. The biodiversity 
of the soil itself cannot be replaced and would be lost forever if this proposal was 
allowed to proceed. I am also told it is home to badgers and much other wildlife, 
which the development would destroy, if allowed.  
 
The mitigation measures of planting replacement trees would itself be destroyed if 
HS2 goes ahead, which of course means that this offsetting it is not really mitigation 
at all. Further, advice from DEFRA is that this sort offsetting should not be 
considered as a suitable replacement for the destruction of ancient woodland. 
 
Another important environmental consideration is air quality. The proposed 
development would be in the boundaries of an Air Quality Management Area and a 
nearby residential area (Cowley Estate). The extra traffic the proposed development 
would draw in would add substantially to problems already being experienced with 
air quality, this is especially so as much of the extra traffic would be braking, idling 
and accelerating, and be from diesel engines that represent an increasing 
proportion of road traffic and carry particularly worrying health impacts.  
Furthermore, the same cocktail of pollutants would also impact upon species and 
habitats present in the small part of the woodland that would left un-touched by 
the development, meaning this area too would be eroded by air pollution. 
 

6. Possible Impact on HS2  
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While it is true to say that as it presently stands HS2 is not a statuary consultee as 
the route of the line has not yet been fully finalised and safeguarding is not yet in 
operation, as a local planning authority Sheffield City Council can consider the 
recently consulted possible route of HS2 as a material consideration in a planning 
application.  
 
Of course it is up to SCC to decide how much weight they may wish to place on the 
present projected route. However, I would contend considerable weight should to 
be placed on this possible route, firstly because the combined damage of HS2 and 
this development would mean most if not all that area would be lost. Secondly, the 
line of HS2 will probably not move significantly (as major moves from the present 
line would mean major changes elsewhere on the route) and therefore the impact 
on the area will be great not matter what the final route is. Thirdly, some of the 
mitigation the applicant claims would be put in place will be destroyed if HS2 is 
progressed with.  
 
I am also informed by HS2 that should planning consent be granted by a LPA either 
with or without taking into account HS2 proposals, then in due course HS2 Ltd 
would need to compensate owners for the value of the planning consent obtained 
(assuming the interest remained undeveloped) or, if developed, acquire the interest 
voluntarily. In both instances, compensation would be need to be negotiated as 
appropriate. Of course, if voluntary agreements cannot be reached Royal Assent of a 
Phase 2 hybrid Bill would enable HS2 to use its compulsory purchase powers to gain 
control of the land.  
 

7. Village Green application 
 
I understand that a village green application has been submitted for this site and is 
currently being appraised by SCC officers. As any possible granting of the application 
for a service station would render any proposals under the village green application 
impossible to implement I therefore strongly recommend that the council does not 
determine the application for the service station until the application for a village 
green has been carefully considered and determined.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
My view, which is shared by many local residents, local interest groups, as well as 
many national groups and individuals is that this application should be refused.  This 
is also reflected in comment made at national level and from many different parts of 
the country, because of course it is recognized that an important principle is at stake 
here, namely, whether or not you can effectively off-set the destruction of ancient 
woodland.   
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I do not believe this application is needed, that it will work for the betterment of the 
area or that it meets the exceptional conditions that are required to develop in the 
green belt.  In essence it is a commercial development which involves the 
destruction of a precious habitat which is becoming increasingly hard to find in the 
UK.  
 
I trust and hope that my comments will be given full consideration by the Planning 
Board. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
Angela Smith MP, Penistone and Stocksbridge 
Constituency MP of the Year 2011-12 


